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

PETITION - TRAFFIC LIGHTS
fieryl Street-Main Street, Balcaita

MR CATANIA (Balcatta) (2.02 pm]: I have a petition which reads as follows -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned citizens of Western Australia request that urgent action be taken
to place traffic management controls and preferably traffic lights at die corner of
Beryl and Main Streets, Balcatta to put a halt to the many accidents that occur on this
dangerous corner. There have been 97 accidents in the past 6 years and we, the
residents, in this area, fear that a fatal accident is bound to occur in the near future.
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 106 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 29.]

PETITION - CRIMINAL CODE AMENDMENT (INCITEMENT TO RACIAL
HATRED) BILL
Urgent Legislation

MR CATANIA (Balcanta) [2.03 pm]: I have a second petition which reads as follows -

To: The Konourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.

We, the undersigned citizens of Western Australia, humbly petition that Parliament
act in a bipartisan manner, without further delay or amendments, and as a matter of
extreme urgency ensure the prompt passage of the Criminal Code Amendment
(Incitement to Racial Hatred) Bill to help curb the incidents of racism and
discrimination in this State.

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 38 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 30.]
PETITION - BROOME AIRPORT

Purchase and Resale Approval
MR BRIDGE (Kimberley - Minister for Water Resources) [2.04 pm]: I have a petition
which reads as follows -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.

We the undersigned as the Electors of the Shire of Broorne request that the Minister
for Local Government in the Government of Western Australia without delay gives
approval under Sections 5 14A and 529E of the Local Government Act to purchase
and resell the Broome Airport as requested by the Shire of Broome.
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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 841 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 3 1.]
PETITION - RENAL DIALYSIS UNIT

Fremantle Hospital

MR KIERATH (Riverton) (2.05 pm]: I have a petition which reads as follows -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We the undersigned hereby petition that a renal dialysis unit be established at
Fremantle H-ospital, thereby allowing patients ready access to extra life-saving
medical services. The Unit centred at Shenton Park is not easily accessible to
patients south of the Swan River.

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 17 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 32.]

PETITION -LIQUOR STORE SUNDAY TRADING HOURS
Liquor Licensing Act Amendment

MRS BEG(;S (Whitford -Minister for Transport) [2.06 pm]: I present the following
petition -

To: The H-onourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.

We the undersigned request that the Liquor Licensing Act 1988 be amended to allow
Licensed Stores the option to trade on Sunday between noon and 9.00 pm.

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 11 419 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.

I See petition No 33.]

PETITION - CRIMINAL CODE AMENDMENT (INCITEMENT TO RACIAL
HATRED) BILL

Urgent Legislation

MR DONOVAN (Morley) [2.07 pm]:. I have a petition which reads as follows. -
To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.

We, the undersigned citizens of Western Australia, humbly petition that Parliament
act in a bipartisan manner, without further delay or amendments, and as a matter of
extreme urgency ensure the prompt passage of the Criminal Code Amendment
(incitement to Racial Hatred) Bill to help curb the incidents of racism and
discrimination in this State.
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Your Petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this mnauter earnest
consideration and your Petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 41 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 34.1
PETITION - ANIMALS

Cosmetic Tests Ban Legislation
MR COURT (Nedlands - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.08 pm]: I have a petition
which reads as follows -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.

We, the undersigned request Parliament to introduce legislation which bans using
animals for the testing of cosmetic products as we believe it is important to:-

(1) Ensure that any improvement to consumer safety is not carried out at the
expense of animals

(2) Use the many safe and accurate testing methods available which do not
involve animals

As the testing of cosmetic products on animals is cruel, unnecessary and inaccurate
and these antimals should not be made to suffer for the questionable ideals of vanity
and profit.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this 'maner earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 1 816 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 35.]
ADDRESS-IN- REPLY - TENTH DAY

Motion
Debate resumed from [7 May.

MR CLARKO (Marmion) [2.11 pmj: I congratulate our new Premier. I hope my voice
will not be too loud to put her off. My microphone might be one of those which has to be
turned down to reduce the volume.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr CLARKO: I have just had to wait because of interjections by the Premier.

Dr Lawrence: I did not say a word.

Mir CLARKO: The same thing happened immediately prior to our rising on Thursday. I
asked a question relating to whether dead men would be voting at the forthcoming election,
but there were so many interjections coming from the Premier and others that I had to stop
half way through my question. I have taken a keen note of that.

The SPEAKER: Was I here?

Mr CLARKO: In no way would I ever reflect on you, Sir. The Premier does interject, and I
notice that she is now speaking more loudly. My congratulations also go to the Deputy
Premier, who should have been the Premier; he would have had my vote.

I turn now to a matter of serious concern, and I seek the attention of the Minister for Health
and the Minister for Local Government. This is the issue of swimmning pools, which I have
raised before. I am not critical of the two Ministers concerned, but there is a major gap in the
comments of those Ministers flowing from two reports made in the past couple of years. One
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was an investigation into the drownings of preschoolers in private swimmning podls, and the
subsequent report form-ed a continuation of the first paper. The major recommendation of
both those committees was that in Western Australia private swimming pools should be
surrounded by isolation fences, not by perimeter fencing. The Government decided not to
adopt isolation fencing in view of the cost, but other reasons are involved. Isolation fencing
does not completely prevent drownings either. If the Governm-ent has decided to continue
supporting perimeter fencing rather than isolation fencing, it must seriously consider my
proposal that the back doors of houses which open directly onto swirnming pools should
have automatic self closing and self latching arrangements. We could go further and
consider the windows as welt, but it is important that the doors be fitted with these devices. I
do not know whether the Minister is giving me support -

Mr Wilson: I am saying that that is being considered.

Mr CLARKO: With respect - not rudely - "being considered" is not enough.

Mr Wilson: There are problems.

Mr CLARKO: I know there are problems. I know it has been suggested that nio doors with
these devices are available, but of course they can be found. I am not saying that some of
them are not very expensive, but the door to this building automatically closes after members
go through it. That type of door is probably too expensive for the ordinary house, but we
must have an arrangement where a door automatically closes and latches or we will make a
complete ass of all the rules we are putting together.

Mr Gordon Hill: Are you talking about isolation fencing? You want doors which latch
automatically.

Mr CLARKO: I am talking about the back doors of houses. There are three fences around a
property with self closing side gates, and a back door which opens and allows children to go
out and drown. We are losing about 10 children a year. I gather drowning in backyard pools
is the second highest cause of accidental death among children, second only to road
accidents. About 95 per cent of these children who drown are either children of the house or
invited guests; only about four per cent of the children who drown in these pools have
wandered in. We must take some action, and I comnmend the Government for the inquiries it
has undertaken. Despite the fact that all the experts say we should have isolation fencing -
and the Government is aware of that - the Government has made the decision to continue
with perimeter fencing. I cannot support that recommendation while nothing is done about
back doors.

Mr Wilson: We have not ruled out requiring isolation fencing.

Mr Gordon Hill: We are awaiting more information about isolation fencing.

Mr CLARKO: I have been speaking in this House on this matter for at least two years. I
wrote to the Minister's predecessor arid the letter was lost. It was a year before the present
Minister arranged for me to receive a reply. The proof that insufficient action has been taken
is that the Government has spent thousands of dollars on a television advertisement showing
exactly what I am arguing about. That advertisement shows a little child moving out of the
house through the back door and falling into the pool and drowning. It is incongruous that
the Government should promote that advertisement while doing nothing about the point I am
making.

Mr Wilson: Have you discussed this with the swimming pool companies?

Mr CLARKO: No, I have not.

Mr Wilson: I think you should.

Mr CLARKO: All I have done is to write to the present and the former Minister for Local
Government and ask them about this. I have written a number of letters.
Mr Wilson: It is very difficult to reach a consensus about how to provide a back door
mechanism which will be guaranteed to work and which can be easily ispected.

Mr CLARKO: I understand that there are such doors.

Mr Wilson: There are differences of opinion about that.

Mr CLARKO: All of us go through doors which automatically close behind us. I bet the
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Minister goes into offices all the time where the door automatically closes behind him.
Doors are made which automatically close. So long as the door is not a sliding one, which
admittedly modem houses often have, there is no difficulty in making a traditional door
automatically self closing and self latching. The majority of front doors - probably the
Minister's as well - automatically close and latch.

Mr Wilson: The majority of back doors slide.

Mr CLARKO: That is right, but many houses like mine have traditional doors. If the doors
do not slide, it is the easiest thing under the sun to adapt them.

Mr Gordon Hill: What is your position in regard to isolation fencing? Are you for it or
against it?

Mr CLARKO: I could have attacked the Minister today for not adopting the primary
recommendation of those two reports where his experts say that isolation fencing should be
installed. The Government has decided not to follow that recommendation, and I am not
criticising the Minister for that. My eldest daughter has two children.

Mr Taylor: Are you suggesting there should be isolation fences, one on either side?

Mr CLARKO: The Minister is not being fair. The Premier gave a speech on 17 May - the
last day this House sat - to the Royal Australian and New Zealand College of Psychiatrists
and said that members in this IHouse did not talk intelligently or try to work together, and
they were always confrontationist. I admit that I have a loud voice, but I must speak loudly
in order to be heard over the noise of Government members' chatting. I am not
confrontationist. I am not criticising what the Goverrnent is doing, although I could do so.
The recommendat ions contained in the report made by Government experts indicate that
isolation fencing works, but the Government is not in favour of it.

Mr Taylor: Is that what you would do?

Mr CLAIRKO: The Minister has been quoted in the Press as being of that opinion. Perhaps
he will advise me if that is not the case.

Mr Gordon Hill: The Government is not convinced that isolation fencing itself will solve the
problem. The Government is undertaking further research, but in the meantime it argues that
it is necessary to continue with the program of education. Various other measures are being
taken by the Government. However, you will hear more of them in the future when I
introduce further legislation.

Mr CLARKO: The newspaper article reported to the Minister as saying that the Government
will have these regulations in place by I July.
Mr Gordon Hill: I was not talking about isolation fencing.

Mr CLARKO: It referred to a series of changes to the laws regulating swimming pools
which the Government intends to introduce by 1 July. f1 were a betting man, I would wager
that the legislation will not be introduced by I July.
Mr Gordon Hill: I have made the point that I hope we can have it in by I July; that is, if the
legislation is passed. The legislation will be introduced before then.
Mr CLARKO: I am not saying that in regard to all the to-ing and fro-ing which may occur in
the upper House; the legislation might not even get through. The Minister's legislation has
not seen the light of day, and it is almost June now. The Deputy Premier is chiding me
because I am not making any commitment to isolation fencing.

My eldest daughter moved into a brand new house in December and she is planning to put a
pool in her backyard for the summer. I have told her that she should not do so unless she
erects isolation fencing because she has two children, one who is almost three years of age
and one who is one year old. Any family with young children which has a swimming pool
should definitely install isolation fencing. I certainly would. However, it is a different case
for legislation to make isolation fencing mandatory. The Deputy Premier may not have had
the time to read these reports.

Mr Taylor: I have taken an interest in the issue but I have not read the reports.

Mr CLARKO: It is an important issue. However, the Deputy Premider has nor seen the facts
which point out that even with isolation fencing there is a risk. About a quarter of drownings
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occur on properties with isolation fencing. However, in those cases the fencing is usually
faulty, or perhaps the gates have not been locked properly. An interesting case has arisen in
the Town of Coutesloe where a man ties open the gate of his backyard so that his dog can go
in and out. He is complying with the legislation, even though he ties open the automatic self-
latching gate. Only a very keen lawyer could overcome a problem of that sort. All members
are at fault by passing legislation which contains these loopholes. The Opposition and the
community would welcome the Government taking steps to ensure that these situations do
not arise.
Perhaps the Minister for Local Governm ent does not understand a need exists for an effective
perimeter fencing system. The current regulations require three fences, at a minimum height
of 1.2 metres, and one or two side gates, which are automatically self-latching. That does not
help- if the back door of the home is open - as depicted in the Government's television
advertisement - because children have access to the pool and can drown. The rest of the
system may be adequate but problems arise if either windows or the back door of the home
are open. It is necessary to insist on automatic self-closing mechanisms. Until that is done
the Government is fadling by not providing for sufficient and adequate pool safety.

Mr Wilson: I agree an adequate mechanism is needed. We do not have that at the moment.
The Government is pursuing this, and I have taken it up because the member has raised it
with the committee. Further research is being undertaken into the adequate self-locking door
the member is referring to.

Mr CLARKO: If the Government will not make that change it should adopt isolation
fencing.

Mr Wilson: To make that change a thorough agreement on mechanisms which adequately
provide that level of safety will be needed.

Mr CLARKO: The Government should say that when self latching mechanisms on sliding
doors do not work properly people must fit old-fashioned doors which lock properly.
Hundreds of thousands of houses in Perth already have such doors. That is one way to
enforce the requirement. The alternative is isolation fencing which will cost people between
$1000 and $1 500. The Governm-ent has said that it does not want to impose that penalty if
it can find another way to enforce the requirement. I put the onus onto the Minister with all
his resources to come up with an answer. He should either find a self-latching sliding door
or alternatively tell people that they must have old-fashioned doors.

Mr Wilson: That is the approach the Government is pursuing.

Mr CLARKO: At the same time the Governiment has chosen not to adopt isolation fencing.
I believe everybody with a swimming pool should have this fencing, and perhaps the
Minister would have it if he had young children. I wonder whether the Minister would be
happy with the same type of door depicted in the television advertisement. I do not think he
would. I do not think any of us in this House would accept that situation, because it is
unsafe. We do not want something unsafe in a system that is basically safe.

I commend the Government on its efforts in the last couple of years to address this problem
of children drowning in backyard pools. However, the Government is wasting money on
television advertisements. Despite my constant repetition of the problems involved, I cannot
get any support for my argument, apart from the Minister saying that the Government is
looking at it.

Mr Wilson: We are not just looking at it, we are pursuing it definitely. We have to get
agreement that there is an effective mechanism everybody can use. Otherwise the
Government would be making a bit of a false presentation.

Mr CLARKO: The Minister should look at my file. One needs to be a weightlifter to l iti.

Mr Pearce: Is that what you have been doing over these years?

Mr CLARKO: I would not have the Leader of the House in my heavyweight wrestling team,
whether he were on steroids or otherwise. ile would be gone with the first light wind. The
Government has said that isolation fencing will not be introduced for the prime reason of
cost.

Mr Gordon Hill: At the moment.
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Mr CLARKO: I arn trying to pressure the Government - not aggressively - to make a prompt
decision because otherwise more children will drown in the coming summer. About three
summers have gone by since I started writing these letters. In that time about 30 children
have drowned.

Mr Wilson: You are wrong.

Mr CLARKO: About 1.0 children a year drown. Does the Minister dispute that? I am not
saying that they all occured because the back door of the home was left open. Recently a
couple of children in Fremarntle drowned in different circumstances. It does not matter what
precautions are taken; no perfect solution exists for the problem. That is why I am not
prepared to attack the Government on the argument for isolation fencing. I the Fremanitle
case a young boy who was only three years old pulled a table alongside a backyard fence, put
a chair onto the table, climbed onto the chair and climbed over the fence. One of my
colleagues who is not in the House today has twin boys and he has told me chat when these
boys were either three or four years. old - and their pool had isolation fencing, properly
secured and maintained - they could gain access to the pool. As the Minister knows, there is
a latch at the top of the post; one of the boys would shimmy up the post and lift up the latch.
The other twin would open the gate and they would both get into the pool area. That is why I
arn not trying to take up an arbitrary fixed line about what should be done. However, at the
very least, as a matter of great urgency, something should be done about the back doors of
homes with swimming poois. If I come back to this place in a year's time, if the Government
is still here - and it probably will not be - and it has not done anything, it will be derelict in
its duty.

Mr Gordon Hill: That might be your view, but it does not mean we should drop the whole
question of education, which is very important.

Mr CLARKO: That is a red herring, because both the Minister for Local Government and I
agree 100 per cent that education is important. The Minister will not get an argument from
me on that.

Mr Gordon Hill: But you said a moment ago we should not spend money on education or
advertisements.

Mr CLARKO: I believe the Government should not spend money on education which is
Totally inaccurate; chat is what is wrong. The Government is wasting money on those
television advertisements that show the back door open and so on, when it is not doing
something about it. The Minister for Health said there were technical reasons for the
Government's not doing something about that. I am pleased to hear that, and I hope the
technicalities will soon be overcome. If the Governiment intends to bring in legislation
during the next couple of weeks, that legislation should include a provision in relation to this
matter, together with a time delay clause; just as I understand the Governm-ent presently
intends to allow those people who do not yet meet the requirements concerning pool fences a
period of, say, three years in which to have them installed.

That leads me again to the question of costs. The Minister has said the Government will not
insist on isolation fencing because of the cost, but that it is still looking into it. As to The
question of annual inspections, I have put forward on several occasions what I chink is the
simplest and most inexpensive system one could possibly dream up; that is, when a person
who has a swimming pool receives his rate notice each year - and swimming pools must be
registered now - he must also receive a specially prepared statutory declaration relating to the
safety aspects of his pool. The declaration might state that on a given day the person
checked his pool gates, the height of the fence, and so on, and it would have to be signed by
him before a special witness and returnied to the local authority. That would cost almost
nothing - it would mean perhaps a little extra clerical work at the local authority's offices.

The Minister for Local Governiment's proposal is that each pool shall be inspected each year.
Various people have said that will1 cost $40 or $50 a year. The Government proposes to
bring in legislation which will cover the whole of the State, and I support that. However, in
the case of the Wiluna. shire, if a pastoralist who lives 100 kilometres out of town has a pool
it will cost more than $40 or $50 to carry out an annual inspection of chat pool. That problem
could be obviated by the system I have proposed. In addition, naturally we must have an
inspection system. One does exist but I do not believe it is adequate; probably neither the
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Minister for Local Government nor the Minister for H-ealth would disagree with me about
that. I have spoken to people from virtually all of the many local councils in Western
Australia, and many people have said to me that their councils do not have an adequate pool
inspection system now. Some have said to me, "We doubt whether some of the pools built
before 1970 have ever been inspected." Of course, 1970 was when this legislation was first
enacted.

One senior council officer told me that his council would require an increase of 100 per cent
in its health surveying staff in order to canry out annual inspections of all the poois in its area.
Therefore the Minister must hurry up if he wishes this legislation to come in by 1 July, and if
he wishes some of the big councils, which may now have eight health inspectors, to double
their staff in order to enable them to carry out this work. 1 am not knocking the Minister for
proposing it, and I will congratulate him if he can do it, but that is one practical problem
associated with his proposal. There is no doubt the local authorities would require more staff
if the Minister's proposal were adopted than if the Government chose to follow my
suggestion. I believe the Minister's path is the wrong one because it will cost more, and it
will be unfair if it is not run on a user pays principle because those people who do not have

Soats will subsidise those who do. [ think the cast of annual inspections will be above the
4O or $50 suggested, and my alternative proposal - a sound inspection system and a signed

statutory declaration - will certainly be much cheaper. If the Minister is interested in costs,
which he mentioned in relation to isolation fencing, my proposal is a way of saving ordinary
swimming pool owners the inspection fee of $50 or more. Until we reach that point the
Minister will find that many people in our commnunity will be concerned about this
legislation.

Mr Gordon Hill: Not every local government authority will impose an inspection fee. We
are not forcing that upon them; that is their choice.

Mr CLARKO: I do not believe that is fair, because if pool owners do not pay the fee them
people who do not have pools - such as little old ladies on the pension - will be subsidising
people with swimming pools who live in riverside locations.

Mr Gordon Hill: [ said that some local government authorities will not apply the fee.

Mr CLARKO: But I do not think that is fair.

Mr Gordon Hil: It is entirely up to them. If they want to employ a health inspector to do a
survey of pools and fencing in the area, it is their business and their expenditure.

Mr CLARKO: But that would mean putting a charge on ratepayers who do not have'
swimming pools.

Mr Gordon Hill: No, not at all. We are not imposing the charge. If the local authorities
wish, they may do so.

Mr CLARKO: But the Minister is imposing the rules which the councils must follow.

Mr Gordon Hill: We are imposing the rules with the support of local government.

Mr Strickland interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! We do not want a three way conversation; a two way conversation,
perhaps.

Mr Gordon Hill:- We are imposing the rules with the support of local government - and
probably with your support too, based on your comments.

Mr CLARKO: Yes, except that the Minister is changing the system - which I understand
was proposed by him - of annual inspections of swimming pool fencing being carried out.
Taking up the point the Minister has made, if the Government does not charge swimming
pooi owners but rather allows local councils to absorb that cost into their general
expenditure, people who do not have swimming pools will be paying for those inspections,
which will cause community resentment. I believe the Government should not apply that
charge to the pool owner either, and it will not need to if it takes up my statutory declaration
proposal.

I have here a copy of a letter written to the Minister for Local Government on 17 May
headed "Re Legislation - Pool Safety". The letter reads in part -
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I was both elated and disappointed to read, in The West Australian on 17.5.90, an
article stating your Government had approved legislation concerning annual
inspection fees and fines for pool safety.

While I feel, as most West Australians do, this legislation is overdue and can only be
for the good of all concerned, I was extremely disappointed to read all pool owners
will be hit with a rate increase as well as annual inspection fees.
I wonder if any consideration has been given to those of us who have taken all the
appropriate steps to ensure safety and security of our pools, and over which we wil
continue to maintain strict controls.

Mr Gordon Hill: But that is a matter for the local authority to determine, not for me.

Mr CLARKO: I think the Minister is creating yet another bit of intervention and imposition
on pool owners when it is not necessary. My statutory declaration proposal would offset that
cost, and all we need to do is to encourage local councils to takce up the question of
inspections.

Mir Gordon Hill: You said a little while ago that you think inspections are necessary.

Mr CLA.RKO: Of course I believe they are necessary, but although councils presently have
an inspection system it does not involve an annual inspection of each pool. There is a huge
difference. If the Government intends to lay down the law that councils shall at least once a
year inspect each pool in their municipality, it is imposing a huge burden, firstly on the
council and secondly on the citizens and/or ratepayers of that community. The Minister says
they could either choose the user pays principle or go the other way. If we are to have
legislation of that type I believe it wW be unnecessary legislation which will increase the
resentment of people who now have safety arrangements which are totally secure. I believe
we need to do as the Minister has said and give emphasis to education -

Ms Wilson; What do you think is an adequate form of inspection, then?

Mr CLARKO: I think a statutory declaration should be sent out to each pool owner with his
annual rate notice, by which each such citizen declares he has checked all the aspects of
safety around his pool; and while we already have re-inspection provisions -

Mr Wilson: Not annually.

Mr CLARKO: I agree they are not sufficient and we must have more than that; but my
proposal will increase that. If every single pool owner checks the safety aspects of his pool,
when a health surveyor comes to inspect it I expect there would be far fewer problems than
we have under the present system. Some people have told me that they do not have side
gates to their pools at all, contrary to the laws of this land. Therefore I take it that when a
health inspector arrives to inspect such a pool he would spend two or three hours checking it
and writing out what is required.

I conclude by saying that if the Goverrnment expects the community to support it in holding
off the isolation fencing, it must do something about back doors. I think the Government
should reconsider the question of annual costings along the lines of the statutory declaration I
proposed.

Amendment to Motion
Mr CLARKO: I move the following amendment to the Address-in-Reply -

That the following words be added to the motion -

But we regret to advise Your Excellency that the members of the Legislative
Assembly of Western Australia condemn the proposal of the management of
the ABC to abandon weekend TV news bulletins produced in Perth, noting
that -

Several members interjected.

Mr CLARKO:- The amendment continues -

(1) the contraction of State-based TV news bulletins at weekends will apply to
outlying States like Western Australia but not to populous States like New
South Wales;
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(2) the ABC has a special, even privileged, position in Australian society being
entirely funded by all Australian taxpayers, regardless of their place or State
of residence;

(3) Mr David Hill's remarks in Perth that weekend TV news bulletins are easy
prey for MPs at a quiet news time is a gratuitous insult to his own ABC
journalists and subeditors who alone decide on what goes to air and what does
not;

and that because of these arguments the ABC is called upon to after its attitude to
outlying States, to end the proposals to network from Sydney, or otherwise forgo the
right to be regarded as a national telecaster as distinct from a Sydney-based
institution.

MR MacKINNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) [2.41 pm]: Let the record show
that the Government laughed at a very serious motion which the Liberal Opposition hopes
every party in this Parliament will endorse.

The Opposition believes that the outrageous proposal made by the management of the
Australian Broadcasting Corporation deserves the condemnation of all Australian States,
particularly Queensland, Western Australia, South Australia and Tasmania. The news
services conducted at the weekends in those States will be seriously affected by this crazy
proposal. It is outrageous given that the precedent this establishes clearly indicates that the
next move by the ABC will be to transfer all news broadcasting services from the purview of
the States to Sydney. The ultimate demise of "The 7.30 Report" will be loudly and clearly
signalled. Lest members opposite want to laugh in the face of their own Premier, I was
pleased to see that the Premier was reported yesterday as fully supporting the contents and
sentiments of the amendment moved today.
It is important to reflect upon the outcome of this proposal. As a result of this move by the
ABC, there will be little, if any, Western Australian news carried on the ABC. I will confirm
and outline that fact in a moment. Given the fact that in summer there is a three hour time
difference between Sydney and Western Australia, it is unlikely that even an earthquake in
Western Australia would be carried on a Sydney-based news bulletin produced by the ABC
on the weekends. Logically that would inevitably flow through to weekday bulletins. In
addition, bearing in mind that the ABC in this State is one of only two channels going to all
Western Australians - along with the Golden West Network - people in rural Western
Australia will be denied the choice of a local news service on weekends and again through
the week. They will have no access - nor indeed will anyone who prefers an ABC bulletin -
to sports results, for example, on the weekend because these will not be carried by an ABC
bulletin. If anyone doubts what I say about the Western Australian news comning from those
sort of bulletins, they should look at the Hinch program or the Jana Wendt program on the
commercial stations and they will realise that the Western Australian content of those
programs is minimal.

I want to repeat part two of the motion, which reads as follows -

(2) The ABC has a special, even privileged, position in Australian society being
entirely funded by all Australian taxpayers, regardless of their place or State
of residence;

That is fundamental to the charter given to the ABC. As taxpayers Western Australians fund
the Australian Broadcasting Corporation, not the Sydney Broadcasting Corporation, which it
will become known as should the move by the management of the ABC succeed. That
underlines the point made by the Opposition. Western Australians are as entitled as anyone
else in this nation to a quality newscasting service, which the ABC news represents. Western
Australians are entitled to an independent news broadcasting service delivered to them across
the length and breadth of this State. I refer briefly to the report in today's The Australian
which quotes an anonymous ABC spokesman - I would not want to put my name to this
nonsense put forward in support of the argument - as follows -

"The money saved will be ploughed back into week night bulletins and international
affairs coverage,' a spokesman said. 'What people need to understand is that this
doesn't in any way represent a downgrading of news.

What absolute nonsense. It is a significant downgrading of the news for Western
Australians. We want to know what is happening in Western Australia first and foremost;
A7561 1-4
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we are then interested in national and international events, which come via the bulletin
anyway. To say that it does not represent a downgrading of news is preposterous. The
spokesman was then reported as saying -

"News crews will still be roscered on and if a story from, say, Tasmania or
Queensland -

Members should note that Western Australia was not even given a reference. The report
continued -

- is of national importance it will get screened in the normal way.
News crews will be rostered on? During the by-election campaign on the weekend a
cameraman camne in the morning to film me and the Liberal candidate for Maylands with a
sound technician but no journalist. They said, "You cannot say anything; we will just have a
bit of vision showing you running round the polling booth." Somebody from Sydney will
read a script written by who knows whom; it is absolutely nonsensical. That is the sort of
quality coverage the ABC is talking about when it says that a crew will be rostered on to
cover events of national importance. News crews, it seems to me, will be rostered off most
of the time if the ABC gets away with this proposal. The ABC should provide the lead to the
rest of Australia in providing independent, quality news services nationwide. If the ABC
gets away with this proposition, it wil provide the lead to the commercial networks, which
will almost certainly follow suit. That means that people who do not live in Sydney or
Melbourne will be the second class citizens of Australia in that they will not receive a quality
news broadcasting service. That is nothing new for the people who live in this State; we are
used to people from the Eastern States - particularly the socialists in Canberra - wanting to
impose upon us a centralist doctrine day after day, telling us -

Mr Pearce: What did we tell them?

Mr MacKINNON: Can the Leader of the House deny that the Federal authorities have told
Western Australia that it must impose a blood alcohol limit of 0.05 or its road funding will be
chopped off? That is what the socialist centralist colleagues of the Leader of the House have
said. I sincerely hope that this amendment will be supported by the Government and the
National Party and that we can send from this Parliament today a loud and significant
message to Mr Hill and his colleagues on the board of the ABC when it meets tomorrow.
We must tell them, "Hands off the ABC news services in Western Australia. Give the people
of this State what they are entitled to and what they pay for - a locally based, quality
newscasting service that serves the people of Western Australia first.' If they want to
centralise news broadcasts, they should centralise them here in Western Australia. That is
the only acceptable option. I do not think one would find that the people of Sydney or
Melbourne would jump up and down with glee at that proposal; I am sure Mr Hill would not
countenance it. However that highlights what I am saying. It is a preposterous proposition,
which should be rejected out of hand. I hope every member of this Parliament stands as one
and endorses the proposition outlined in the amendment.

MR HOUSE (Stirling) [2.50 pmJ: I support the amended motion and the comments made
by the Leader of the Opposition. I also support the comments attributed to the Prem-ier in last
night's Daily News. I was very pleased to read that the Premier realises the problems faced
by Western Australia without a proper news bulletin - and I use that word advisedly. I was
very pleased to see that the Premier was quick to make her feelings known. Based on that
action, the Labor Government will support the amendment.
The people whom I represent face a greater danger than metropolitan residents in not having
their views and news heard. It is difficult enough presently for country people to make an
input to State news bulletins, but it is even more difficult for small regional centres to have
their voices heard on bulletins originating in Sydney or Melbourne. It is just as important for
the small regional centres to canvass their ideas as it is for major centres to do so. It is just as
important for those centres to provide a local content to the State news as it is for States to
provide a local content to the national scene.
Faced with a threat by the Federal Government to cut funds, it is very easy for those people
who direct and run the Australian Broadcasting Corporation to decide that the first thing to
do is to cut off Western Australia. The logic will be that only one million people live in
Westemn Australia and that we can receive news from the east; the Eastern States do not want
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co receive news from Western Australia; and the ABC will include a little local content from
the States in the news, but not much. That is a disgraceful suggestion and I hope that people
in Western Australia will not stand for it.

To those people who have watched the ABC news over the last fortnight, it will be apparent
that the weekend weather program has been cut substantially. At this time of the year,
almost every farmer in Western Australia watches that weather program because it affects
the decisions made in rural areas regarding seeding, shearing and other activities. It is
important that farmers receive a comprehensive coverage of weather bulletins at the
weekends as well as on weekdays because, unlike city occupations, farming does not come to
a standstill at weekends.

Dr Gallop: I was at Mt Barker on the weekend and not much was happening, except for the
football.

Mr HOUSE: The Minister was not doing much either. I issued hini an invitation to visit the
Mt Barker High School, and I was told that the Minister would not have time. Apparently he
was not working that weekend. I would have happily given my time to visit the high school
with the Minister. I acknowledge that the Minister will soon spend rime with the agricultural
education committee; I am pleased about that.

The weekend weather bulletins are very important to country people. However, we have
already suffered the first of the cuts intended by the ABC in the reduction of its service.
Weather reports over the last couple of weekends were not worth receiving. I urge the ABC
to return to its previous format with comprehensive weather bulletins. Many people in rural
areas rely solely on ABC television and radio because they cannot receive commercial radio
and television. This situation highlights the need for local content in the news. We should
have Western Australian and regional Western Australian coverage - not only coverage from
the major cities such as Sydney and Melbourne.

This is not the first occasion on which we have had to fight a rearguard action for the ABC.
Only 18 months ago the proposal was to axe regional programs. The ABC did its best to
eliminate the breakfast program from Bunbury run by Bill McCutcheon, a program which
provides one of the greatest services to rural people. I rake my hat off to Bill McCutcheon. I
commend him for the effort, drive and initiative he puts into the program. Without question,
many country people receive a large amount of information from his program. As I said,
over the last couple of years we have had to fight hard to maintain the finance to keep the
program nrning. The ABC finally saw the wisdom in keeping that program on the air, and
acceded to our requests.

Of equal importance is the situation now foisted on Western Australia. Western Australians
have a right to their fair share of ABC funding for radio and television. We have a right to
hear our fair share of news on weekends, just as we do on weekdays. We pay taxes, as does
everyone else in this country. ABC regional television and radio networks do a tremendous
job; they provide and deliver an excellent service to country people. One could say that
those areas deserve funding way above some other priorities set by the Federal Government.
These cuts should not become the thin edge of the wedge. If we accept that local content is
not needed at weekends, possibly this situation will apply to weekdays as weUl. Western
Australia will become a forgotten State as far as ABC radio and television programs are
concerned - just as we are forgotten sometimes by the Federal Government in other areas.
I have great pleasure in supporting the amendment. I reiterate that I am very pleased that the
Premier has taken up the cudgel on behalf of country people and Western Australia as a
whole. I am sure that she had the country situation in mind when she made the statements
attributed to her in the Daily News last night. I hope that the Government will support the
amendment and that we will see a concerted effort by the Government to ensure that Western
Australia receives a fair share of radio and television funding for the ABC.
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [2.56 pm]: I support absolutely the sentiments
expressed by Opposition members. I have already indicated that view in the media in this
State. However, I should say at the outset that as a matter of form the Governor is not the
right person to whom to address the amended motion. What we need to do as a Parliament,
and what I have done today, is to approach the Prime Minister to express our dismay at the
suggestions of the weekend; more importantly, to write to the Executive Director of the
ABC, David Hill, in the strongest possible terms indicating our displeasure with that matter.
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I would have no problem supporting a motion outside the Address-in-Reply. But it is simply
inappropriate that such a motion be attached to the Address-in-Reply. The Government does
not have control of this matter. Having said that, it is very important that we understand
what is proposed by the ABC management. Western Australia has a very good record in its
news coverage on ABC, having an appropriately wide spread of news. It does not simply
focus on local issues, or what has happened in Perth or around the countryside. Rather, we
have a very good coverage of interstate and international news. By contrast, if one spent any
time in Sydney or Melbourne one could find that those places invented the word "parochial".
People in those cities see themselves very often as sophisticated and urbane in relation to
national and international affairs. It is very rare that the outposts of the empire, as they see it,
of Western Australia and South Australia in particular, get any coverage.

My fear would be that if the news were networked from Sydney, Perth and Western
Australian news - country and metropolitan - would disappear from the airways. That would
mean that mailers of great importance to Western Australia, but perhaps not significant
enough to be seen as important to the eastern seaboard, would not be given the attention they
deserve; that very loyal band of people who watch the ABC would be denied that
comprehensive coverage and would be forced instead to watch commercial networks,
perhaps not of their choosing.

I am surprised that the ABC has contemplated this action because clearly from recent
experience, networking news and networking current affairs from the Eastern States simply
is not successful in Western Australia. The so-called "National' program, although it had
excellent intentions, did not work in Western Australia and was fairly soon abandoned. I
recommend to members that we should, perhaps in another form by another motion, make
our sentiments clear to the Federal Government and to the ABC in particular. An
amendment to the Address-in-Reply is not the appropriate place in which to express this
opinion. I urge all members of this House, the Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of
the National Party to write to the Prime Minister -

M~r Macinnon: My letter went yesterday.

Dr LAWRENCE: - if they have not done so already, to express their sentiments. They
should indicate that we are not parochial in Western Australia and that we do want to know
what is happening in the rest of the world, but that we are very fearful that if the ABC adopts
the policy suggested on the weekend we will not know what is happening here.

Mr Lewis: You are following our lead again.

Mr Pearce: She made the point yesterday that you are making today when she approached
the Prime Minister.
Mr Lewis: I know that we run the agenda here -

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Dr LAWRENCE: The interjection by the member for Melville does not warrant a reply. I
have said before that there are occasions on which members of the Opposition have good
ideas; indeed, members of the Opposition should have good ideas in generating policies and
programs and expressing sentiments representative of their constituents. If they are not
doing so - I feel that they have not been of late - they are not being a good Opposition. I do
not regret the fact that we share the same sentiments in this matter as the Opposition is
behaving like a good Opposition in this instance.

I support the sentiment. However, given that this is not the right form in which express it, I
do not support the amendment.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3-01 pmn]: I find it strange
that the Government intends to vote against this proposal; I cannot follow the logic. It is
important that the Premier understands that this amendment would be a message from this
Chamber expressing its opinion on the change to ABC programming. It is all very well for
the Premier to say that her party has written to the Prime Minister - as has the Opposition -

but we have a unique opportunity to make clear the position of the entire House on this
subject.
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I am strongly opposed to the actions that have been proposed at the AJBC because it is a
continuation of what we have seen for some years. Members who listen to the ABC radio
news will have noticed that the evening news bulletin has changed. The 7.00 pm. 8.00 pm,
9.00 pm and 10.00 pm bulletins are locally produced, yet we now receive a national bulletin
in the 11.00 pm and m-idnight broadcasts. The national broadcasts have little relevance to
most of us in Western Australia as they often refer to Governiments and Oppositions in other
States.

Mr Clarko: They refer to car accidents in Victoria.

Mr COURT: Yes, and that sort of news is irrelevant to us in Western Australia. We have
seen the situation develop in which the ABC has gradually included more and more centrally
produced material. When one is coming home late from a function and hears a national
talkback program, it is clear that a great deal of the program is irrelevant to Western
Australian listeners; many of the issues involved would not be understood by Western
Australian listeners.
The situation we have seen develop with the commercial television networks is appalling.
We no longer have a locally produced current affairs program in the metropolitan area - most
of the networks have gone backwards regarding local content. The only local current affairs
program on air is die '7.30 Report', and there is talk that it may become a national program
as it is during the sumnmer break. It can be seen during the summer break that many of the
stories produced for that program are not relevant to this State. This situation is very
unhealthy for the whole broadcasting system. This needs examination because if it is not
improved the service provided to the public of this State will suffer.

The latest move for the ABC to broadcast
typical of decisions that have been made in
urge the House to support the motion.
Government will not join the Opposition in
by supporting the motion.

its weekend news from Melboumne or Sydney is
the past to the detriment of Western Australia. I
As I stated earlier, I find it amazing that the
expressing the bipartisan strength of this House

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

Mr Ainsworth
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Claiko
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Edwardes

Dr Alexander
Mrs Beggs
Mrs Buchanan
Mr Car
Mrt Catania
Mr Cunningham
Mr Donovan

Mr Grayden
Mr Hassell
Mr House
Mr Kierath
Mr Lewis
Mr Macinnon

Dr Gallop
Mr Graham
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Kobelke
Dr Lawrence
Mr Leahy

Ayes (24)

My McNee
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nicholls
Mr Shave
MrStickland
Mr Thompson

Noes (25)

Mr Marl borough
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D.L. Smith
Mr P.i. Smith
Nfr Taylor
Mr Thomas

Mr Trenorden
Mr Fred Tubby
Dr Turbuhl
Mr Want
Mr Wiese
Mr Blaikie (Teller)

Mr Troy
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Watkins (Teller)

par

Mr Minson
Mr Omodei

Mr Ripper
Mr Bridge

Amendment thus negatived.

Debate (on motion) Resumed
MRS WATKINS (Wanneroo) (3. 10 pm]: I have great pleasure in speaking in this Address-
in-Reply debate. I will address some of my remarks to the problem of rubbish, something
about which the Opposition knows a great deal. I have lived in the Wanneroo area for the
past 19 years, during which time three landfill tips have been developed. One tip was
established in the townsite of Wanneroo, one was in Pinjar Road and the latest was
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developed in Badgerup Road. Dioxins are a by-product of wante, such as disposable nappies,
bleached paper products, poison and heavy metals which leach from household cleaners and
other products. These materials degenerate over an incredibly long time - in the case of
dioxins that time is in excess of two billion years. Dropping these deadly dioxin laden
wastes into the ground ensures an almost eternal life for this most dangerous chemical
pollutant. At the Badgerup tip, the leachate movement, while incredibly slow, is very
resilient and deadly. It makes its way, via the underground water system to our lakes, arid the
lake system leading into Lake Joondalup.

Our lake system may well become poisoned beyond repair if something is not done soon to
stop landfill tips from being developed. It may well be necessary to exhume the Badgerup
tip in the near future before it completely destroys the lake system. No doubt that landfill
tips cause pollution and should therefore become a thing of the past. However, sadly, my
belief is not shared by the Cities of Wanneroo, Stirling and Perth, which cities in early 1991
intend to commence dumping their collective rubbish - from approximately 450 000 people -
into the Mindarie Tip or Tarnala Park, a very pretty name for a very unpleasantly smelling
place. Tamnala Park is near the Neerabup National Park and is identified as lot 17 Mindaxie.
The rubbish disposal site is 22 hectares in size with a proposed lifetime of 25 years. Imagine
how much deadly dioxin will be produced during that time and how it may affect our lakes,
oceans and environiment. Lot 17 Mindarie consists of 432 hectares of which the southern
portion of 220 hectares is included under the Metropolitan Region Planning Authority 1977
north west corridor development plan as parks and recreation, leaving a portion of 2t2
hectares of which 22 hectares have been identified for landfill purposes. This leaves a
balance of 190 hectares. The land was purchased jointly by the local govemnment authorities
of Stirling, Perth and Wanneroo in 1981 for approximately $4.2 million. I am unclear as to
what the valuation is today. However, a valuation of $800 000 was determined in late 1989
for 12.75 hectares of that site. Were that valuation extended to the 212 hectares which could
be used as anything other than parks and recreation, by my calculation the figure would be
$13 301 960. That is a very conservative valuation of the land sold as broad acres.
Taking that equation a step further and assuming that 212 hectares were available for
residential blocks of, say, 1 000 square metres - very large by today's standards - priced at
about $40 000 per block, an amount of $84.8 million would be arrived at. Development
costs must be taken into consideration. However, following that line one can see that the
land in question has dramatically increased in value. Even the 22 hectares of land
earmarked for landfill, if wirned into residential properties at, say, $40,000 per block, would
return $8.8 million less development costs. Whichever way one looks at the situation,
members must agree that Wannerco, Stirling and Perth Councils have made an excellent
investment and are destined to make a tidy profit if they choose to sell or develop the land.
A simple solution to the problems associated with the Mindarie tip could be to sell the land
for that tidy profit and reinvest the money for the provision of an alternative to landfill, for
example, a neutralysis plant. Mr Speaker, may I quote from some notes I have here on
neutralysis -

The SPEAKER; You certainly can. I am very interested.

Mrs WATKIN.S: The article states that Neutralysis Industries was set up in Brisbane and has
developed technology to turn garbage into building blocks. It goes on -

21.1 The company has lodged a joint tender with Brambles (Cleanaway) for a 15-
year contract to dispose of the garbage from Brisbane, which will run out of
landfill sites in just three years.

It says that the process is energy self-sufficient - the methane gas released by
the garbage fuels the kilns - and also generates electricity which can be used
for domestic and commercial purposes.

21.2 A pilot plant is already operating in Rocklea, just outside Brisbane, and the
first plant in the US is to be built in Michigan.

21.3 A Perth company, WA Advanced Systems, has bought the state licensing
rights for the process and undertaken a feasibility study to present to the
Governmtent and local authorities.

21.4 The Neutralysis process combines and minces household garbage, raw clay
and liquid waste, cooks it -
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I would not fancy cooking it myself.

- at 1200C in large rotating kilns, with the organic material acting as fuel and
spits out tiny lightweight terracotta organic gravel pebbles called Neutralite.

21.5 Neutralite can be added to cement to produce blocks as strong as but one third
lighter than normal cement blocks and is said to have good thermal and
acoustic properties.

While I understand that the cost of a neutralysis plant is excessive at approximately
$50 milion, this clean and harmless method of waste disposal should be thoroughly
examined with the idea of local government perhaps operating it as a joint venture with WA
Advanced Systems which has the licensing rights in this State. The Government also needs
to take some action to outlaw landfill rubbish tips and explore avenues in which it, and
possibly the Federal Government, could assist councils in developing alternate methods of
rubbish disposal.

While on the subject of the environment it would be remiss of me not to mention the
Yellagonga Regional Park. As members will be aware, in January 1989 the Government
undertook to establish a Kings Park of the northern suburbs. Several sceptics suggested that
this was an election stunt. A stunt it certainly was not. It will be a reality. A competition
was launched in the northern suburbs for people to name the park. I personally wrote to
schools in my electorate inviting them to participate. In addition, advertisements were
placed in local newspapers. The response was a flood of interest from young and old alike.
The task of judging this competition was mind boggling. However, eventually the name
Yellagonga was picked as the judges' favourite. It was entered by one person from both the
senior and junior categories.
The members in conversation are a great help. Mr Speaker. I cannot hear myself; the
members are making too much noise.

The SPEAKER: Order! Members axe loitering in the passageway.

Mrs WATKINS: I have the privilege of chairing the steering committee of Yellagonga
Regional Park which consists of Lakes Joondalup and Goolelal, and Beenyup and
Wallubuenup Swamps - approximately 1 500 hectares of land in total.

Mr P.3. Smith: Why is it called "Yellagonga'?

Mrs WATKINS: "Yellagonga" is the name of a very famous Aboriginal; the member should
know his history.

The steering committee must assess the most effective way of managing the park to
determine which areas must be set aside to conserve and protect the wildlife, determine
which areas are suitable for recreational uses and what those uses must be and, most
importantly, to ensure a balance is maintained between recreation for the public and the
conservation of natural areas.

Fortunately, I am blessed with an excellent committee which consists of representatives firom
the community, the City of Wanneroo, the Joondalup Development Corporation, the
Department of Planning and Urban Development and the Department of Conservation and
Land Management. A recent addition to the committee is none other than that lovely
Aboriginal fellow, Ken Colbung, who will give it additional strength. The committee has a
wealth of talent. All members will work hard to ensure that our report contains
recommendations which will be accepted and implemented by the Government.

The wetlands in Wanneroo are very precious and must be preserved. I guess that is why I
feel so very passionate about the need to prevent pollution seeping into them.
I am extremely fortunate in my electorate to have two excellent environmenta groups, the
Quinns Rock Environmental Research Group and the Coalition for Wanneroo's
Environment. Both of these groups present cogent arguments in their endeavours to maintain
and enhance the environment. They recognise the need to balance the equation of
development versus environment and know that all interests can be catered for without
conflict if planners and developers have the intestinal fortitude to request input from these
groups in the planning stages of development proposals. The Government and, in particular,
local members certainly seek input from these environmental groups.
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For this reason, on 11I June [ will lead a delegation of Wanneroo's leading envirornentalists
to the Minister for Planning, Hon Kay Hallahan, to seek her approval for the setting up of
two other regional parks, one in the Gnangara region and the other in the north west coastal
cortidor. Bath areas have been identified as potential regional parks in the study document
entitled "Planning for the Future of the Perth Metro Area". I am sure, therefore, that we will
receive a very positive reception from the Minister.
Whilst on the subject of planning for the future, I would like to mention briefly the pians to
extend Wanneroo Hospital. An area of health care sadly lacking in the Wanneroo area is the
provision of beds for mothers and their babies when mum is suffering from postnatal
depression. Currently women suffering from postnatal depression have two options: They
can either enter the three-bed mother and baby unit at Graylands Hospital or they can be
admitted to a general hospital. 1 do not-believe that either option is appropriate. The former
is certainly a far cry from the northern suburbs. I understand that there is no trained
mothercraft staff at Graylands. The second option of admission to a general hospital
certainly does not afford mum the opportunity to have baby with her and would place a great
deal of stress on other family members to obtain alternative care for babe and other family
members and would cause incredible dismuption.
The most appropriate care for postnatal depression which comes in many forms from full
puerperal psychosis to just not being able to cope is not in these places. The best way to
handle this in the northern suburbs is to establish a mother and baby unit in the grounds of
the Wanneroo Hospital. We have a golden opportunity. The Government is already
committed to extending the hospital by an additional 120 beds with additional ancillary
services. It is now time for the Government to ask the health professionals and care givers
within Wanneroo area, "What do you need; what do you want?" There is nothing like a
mother and baby unit in the northern suburbs for women who cannot cope after they have
had a baby. It seems a real tragedy that we are still doing nothing about it.
The northemn suburbs area is a large and growing area. There is just one public hospital
within the City of Wanineroo. It has 80 beds which number is soon to be increased by
another 120. We need to identify' the issue of mothers and babies.
The Wanmeroo Hospital maternity section has a marvellous reputation with the most
dedicated staff. A midwife attached to the hospital's maternity section identified this need
for a mother and baby unit to me. Sister Judith Smith is an incredible woman. She has been
working at the Wanneroo Hospital for 10 years. For the last two years she has, in her own
time, been organising postnatal depression classes irn one of our local community houses and
doing a brilliant job. With Wanneroo Hospital's wonderful maternity section, it seems
logical to provide aHl aspects of care for mum and baby. Mum attends antenatal classes, has
her baby, and then has the ability, should she be unable to cape, to seek sanctuary and help
from the same source - from a non-threatening community hospital.

To achieve this goal, a working party of which I am a member has been set up outside
Government, without Government assistance, to formulate recommendations to the
Government to ensure our dream becomes a reality. The committee has been meeting on a
regular basis since late March and has done a fair amount of homework in compiling
statistical and anecdotal evidence to support such a unit. We have information on similar
units in Victoria and South Australia: both States have been extremely cooperative in
providing information to us.

We have visited Ngal-A Mothercraft Home and Training Centre Inc and I intend visiting
several hospitals during a visit to the United Kingdom which I hope to make this year. Those
hospitals have, for several years. had mother and baby units. They have provided evidence
that these types of units are a growing and going concern and have made a great difference to
women in the community and their families.

Fortunately, our proposal has received a great deal of support from the commu-unity and health
professionals and is recognised by the Health Department as an area of deficiency in our
public hospital system. In my opinion that augurs well for the future.

I turn now to recent happenings in our State and I congratulate sincerely Dr Carmen
Lawrence for her wonderful effort during the campaign in the recent by-elections in
Fremantle and Maylands. I congratulate also all of the magnificent people who worked in
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those campaigns. Jim McGinty and Dr Judyth Edwards will take their places in this place
with great pride.
I pay tribute also to Peter Dowding arid David Parker who provided an immeasurable
contribution to this State and withstood enormous personal denigration from members
opposite. That personal denigration degenerated into snide comments about their families.
The Opposition stands condemned for those appalling tactics which did not stop just with the
personal denigration of those two people. Hopefully, in the next couple of weeks, with the
number of people coming forward to tell us about those tactics, we will be able to produce
evidence to this House to indicate to the people of this State how appalling the Opposition is.
If Saturday's by-elections are any indication, the Opposition must know that the Western
Australian public will not cop those sorts of tactics. Members of the Opposition do not want
only to block Supply or to have a Royal Commirission; they want to see a crucifixion. After
seven years and three months in Opposition, they cannot believe that a Labor Government is
still in power and, in that time, they have done everything they can to ensure that legislation
which is so important to our constituents and to the constituents of the Opposition is blocked.

The Opposition is still continuing with those tactics. From my perspective as a member of
Parliament in the northern suburbs I see that my constituents are sick to death of members
opposite. Members opposite will never get back into power if they continue down that path.
What mote do the people have to do? On numerous occasions they have shown the
Opposition that they do not want it to govern, yet the Opposition is still insisting on blocking
the Government's legislation.

Mr Omodei: What legislation has been blocked so far?

Mrs WATKINS: We will reel off the list to the member. There are many pieces of
legislation. I will give the member the information if he will see me later. I can give him an
appointment to see me.

The Opposition is irresponsible, and as long as members opposite continue to stagger
drunkenly down this path they will not have a hope in hades of achieving that to which they
believe they have a divine right - occupation of the Treasury benches. The Opposition's
dearth of talent, its unsupported and incompetent leader, its deputy who wants to continue the
family dynasty, and its shadow ministry which is so negative, will ensure that it wallows on
the Opposition benches for many years to come.

Amendment to Motion

Mrs WATKLIN: I move -

That the following wards be added to the motion -

This House regrets to inform your Excellency that the 90 year constitutional
pract ice and moral right of the Government to run its full term is under threat
through Opposition attempts to force an early State Election.

Further, this House deplores the chaos and disruption to be caused to the
orderly processes of Governm ent by this naked grab for power and believe the
Government should be given the opportunity to get on with the job of
governing.

Government members: Hear, hear!

DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [3.33 pm]: Mr Speaker -

Several members interjected.

Mr Court: You did not support the ABC, yet you come up with this stunt.

Dr LAWRENCE: Would the member equate the two matters?

Mr Court: You say you support the ABC, yet you voted against the amendment, and you
now come up with this amendment.

Dr LAWRENCE: I directed the Opposition's attention to the appropriate person to whom
the message should go. That was the question.

Point of Order
Mr BLAMXE: Mr Speaker -
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The SPEAKER: Order! The Premier has not even had the opportunity of opening her
mouth, and there ought not to be any interjections.

Mr BLAIKIE: Is it possible for the Opposition to get a copy of the amendment to the
Address-in-Reply?
The SPEAKER: It certainly is, and I have already facilitated that. A copy of the amendment
will arrive in a very short space of time.
Mr BLAJIKIE: It would have been more courteous for the Government to have provided that.

Debate (on amendment to motion) Resumed

Dr LAWRENCE: With apologies.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! It was only a moment ago that I suggested that the Premier had not
at that rime opened her mouth, and there had been a barrage of interjections. She is now
standing again, and the same thing has happened. It is not appropriate parliamentary practice
and I ask that members use some manners, please.

Dr LAWRENCE: It is unusual, though not unprecedented, as the Opposition has suggested,
for the Legislative Assembly to attach a message to the Address-in-Reply to the Governor's
Speech. However, it is very important that we do that on this occasion. The issue that is
being paraded about in the Press, the threat by the Opposition to overturn 90 years of sound
constitutional convention, leaves this House with no option but to inform His Excellency of
the dangers posed to the very fabric of our democracy; dangers threatened lightly by the
Opposition, and laughed about by one member opposite.

During the last decade, members of the Opposition have not been able to get it through their
heads that on four separate occasions the people of Western Australia have been given the
opportunity of casting their judgment about which party they want to form Government. On
the last three occasions they rejected the Opposition. Fifteen months ago they rejected the
Opposition and the Leader of the Opposition. Four days ago, at the most recent opportunity
Western Australian electors have been given of voting for the Government or the Opposition,
they again rejected the Opposition. Within hours of the people of Maylands and Fremantle
casting their vote in the by-elections, the Leader of the Opposition was again disputing the
umpire's decision, the people's decision. He told the people of Fremantle and Maylands that
if he did not get his way he would send them back to the polls, on his timetable.

How many times do the people of Western Australia have to tell the Opposition that it is
totally unacceptable as a Government, and is becoming unacceptable also as an Opposition?
Less than a week after the results of the last general election were known, the member for
Cottesloc - who is not here - was calling for the blocking of Supply. Members opposite,
understandably upset and angry because they had been rejected yet again, were disputing the
will of the people within seven days of that election. At the time the member for Cottesloe
was calling for the blocking of Supply and the forcing of the Govemnment to another election
he did not even give a reason. He did not even have a reason. He believed he did not need
one then, and the Leader of the Opposition does not have one now.

An Opposition member: It has you worried, doesn't it!

Dr LAWRENCE: Not at all.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Dr LAWRENCE: The reality is that the people of Western Australia have again rejected the
Opposition and the Leader of the Opposition. Over the weekend I noted during the
Fremnantle by-election - and the Leader of the Opposition appears to have taken some strange
comfort from the results - that the Leader of the Opposition's supporters in the field were
wearing recycled rosettes with Arthur Marshall's name printed over the top of the Leader of
the Opposition's face. Well they might! The reality is that during any normal four year term
of Government an Opposition dominated upper House - which we have always had in this
State - has no less than three occasions every year to block those money Bills necessary for
the orderly processes of Government. Were we to accept the rationale of the
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Leader of the Opposition, the Leader of the National Party and their colleagues in the upper
House they would have 12 opportunities in which to block the supply of money to schools,
hospitals and other Government run services during the term of a Labor Government; never
during their own term because they have the majority.

The Leader of the Opposition believes that after the people have decided at an election who
shall govern them he has the right to say to them, three times in every year, or roughly once
every four months, that they must go back and have another think about it. He believes he
has the right to say to a Government which has been elected in a properly conducted general
election, 'You shall govern for as long as we allow you to have Supply: for as long as we
provide you with the funds, through the upper House, for Supply." I presume he will ask the
people to keep doing that until they fall over the line in his direction. There is very faint
hope of that. I presume that whatever takes the Opposition's fancy at the time of
Appropriation Bills being before the House could be used as a vehicle to threaten the
Government. The current pretext is a Royal Commission, of a kind to be dictated by the
Opposition; although today I saw some weakening of that position. Last week, or the week
before, the Opposition was saying, "Our type of Royal Commission, and none other, will be
contemplated or we will block Supply."

Mr Macinnon interjected.

Dr LAWRENCE: Does the Leader of the Opposition share that view with the Leader of the
National Party? He should look at some of the things the Leader of the National Party said
today.

The current pretext is a Royal Commission, with the terms of reference to be determined by
the Opposition, which will set aside court hearings and ensure, in the mind of the Opposition,
that the Government is permanently embarrassed. It is worth members' remembering that
the Opposition has called for a Royal Commission on 33 occasions in the past year; that is an
average of once every 10 to I1I days. The member for Cottesloe wanted to force an election
just seven days after the last general election, and he did not feel the need then to give any
reason. I am sure that if the Leader of the Opposition did not have the current pretext of
calling for a Royal Commission he would pretty soon chink of another reason; and given the
Opposition's penchant for calling for Royal Commissions and inquiries [ have no doubt it
would be only a matter of time. Were we to accede to the Opposition's request - and it is
really not a request but a threat - for a Royal Commission into one matter because we were
threatened by the prospect of calling a general election, what would happen next week?
What would happen the next time a Supply Bill came before the House? What would
happen the next time a Budget was before us? What if the Leader of the Opposition feels
like having a Royal Commission into another matter? What is to stop him threatening this
Parliament and the people of Western Australia?

Even if the Opposition members in the upper House agreed to grant Supply on this occasion
in return for a Royal Commission - and probably they would not in any case because they
would want it on their termis, with their choice of person heading it up, and at their timing -
what is to stop them blocking our Bills introduced in August or September in the Budget
session? What guarantees do we have from the Opposition that it would not do it again if it
were not satisfied? What guarantees do we have from the Leader of the National Party that if
we did not implement some favoured item of policy of the National Party the three members
who represent the National Party in the upper House would not do it again? We have none,
because it is without principle.

How can a Government ever make unpopular decisions without principle? How can a
Government ever make unpopular decisions when it faces the prospect of submitting itself to
the people on three occasions every year? If the Government submits to this kind of
blackmail - and it is blackmail - on this occasion -

Mr Cowan: You are a lot better than this. You can do better than this.

Dr LAWRENCE: How else would the Leader of the National Party characterise the
statement, "Unless you do this, we will do what is very destructive to this State"? What
sanctions exist to prevent members on the Opposition benches threatening blackmail three or
four times a year, or 12 times in the course of a Government? Between now and the
scheduled election in 1993 what guarantee do we in this place have, and what guarantee do
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the people of Western Australia have? None. There is no guarantee. Members opposite
must surely recognise, as an increasing number of commentators are recognising, that they
are embarking on a path which would reduce this State, in my view, to the level of a South
American dictatorship, with a change of Governiment every six months. If they overturn the
sensible and sound practices of the last 90 years there will be no popularly elected
Government in this State. We will be dominated by the minority in the upper House - a
minority. I might say, that has always been in conservative hands. There would be no
guarantee of stable Goverrnent in this State. The Opposition is saying it demands the right
to determine what the Government will do in office, yet I am sure members opposite who
know about the Westminster system of Government would agree that the Government is
formed in the lower House. It is not dictated to by the upper House; it is not dictated to by a
minority in the upper Rouse; it is certainly not dictated to by the threat of turning off the
money supply. That is totally unconscionable.
In 1982 the then Premier resigned, mid term, his seat of Ned]lands, which is now occupied by
his son. Members opposite will be interested to know that, unlike the seat of Maylands
where there was a swing of 4.6 per cent when a leader vacated his position - the lowest swing
against a Government in any by-election this decade - the swing against the then Liberal
Government was 18.3 per cent on the primary vote.

Mr Court: What was the Labor vote? It went to the Independent Liberal.

Dr LAWRENCE. To use the Leader of the Opposition's own strange numbering, 4 500
people fewer voted for the Liberals in that by-election than on the previous occasion. What
are we to make of that? Given that the Leader of the Opposition wants to force the electors
back to the polls on the lowest by-election swing in the last decade, surely the Government
of the day at that time, of which the Opposition Leader was a Minister, should have
submitted itself to the people, on his argument. As it wirned out, the Liberals lost the next
election anyway.

Mr H-assell: But it was not a corrupt Government; chat is the difference.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! Goodness me!

Dr LAWRENCE: The amendment the Government is moving in this House asserts a very
baskc principle; that is, that a Government which continues to have a majority in the
Legislative Assembly - a now reconstituted majority - has a right to expect it will be able to
govern. The people of Western Australia have the right to expect it will be able to govern.
They want us to get on with the jab of governing. If there was any message to be had from
the by-elections on Saturday it was precisely that. Given the trumpeting of the Opposition in
the weeks preceding the by-elections, given the threats of "Royal Commission or we will
block Supply', given the clear ultimatum that the Opposition gave to the people of Western
Australia, there is no conclusion but that the Opposition was rebuffed, and rebuffed
seriously. The people of Westrm Australia do not want frequent and early elections, they
want Goverrunents to run their full terms. They do not want the expense, the chaos and the
irresponsible use of power that is being suggested by members opposite. There is no other
way to describe it - it is a naked grab for power and it is very obvious.

I believe that Opposition members, or some of them at least, know what the principled thing
to do is, yet they seek to do the unprincipled. They know what the honourable thing to do is,
yet they seek to do the dishonourable. In fact, they have the gall to argue it in the public
arena. We want to make one thing very clear: The Opposition has been seeking an excuse
for an early general election since seven days after the last one. The current calls for a Royal
Commission are a smokescreen for the intentions members opposite have been harbouring
since that time. They have not had the courage until recently, and that courage is born of
desperation. That courage is bom of the results of Saturday's by-elections.

This threat to Supply has occurred only because in the minds of members opposite the people
of Western Australia have had the impertinence to reject the Opposition on three separate
occasions. How dare they! This State is threatened by chaos purely because members
opposite want political power, purely because the Opposition is telling the Western
Australian people that the democratically elected Government should not be allowed to run
its full term and should be submitted to the sort of treatment only they could dream of. A
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Government elected for a four year term should not hand over power halfway through its
tern simply because it suits the Opposition. What leader worth her salt - or his salt, for that
matter - would give in to that sort of blackmail? I certainly will not.

Government members: Hear, hear!

Dr LAWRENCE: This Government certainly will not. I will not be responsible for making
parliamentary Government unworkable in this State - which is what the Opposition is
suggesting - because members apposite want to get back into the big black cars.

Mr Clarko: Which adviser wrote this for you?

Dr LAWRENCE: Members opposite like big black cars. We made them white, red, silver
and other colours but members opposite like big black cars. I am suggesting members
opposite would sell off the whole Government garage and have big black cars again.

An Opposition member: They have the big black cars in Russia.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Dr LAWRENCE: The Opposition members like the big black cars;, that is why they are
using this very Stalinist tactic. If the Opposition persists with its threat, not just to this
Government or this party but also to the people of Western Australia, we will be reminding
the people of what the Opposition is doing. We will. be reminding them that the Opposition
is drying up the services, refusing to use their taxes to provide for schools, police stations,
roads and water supply, and we will be reminding them that that is being done by an
undemocratically elected upper I-ouse - an upper House in which the Opposition has always
had power and where until recent history, although it has misused that power in my view
very frequently, it has not stooped to the unprincipled suggestion of blocking Supply. When
the normal time comes for an election I am confident we could win. We could win easily
and anyone who has looked at the polls will know that is so. Those by-election swings
should give the Opposition no comfort, but if members opposite want to force an election in
the near future they will be the losers; but, more than that, the people of Western Australia
will be the losers because the Opposition will have used its numbers to destroy the
parliamentary system in Western Australia.
There is no legitimate connection between the Opposition's calls for a Royal Commission or
an inquiry of some kind - which I have never denied is reasonable arnd possible - and the
threat to Supply. To link them in the way the Opposition does is simply blackmail; it shows
the true colours of the Opposition and shows that members of the Opposition are prepared to
use any means to get what they want. Opposition members are prepared to use any means to
ensure they are returned to power. They have no respect for the institution of Parliament and
they have no respect for the people of Western Australia. Members opposite refuse to accept
the judgment of the people of Western Australia. In the strongest possible terns I support
the amendment and ask all responsible members of this House to do likewise.

MR MacKJNNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) [3.50 pm]: The central question
is -

Government members: How long will you last?

The SPEAKER: Order! Those members of the Government who think there is one rule for
them and one rule for the Opposition are sadly mistaken. I do not expect to lay down the
mules on behalf of one person and then find I must do exactly the same thing again when the
next person stands in his place. The same thing applies to all members, today, tomorrow and
every day the Parliament sits.

Mr MacKIhNhON: What is the Premier trying to hide? Whom is she trying to protect? Why
does the Premier not want the formner Premiers, Mr Burke and Mr Dowding, to come back to
Western Australia to answer questions and expose the truth? Why has the Premier refused to
have a Royal Commission? Those questions are central to this matter. All the rest has been
stripped away; despite the rhetoric of the speech someone else wrote for the Premier, which
she read very eloquently, it all comes back to a central question: What is it and who is it the
Premier is trying to protect and hide?
Dr Lawrence: The people of Western Australia from you.

Mr MacKINNON: That is the answer - the people of Western Australia, from the
Opposition. All the Opposition wants is an independent Royal Commission to find out the
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truth. Hlow does that protect the people of Western Australia from the Opposition? This
motion is opposed by the Premier in order to protect her mates and friends - the people who
fund her election campaigns - from exposure. That is why the Premier does not want to tell
the truth. I suggest the Premier look at today's Daily News and reads the story of a
businessman who said he had to pay $3 000 to get an appointment with a Minister. That is
what the Premier is trying to hide and cover up; that is why the Premier does not want a
Royal Commission.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr MacKNNON: Let us look at the hypocrite sitting opposite. The Premier came here an
hour ago and said, "We cannot have an amendment to the Address-in-Reply going to the
Governor on an issue on which we all agree, but we can have an amendment to the Address-
in-Reply which addresses the most highly charged political issue in thlis State at the
moment." It is all right to send a message to the Governor which is highly charged, in
emotional and political terms, but the Government wil vote against a motion which is not
emotional and which goes to the core of the interests of the people of Western Australia. The
Premier claims to represent those people but she has asked the House to support this matter.
I am astounded that the Premier, who claims intelligence, could come forward with such a
dishonest and shallow argument. I challenge the Premier to detail the subjects, as the
member for Mandurah said, covered by those 33 calls for a Royal Commission.

Dr Lawrence: Nine different subjects.

Mr MacKJNNON: I thank the Premier. Over the past 12 months the only issue which has
been pursued by the Opposition is the question of the Royal Comm-ission. Thirty three calls?
There has been one predominant call over the past 18 months, and that was to give the people
of this State access to the truth. That is all the Opposition is asking. The Opposition does
not particularly want an election. The Government can stop that tomorrow by having an
independent inquiry, if the Government has nothing to hide. I think the Government has a lot
to hide and that is why the Premier rejects, resists and makes every desperate attempt
possible to cover up and hide. Was it true to say, as the Premier said in her speech today and
on ABC radio last night, that a Royal Commission would set aside all other inquiries? The
Premier knows that is a blatant untruth.

Dr Lawrence: I said "suspend".
Mr MacKIl'NON: It says "suspend" but the word "may" comes before the word "suspend";
it says that the commissioner may suspend, if he feels it appropriate to do so. Given that the
Premier came to this Parliament a couple of weeks ago, worried about sub judice and cutting
across matters, I would have thought she would want the commnissioner to have that power.
The Bill says that the commissioner may suspend if he feels it is appropriate to do so. The
Premier stood in this place and in a total misrepresentation of the truth said, "It will set aside
all other inquiries." The Premier is wrong; she is being dishonest and false. The Premier
also said that the Opposition wanted an election three times every year. That is rubbish. The
only issue on which the Opposition has ever taken a stand in relation to the question of a
forced election was the central issue of WA Inc. It has occurred only once -

Mr Thompson: Twice, in my recollection.

Mr MacKfl"NON: From the Opposition?

Mr Thompson: From this side of the House, twice.

Mr MacKINNON: Last year was one.

Mr Thompson: No, going back a little.
Mr MacKfl'NON: That was before.

Several members interjected.
Mr MacKINNON: The vote was not made by members of the Liberal Party in the
Legislative Council. The Opposition has-not asked for elections three times a year. T'he
Opposition has said this is a central issue. Eighty per cent of Western Australians want a
Royal Commission. Why does the Government fly in the face of that if it has nothing to
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hide? What is the Premier trying to hide? The Premier's argument about protecting the
people from the Opposition does not hold water. The Opposition is asking the Government
and the Premier to expose the truth. We are asking the Premier to be honest. The Premier
said that parliamentary Government would be unworkable. How would parliamentary
Government be unworkable if we have a Royal Commission or allow the people to decide?
Can anyone explain that to me? I cannot understand it; there is dishonesty all the way
through.
We come back to the amendment moved by the member for Wanneroo, supported by the
Premier. This Government and this Premier - and every member on the front bench of the
Government - have the temerity to stand and talk about the moral rights of Government.
Which Government lied to the people of Western Australia? Which Government
deliberately suppressed information before the election in February 1989 so that the people
would not know the truth? Which Government had Ministers and Premiers saying in this
place that there were no guarantees? Members of the Government have the temerity to talk
about moral rights. Which Government is asking the people of Western Australia to pay
back $850 million? That is $2 200 for every family in this State. Members of the
Government have the temerity to talk about the moral rights of Government. I have had
enough: I sat on this side of the House listening to a Premier called Burke tell the people of
this State and this Parliament that he guaranteed no more than $150 million would go into
Rothwells. The then Deputy Premier said that Mr Laurie Connell would pledge every last
one of his assets -

Mr Lewis: And the guarantee would not be called on.

Mr MacKINNON: Yes, that is what I was told. What happened? Some $850 million later,
this Premnier is talking about moral rights. I heard former Premier Dowding say, "Do not
worry, there are no guarantees; ts is the best deal we have ever had." Now Premier
Lawrence is saying we cannot ask one public question of either Mr Dowding or Mr Burke in
a Royal Commission because she will not have it.
The Premier is protecting the Burkes and Dowdings of this world, and desperately so. We
want a public inquiry with an independent commissioner with appropriate terms of reference.
Let us get on with the job. Why can we not have that? What is the Premier trying to hide?
Whom is she trying to protect? What proposals has she made? I have heard two former
Premiers speak on this issue and I am now confronted by a Premier who has chopped and
changed her opinions as to why we cannot have a Royal Commission; she states that we
cannot have one because the McCusker inquiry is in place, yet Mr McCusker has buried that
argument by saying that his inquiry has nothing to do with the Government but is looking at
Rothwefls which is but one part of the matrix of WA Inc. The Premier then said that a Royal
Commuission would interfere with court cases and be sub judice. However, Terry O'Connor,
QC, compiled an opinion which cut the ground from underneath that argument. The Premier
now states that chaos and disruption will be caused by following the Opposition's proposal.
The last people who can speak about moral rights in this Parliament are the members of the
Government. They have an obligation to the moral rights of the people of Western Australia
to have access to the truth about the $850 million they are paying back. They want to know
who has that money. Why does the Premier not let the people of this State know who has the
money? Why can we not have a Royal Commidssion to find out where it has gone?
Dr Lawrence: Are you suggesting that you do not know?

Mr MacKINNON: The Premier claims that it is public knowledge and that that is why we
need not have an inquiry. If it is public knowledge, why is she desperate to resist moves to
establish an inquiry? Did the Government support the establishment of a Select Committee
in the other House?
Mr Taylor: Yes we did! We supported and funded it.
Mr MacKINNON: The Government opposed it. The Deputy Premier should look at the
public record.
The Premier has used the arguments of the McCusker inquiry and sub judice, and is now
talking about chaos and disruption. When Supply is denied to the Government the Financial
Administration and Audit Act will extend the right for the Government to spend money until
the end of August; this was accurately stated in today's The West Australian. Therefore, no
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problem will exist in the payment of accounts until the end of August. What is the
convention, moral obligation and traditional standard of behaviour when a Government loses
its ability to gain Supply? It is to resign and to go to the people. As I have indicated, there is
no need to do that. All that we need to do is to establish a Royal Commission. If the Premier
chooses not to follow that course of action, Supply will be denied and the Government will
have to resign. A new Government will be formed by 31 August. If the Premier is confident
that she would win the election, why does she not go to the people on this issue?
There will be no compromise for the people of this State. The only people to blame are those
who control the purse strings and refuse to follow the conventions. It is hypocritical,
dishonest and blatantly mischievous for the Premier to have the gall to criticise the
Legislative Council. The Legislative Council exists in its present form due to legislation
introduced by the party opposite, yet the Government has the hide to state that the Legislative
Council does not have the right to block Supply. The Legislative Council has a
constitutional obligation to pursue these issues. The Government wants the Legislative
Council to be a lapdog and not a watchdog. The Premier has indicated, through the
legislation introduced into this Parliament, that she wants the Legislative Council to do her
bidding, but that will never be the case. The Legislative Council will do the job that it
should, as has been the case in other Parliaments in Australia.
Let us see what history shows us about the hypocrites opposite. Which party in Victoria in
1952 rejected the Government and threw it out?
Dr Lawrence: It was by a Labor Opposition, but on six other occasions it was done by
conservative parties.
Mr MacKINNON: I thank the Premier, it was by a Labor Opposition which used its numbers
to turf out a Governiment. What did Gough Whitlam propose in 1979 when the current
Leader of the Government in the other House, Mir Joe Berinson, supported such a move? On
that occasion the Labor Party proposed the same action.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MacKINNON: The Government is prepared to took at these issues as matters of'
convenience.
The Premier stated that the polls dictate the action of the Opposition. The Premier cannot
have it both ways. I listened closely when she said that the polls gave us no joy, yet in the
same breath she says that this move is a desperate grab for power. A time comes in the one's
political life when one must lay one's future on the line. The people of Western Australia are
looking for leadership. They are not looking for excuses to avoid the establishment of a
Royal Commission. They want people to stand up and be counted. This is not a naked grab
for power; it is a matter of delivering to the people of Western Australia their entitlement. I
do not fear the people. I have never feared the people in the democratic process, and I am
prepared - if necessary - to go back to the people to let them make their judgement. I would
prefer to see the Premier stop deceiving us and telling us untruths and for her to let the
people have access to the facts.
I come back to where I began by asking what it is the Premier has to hide. I am confident
about going to the polls because more than 70 per cent of the people of this State have
indicated that they want a Royal Commission. Also, last Saturday the Premier spent
hundreds of thousands of dollars asking the people to vote for Carmen Lawrence. However,
4 150 voters who voted for the people the Premier knifed in the back did not vote for her;
that is, 4 150 of the voters who voted for Parker and Dowding did not vote for the Premier.
In Fremantle the Liberal Party outpolled the Labor Party. That is astounding! If we go to the
polls, I am confident that we will be supported. Above all, this Governmyent is desperately
trying to hide the truth. Why does it want to cover up? Why has it twisted and turned and, at
every opportunity, said no to an inquiry? It has gone to extreme lengths to do so. We will
have no part of that. We know what is right. We know what our responsibilities are and, on
behalf of the people of this State, we are prepared to bite the bullet to ensure that the people
get what they are entitled to. Their moral rights, not the Governiment's, are what is
important.
MIR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [4.10 pm]: The Leader of the Opposition
gave the game away in the last few moments of his speech. He said that there comes a time
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in one's career when one has to lay one's political life on the line. In this case, we are
dealing not with principle and not with constitutional propriety, but with someone's political
life!
The Leader of the Opposition must have got up very early on Sunday morning after getting
the results on Saturday evening. Those results must have been a great and grave
disappointment to him, although probably not unexpected to chose who followed the way
things were shaping up in the lead-up to the two by-election campaigns. Before anyone else
could have a meeting on Sunday morning, the Leader of the Opposition called his own at
7.30 am to decide on the blocking of Supply. H-e was faced with the situation of having his
political life placed on the line and he was grasping at the only lifeline that he saw; that is, to
threaten constitutional chaos in Western Australia in order to preserve his own position.
There is nothing like someone who will give up his life for his friends; however, the Leader
of the Opposition is prepared to give up his State for his life.

I will address the constitutional propriety of this business and its potential impact on the
people of Western Australia. However, before I do that, I will give some free advice to the
members of the Liberal Party on how to win elections. We have not lost an election in this
State, except for by-elections for Liberal held seats, in the last 10 years. The reasons the
people keep re-endorsing this Government and the Federal Labor Covemmuent are twofold:
Firstly, they appreciate, despite occasional worries about the Labor Government, that it is
doing a good job in hard times; secondly, they have absolutely no confidence in the Federal
or State Oppositions and all the polls show that they have no confidence in the Leader of the
Opposition. In almost 13 years that I have been in this Parliament, I cannot recall a Leader
of the Opposition who has had a lower approval rating than this Leader of the Opposition. It
says a lot for his parry and the amount of taent he has around him that he has not been
replaced given the very poor standing that he has in the community. His own supporters
blanked out his face on their rosettes for the Fremantle by-election on Saturday. He was not
used in the campaign to any significant extent.

Arthur Marshall is a very decent person and was an exceptional Liberal candidate for that
seat. However, he had to do it on his own because he did not have a party or a leadership
with any credibility backing him. I think his vote on Saturday was a tribute to him.

A few things about that by-election are very interesting.

Mr Shave; Where was your candidate?

Mr PEARCE: He won.

I spent some time on Saturday night comparing the figures in Maylands wit the last Federal
election figures and I noticed an amazing thing. In all but two of the booths in Maylands, the
ALP candidate in a by-election being held in difficult circumstances with calls for a Royal
Commission ran ahead of the vote in the same booths in a Federal election held only a couple
of weeks before. Nonnally in a by-election, one would expect a swing of approximately
10 per cent which has been roughly the average in the Cast decade. In fact, in Maylands,
there was a swing of approximately half that. In Fremantle, which is a quirky seat and which
has a whole range of eccentric factors involved, the swing was approximately three-quarters
of what one might expect under those circumstances. That means two things: Firstly, all the
appeals made to people to treat the two by-elections as a virtual referendum for a Royal
Comm-ission failed; and, secondly, the figures showed clearly that the Opposition would not
win a State election if it was called now. The Leader of the Opposition can say something
else, but members opposite who can count, read the political trends and extrapolate from
election to election understand the truth of the results of the by-elections. The Opposition
would not win.

One thing that became very clear on Saturday was that the high level of informality that
characterised the adoption of new voting systems at the last State election did not carry
through to the by-elections. The member for Melville and would-be Leader of the
Opposition would not even hold his seat with that drop in the informality rate. When an
examination was made of the high level of informal votes in all the seats at the last State
election, the conclusion was reached that the seat of Melville was won on the informal vote;
that is, the exarmnation indicated that, had the informal rate been down, the seat of Melville
would still be in Labor hands. The member for Melville, therefore, has nothing to look
forward to in an election.
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The member for Melville has given the game away in a second way as did the Leader of the
Opposition.

Mr Shave interjected.

Mr PEARCE: The member for Melville says, "If the Government would win an election, let
us have one."

Mr Shave: Okay, let us have one.

Mr PEARCE: That is why I want to talk about constitutional propriety. If we had an
election every time we would win, there would be an election every Saturday. Having
elections is not about grabbing the opportunity every time one thinks one would win; having
elections is about having proper stable Government in this State and, at decent constitutional
intervals, having elections so chat the people can renew or remove the mandate of a
Government.

The Premier pointed out that the conventions of this State, if applied incorrectly, effectively
mean that any Government could be forced to an election three times a year or 12 times
during a four-year term. No State could operate in a stable way with the threat of elections
forever hanging over the bead of a Government.

Mr Court: You have lost your firec.

Mr PEARCE: The member might say that; he never had any in most people's view. I would
rather be a burnt-out spark than a match that was never lit.

Mr Kierath: You have lost your brightness.

Mr PEARCE: That might be right, too. All I know is that the Leader of the Opposition,
whose light has dimmed very quickly -

Mr Kierath: You have missed the boat.

Mr PEARCE: Would all members of the Opposition who are, happy to see the Leader of the
Opposition continue in office until the 1993 elections please put up their hands? Hands up
all of those who would [ike to see the Leader of the Opposition continue in office until 1993.
Opposition members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I believe the latest display is not quite in keeping with
the decorum of the House. The level of intrtjections from the Opposition side has been far
too high for some time. I suggest that the Leader of the House direct his remarks through the
Chair arnd not encourage the participation of the Opposition to such an extent. While it is an
interesting exercise, it does not add to the orderly nature of the debate.

Mr PEARCE: I took a vote, Mr Deputy Speaker, the results of which were very unfortunate
for the Leader of the Opposition. My advice to him is not to rum up at the next few party
meetings and hope for the best. On the question of constitutional propriety, the people of this
State are entitled to the Government they have elected. The whole history of this State has
been that when a Governent is elected, that is that. Occasionally conservative Oppositions
have flirted with the idea of blocking Supply. As the member for Darling Range pointed out,
in 1973 the then Leader of the Opposition, Sir Charles Court, raised the idea of blocking
Supply because, like the current Opposition, he could not stomach having lost the 1971
election. He thought that the voters of Western Australia had shown an unusual aberration in
termns of their voting pattern, and he could not believe that a Labor Government maight be
legitimate. He got the same public reaction that the current Leader of the Opposition is
getting from almost all the media and the people who have spoken publicly on these matters;
that is, the Opposition can call for a Royal Commission all it likes but it should keep away
from blocking Supply.

This State wants a stable Government so that its people can continue to prosper, the economy
can improve, people can lead their lives free from chaos, public servants can look forward to
a pay packet at the end of the day, and teachers can continue to teach without worrying about
whether they will be able to feed their children at the end of the day. They require, and are
entitled to, a belief in the stability of the Government of this State. That is why people who
support the Opposition in its calls for a Royal Commission are saying that the Opposition
should forget about the nonsense of blocking Supply. That is the fundamental error the
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Opposition is making. The Leader of the Opposition talked about blocking Supply before he
talked about a Royal Commuission because he is not interested in a Royal Comm-ission. He
wants to be in Government. That is his right and any Leader of the Opposition should aspire
to be in Government. He has had a long period of aspiration without much chance of
fulfilling that aspiration. I give the Leader of the Opposition some free advice; his best
chance of being in Government is to sit out this term and to chance his arm in 1993 when the
next ejection is due. The Opposition should not take on its head the odium of impropriety
that would always surround it if it succeeded in winning an election after blocking Supply.

I am amazed that the Liberal Party has not learnt from the Fraser years. Labor parties, both
Federal and State, have learnt from the Whitlam. years. In many ways, Whitlamn was an
inspirational leader and a great Prime Minister but fatal flaws in the style of the Whitlan
Government led in part to its downfall. The Labor Party has learnt from that, which is why it
has been in Government at Federal and State levels for almost a decade. The Liberal Party
has not learnt from the Fraser years, because Eraser wore this on his head like a crown of
thorns for the seven years he was Prime Minister, and the Liberal Party has worn it since
blocking Supply in 1975. It may have provided a short term political success - it ran into a
medium term Government - but people have never forgotten, and they did not consider it to
be a legitimate Government. People generally were overjoyed when it lost the election, and I
refer not only to members of the Labor Party. The Liberal Party got seven years in Federal
Government at the price of a decade of Labor Government at the State and Federal levels.
By talking up the ghost of Fraser, the Opposition is taking up the same potential odium on its
head. I predict that Supply will not be blocked this year but, if I am wrong, and the Liberal
Party did block Supply, it would lose the subsequent election and it would be finished for
another decade. Members of the Opposition would have put their reputations on the line and
lost because, even if the Opposition did succeed in winning an election after blocking
Supply, it would never have a reputation of legitimate government in the eyes of at least half
the population of Western Australia.

Mr Shave: The margin in your seat was 3.1 per cent.

Mr PEARCE: The member for Melville would love to have a margin of three per cent - it
must look fairly healthy to him. If the Opposition succeeded in blocking Supply it could not
form a Government which at least half the people of this State thought was legitimate. That
is the key lesson firom the Fraser years and I am astounded that the Liberal Party has not
learnt it.

Mr Macinnon: You could avoid that by holding a Royal Commission.

Mr PEARCE: Perhaps the desperation of the Leader of the Opposition is much more attuned
to his persona] circumstances and needs, than to the needs of the people of Western
Australia.
With regard to the Royal Commnission, I will reiterate the position the Premier has outlined
on many occasions to this Parliament: The Government has not ruled out the possibility of
holding a Royal Commission into WA Inc. She has said it is not an appropriate time for that
decision to be made. Court cases, investigations and inquiries, including those of the upper
House Select Committee, are proceeding at the moment.

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The members for Riverton and Pilbara should continue
their conversation outside the Chamber.

Mr PEARCE: Those inquiries, the upper House Select Commnittee, and the court cases cover
all the aspects about which members opposite have sought investigation by a Royal
Commnission. Once the McCusker inquiry reports, the Government may be in a better
position to decide whether a Royal Commuission should be held. Mr McCusker may well
recommend that a Royal Commission should be held. Also, when the upper House Select
Commnittee has taken evidence from those witnesses who have been defamed in the evidence
given by the first five witnesses, the Government may be in a better position to decide
whether it is appropriate to appoint a Royal Commission. When some of the court cases
have been disposed of, the Government will be in a better position to make that decision.
The enthusiasm of members opposite for court cases must have dropped dramatically with
the news yesterday that the Appeal Court found that not only should Tony Lloyd never have
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been convicted, but also that there was never a case against him. That is the very case which
led to the huge cries for a Royal Commission.

Mr H-assell: The Crown Law Department keeps bringing these prosecutions which are
thrown out -

Several members interjected,

Mr PEARCE; That illustrates the point I have made about the Liberal Party and court cases
on many occasions. If the person is found guilty before the courts, as Mr Lloyd was, the
Opposition trumpets that a guilty and corrupt person has been caught out.

Mr Lewis: You will be caught out soon. Your time is coming.

Mr PEARCE: We shall see about that. When a person is cleared by the courts, the former
Leader of the Opposition is prepared to say he was cleared only because the Crown Law
Department put up a rotten case. The member for Cottesloe is not charitable to people who
are cleared by the courts.

Mr Hassell: I did not say that. I said there has been a succession of cases where the Crown
Law Department has taken prosecutions which have been thrown out on appeal, very
dramatically. I refer to the Dobson and Lloyd cases.

M~r PEARCE: What is the member for Cottesloe saying about the guilt or innocence of the
people involved?
Mr Hassell:. It applied also to the Norwood and Ferguson cases. It is time that the
Government took advice and got a proper independent director of public prosecutions.
Mr PEARCE: The member for Cortesloe is prepared to imply that those people are guilty. It
is disgraceful for any member of Parliament to use the parliamentary forum and privilege to
imply that people cleared by the courts are somehow guilty because the Crown Law
Department has failed to properly conduct the case.

Mr Hassell: The guilty people are sitting on the Government benches or have disappeared
overseas, and they are not being prosecuted.

Mr PEARCE: That is the kind of hyperbole for which the member became famous as a loser
of elections. That helped the Liberal Party to lose the last State election and will help it to
lose the next election in 1993. 1 note that the Leader of the Opposition, in his defence of the
amendment moved by the Premier, almost failed to address the issue of constitutional
propriety in the blocking of Supply. He spent the whole of his time talking about a Royal
Commnission and his desire for it. The Government will make a decision about that at the
appropriate time. At the moment we are keen to see the Parliament lay down to the
custodian of our Constitution, the Governor of this Stare, this clear message from the people
and from the people's House of the Parliament of Western Australia, the seat of Government.
This State can do without the kind of constitutional vandalism which is inherent in the line
which the Leader of the Opposition is currently crying to talk up. The people of Western
Australia will not wear that; they deserve better.

MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [4.30 pm]: Perhaps I should start
by dealing with the comments. made by the Leader of the House about the Governor being
given a message to say that we should indicate to hint very clearly that the State can do
without some of the things which have been stated by the Opposition parties. The Leader of
the House forgets that the majority of people in Western Australia can do very well without
the financial mismanagement which has been visited upon this State by this Government for
the last five years. If the Leader of the House acknowledges that, the whole impasse that we
seem to be moving towards will very clearly dissipate. The whole thrust of the conservative
parties has been to say to the Government, "We need a Royal Commission into your
financial mismanagement." It is as simple as that.
It must be acknowledged that in this State only one person can appoint a Royal Comnmission,
and that is the Governor. Only one person can advise the Governor to appoint a Royal
Commission, and that is the Premier. It is not good enough for the Premier and for the
Leader of the House to say that the Government has not ruled out the prospect of a Royal
Commission; it is just that the timing is not right. Even if a Royal Commission were
accepted, the terms of reference would be the subject of very delicate negotiation before the
majority of people in Western Australia could be sure that a Royal Commission was not just
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another whitewash of the Goverrnent's financial mismanagement. To sort out the terms of
reference given to a Royal Commission of inquiry would be a protracted event. It would be
much more appropriate if the Government, through the Premier, and anybody else for that
matter, were to say, "Yes, a Royal Commission will be held," and we would have between
now and the rime of the report of the McCusker inquiry to sit down with the various parties
who have an interest in this matter and determine the terms of reference for such a Royal
Commission in order to satisfy the majority of people in Western Australia that a Royal
Commission would not be a whitewash of this whole matter.
If I may look at the amendment moved by the member for Wanneroo, ir is true chat for 90
years in this State - and I would have thought it was more than 90 years; 1 would have
thought it was closer to 100 -

Dr Lawrence: It was a particular section of the Constitution.

Dr Gallop: The Constitution was dated 1899.
Mr COWAN: I accept the interjection by the Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral
Reform, and I thank him for it. Quite clearly the Constitution was dated 1899, so 90 years is
quite correct. On this basis, for 90 years Governments have run their full term in Western
Australia, irrespective of who happens to control, be in charge of or have the majority of
members in the upper House.

Dr Lawrence: It is always the same group.

Mr COWAN: Governments have always run their full term, but after 90 years we have
reached the situation where 83 per cent of Western Australians are saying that the only way
to get the full truth about WA Inc is through a Royal Commission.

Dr Lawrence: How many are saying, "Block Supply"?

Mr COWAN: Certainly not that percentage.

Dr Lawrence: Twenty per cent?

Mr COWAN: May I get to that part later, if the Premier does not mind?

Dr Lawrence: Certainly.

Mr COWAN: I shall not run away from it, but 83 per cent of Western Australians are saying
that the only way we will discover what happened to the moneys which have been lost
already, or those which have been potentially lost, is as a result of a Royal Commission of
inquiry. Very clearly I have heard people say that Governments are there to govern;
Governments are there to fulfil the wishes of the people. I would have thought that
83 per cent was not a bad proportion of people to say, "In that case we had better fulfil the
demands -
Dr Lawrence: Do you go on opinion polls rather than elections?

Mr COWAN: Not at all. I can say that I have not been over-loud in my calls for Royal
Commissions. In fact I have called for only two. One is into the WA Government's failed
business dealings, and the other was into the question of prostitution and who should control
that industry - if I may call it that - in this State. I said it should not be the police. I think I
can stand up here and say that [ do not ask for a Royal Commission lightly. It is something I
have called for sparingly. On this occasion 83 per cent of Western Australians support me in
my call for a Royal Conmission.

Dr Lawrence: They do not think that Opposition parties should block Supply.

Mr COWAN: That leads me to my next point. The Premier is the only person in this State
who can recommend to the Governor that a Royal Commission be appointed.
Dr Lawrence: And I should do chat without someone holding a gun at my head.

Mr COWAN: No-one is holding a gun to the Premier's head.

Several members inteijeeted.

Mr COWAN: Is that the only reason the Preier has refused one?

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
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My COWAN: In any debate or argument a case can be put to say that someone is
threatening, or someone is being blackmailed.

Dr Lawrence: It is threatening to say, "Unless you appoint a Royal Commission we will
block Supply." How else can you interpret that?

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Some members seem to have forgotten that the Leader of
the National Party has the call. I have been listening to interjections from here, there and
everywhere, but I ask members to respect the fact that the Leader of the National Party has
the floor. Up to this point we have proceeded in an orderly manner. I am not trying to stifle
interjections-. I am merely wishing to have the debate proceed in an orderly manner.

Mr COWAN: The Premier has by interjection claimed that she is being threatened or
blackmailed by the conservative parties. [ reject that. There is no question that 83 per cent
of Western Australians are making a demand of the Government.

Dr Lawrence: How do you translate that into a demand? I am sure there are many things
people want that the Government has given them.

Mr COWAN: I have gone to great pains to say that the Premier is the only person who can
recommend to the Governor that a Royal Commission be appointed, and that 83 per cent of
Western Australians want her to make that recommendation. [ think the Premier has to
accept that is a reasonably accurate assessment.

Dr Lawrence: It depends on the question you asked.

Mr COWAN: Sure. The question was whether people believed that the only way we could
get to the truth behind the Government's losses in its business dealings was through a Royal
Commission, and the answer to that was yes.

Dr Lawrence: That could be called a leading question.

Mx COWAN: It could be called anything the Premier likes. The point is that 83 per cent of
Western Australians want a Royal Commnission to investigate the Government's losses in its
business dealings. I do not want to labour that point to any great extent.

The Parliament has very few mechanisms through which it can indicate to the Government of
the day that the Parliament, which is as representative of the people as the Government itself,
is displeased with the Government- I suggest to the Prem-ier that the actions - as they have
been outlined - of the conservative parties are a much more accurate reflection of the
demands of the people; those actions will carry out the wishes of The people more effectively
than the Premier's stubborn objection to the appointment of a Royal Commnission. I think the
Premier must accept that.

Dr Lawrence: It is not stubborn, it is principled.

Mr COWAN: I am sure the Premier is a highly principled person, but this Government
would have some difficulty in persuading not only me and the other members of Parliament
but also the public of Western Australia that it has any principles at all. The Premier must
accept that because the situation -

Dr Lawrence: I do not accept that.

Mr COWAN: I am sure the Premier does not. However, the Premier must accept that
although the, Government won the two by-elections last weekend it did so on the basis of
preferences. The Government saw two of the safest Labor seats in this State go to
preferences.

For years there has been conjecture about many of the business dealings undertaken by the
Labor Government. Although those business dealings certainly did not take place under the
current Premier, they rook place under her predecessors and people are stil asking questions
about what happened. We can go back as far as the Midland abattoir -

Dr Lawrence: Or Bunbury Foods.

Mr COWAN: Sure, but that is just one. The Government can come up with Bunbuiy Foods
and that is all. However, let us look at the Midland abattoir sale, Fremantle Gas & Coke
Company Pty Ltd, the Swan Brewery site, which was bought and sold again and again, until
it was finally bought -
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Mrs Henderson: They have all been debated here.

Mr COWAN: Unfortunately we never got the truth. The list continues: Swan Building
Society, Teachers Credit Society and Rothwelis. Has anyone ever been able to ascertain who
gave the totally wrong advice to Government, which was that it could accept the initial
rescue package of Rothwells? [Has anyone ever found out who was responsible for that?
Was it the previous Deputy Premier? Was it the people, body or group who gave him that
advice? When it comes to the petrochemical deal, who gave the advice that we should have
this wonderftul debt for equity transfer scheme? Who gave the advice which ultimately
resulted in this Government losing a lot of money? It was not Government money; it was
taxpayers' money. However the Goverrnent has resisted acknowledging that money has
been lost and that because it was taxpayers' money we should have a Royal Commission to
inquire into where the money went, who lost it and whether we have any opportunity of
getting it back. In addition, is there any prospect at all of punishing anyone who happened to
contravene or break the law in the process of losing that money?

Mrs Henderson: People have been charged. You are saying that no-one has been charged.

Mr COWAN: Are we to have a repetition of the Lloyd case? I did not say no-one had been
charged.

Mrs Henderson: You said that no action had been taken.

Mr COWAN: No, I did not. I said that the people want to know who lost the money, who
was responsible for losing it and whether there is any prospect of getting it back; they want
to know whether anyone will be prosecuted if they broke the law.

Mrs Henderson interjected.

Mr COWAN: Yes, it is; I do not deny that for one moment. However, there are so many
unanswered questions. I am like members on the Government benches; quite frankly I have
had enough of WA Inc, but it will not go away. Members of the Government have a past
they can never forget. No-one will allow members of the Government to forget it because
the amount of money lost is unprecedented in this State and people want to know what
happened to it. It is as simple as that. The people do not even know what the amount is.

M& Read: Are they condoning blackmail in order to get it?

Mr COWAN: Perhaps the member for Murray should pick up this little blue book - as
opposed to the little red book which perhaps he has read more than anything else - and read
the Constitution Acts Amendment Act because he will then find out about the powers of the
Parliament. The member for Murray should not talk to me about blackmail. Ir is rubbish for
someone to say it is blackmail when a House of Parliament, abiding by the Constitution,
takes a particular action. T'he Parliament of Western Australia has the right, under the
constitutional Powers conferred upon it - and that includes the Legislative Council - to take
any action it wants to take. ALI the Government can do is to ask the Minister for
Parliamentary and Electoral Reform to introduce a Bill which will completely negate the
power of the upper House.

Dr Gallop: The words in those two Constitution Acts make no sense whatsoever unless they
are underpinned by conventions.

Mr COWAN: There is no doubt that the upper House has conventionally always agreed to
the passage of Supply. No-one has argued that, but this situation is unprecedented in
Western Australia's history. Certainly other States have followed the practice of blocking
Supply on five occasions. It has been blocked twice in Victoria, once in New South Wales
and Tasmania, and although one could not say that Supply was actually blocked in the
Federa Parliament it was threatened but the Governor General intervened before the threat
could be taken too far. I reject completely - and I am speaking not only on behalf of the
National Party but, I am sure, on behalf of all members of the Opposition - this additional
message we are to send to the Governor because I do not think it reflects the views of the
people of Western Australia.

Amendment on the Amendment
Mr COWAN: I move an amendment to the amendment -

That the amendment be amended by deleting all words after "year" and substituting
the following words -
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practice that the Governiment run its full term is under threat because the
Premier refuses to bow to the wishes of the people she serves and establish a
Royal Commnission into WA Inc.

This amendment more accurately reflects the wishes of Western Australians, rather than
some trumped up claim that the Government is being blackmailed when it is not, All the
Government needs to do is appoint a Royal Comnmission and get on with the business of
governing. I that way we will get WA Inc out of our system, to the delight of everybody in
this State. The Opposition has had a gutful1 and I am sure that the Premier also has had a
gutful. The public of Western Australia have had a gutful. The Premier should do
something about the matter; she should appoint a Royal Comm-ission and take the whole
matter off the agenda.

Dr Lawrence: The member knows that is not so.

Mr COWAN; I would be delighted to take the matter off the agenda, provided the
Governiment is willing to meet the demands of the public.

Several members interjected.

T'he DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!

Mr COWAN: If die Premier shows a modicum of commonsense in framing the terms of
reference, the public will be satisfied. The Premier does not need to satisfy me; she needs to
satisfy her brother. If the Premier satisfies her brother, she will have made the grade.

MR COURT (Nedlands - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) f4.51 pm]: We are witnessing
the greatest cover-up of the worst financial scandal ever seen in this State. The Premier has
adirted that WA Inc has been extremely bad for Western Australia. She has made the
staternent that she will introduce a time payment scheme for the taxpayers of this State to pay
off the hundreds of millions of dollars that the Government has admitted losing.

Mr Macinnon: That is the first instalment.

Mr COURT: Yes, that is the first part - over five years. Government members will be out of
Government, arnd still we will be paying off that loss. The Government has the nerve to say
that the Opposition is attempting to blackmail the Government by requesting that it be
accountable to the taxpayers of this State. The Government shows no shame whatsoever.
Just because the Governm ent has changed Premiers, it does not mean it can continue to
suppress the truth. We all thought we would see a genuine change and some accountability;
the decks would be cleared and the truth would be revealed.

We have witnessed deceit, corruption, and Government Ministers directing the R & I Bank,
the State Energy Commuission of WA, and the Government Employees Superannuation
Board, and moving illegally into deals by giving a $150 million guarantee to Rothwells
without the approval of Parliament. What right does the Government have to throw away
taxpayers' money without its being accountable to Parliament? The Bun Commission on
Accountability stated that the key point to be made was that the Government must be
accountable to Parliament for all these matters -

Mr Macinnon: And for its actions.

Mr COURT: And the Government has not been accountable. The Government is becoming
very uptight because the Opposition has the nerve to put pressure on the Government by
requesting a Royal Commission to reveal the truth.

A Government member: The Opposition put on the pressure by losing the by-elections!

Mr COURT: Is the member saying that if the Government lost the seat of Fremnantle he
would have agreed to appoint a Royal Comrmission?

Mr Graham: The Opposition last the election in 1989 and it lost the two by-elections, and it
cannot cop it.

Several members interjected.

Mr COURT: The financial reputation of this State has been ruined. It is one thing to lose
$800 illion, or thereabouts, but it is another matter to have the confidence of this State
shattered. People cannot even sell shoes in St George's Terrace. Retailers who sell one of
the most basic requirements - that is, shoes - are going out of business. Government
members do not understand that we are facing a recession.
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Mrs Henderson: Why do we have a triple A rating?
Mr COURT: Because the taxpayers continue to dig into their pockets. They are paying out.

Mr Macinnon: We will tell the Minister about the Moody's rating later; they did nor write
to the Government.

Mr COURT: Because the Government has won two by-elections in two safe Labor sears, the
Premier says we can forget about the call for a Royal Commrission. People did not vote for
Dr Lawrence as Premier at the last general election; people had to vote for Dowding and
Parker. That vote was taken under a cloud of deceit; blatant lies were told about the
Government's involvement in the petrochemical project.

Mr Macinnon: The Minister knew about that.

Mr COURT: The Minister sits on that side of the House as a result of that deceit.

Dr Gallop: That is a nice statement about the people of this State.

Mr COURT: The Minister can talk about the born to rule mentality but Government
members sank to the lowest possible level to become members of the Government. The
Government can talk about a naked grab for power but the Premier should look at her own
record. I will read from a transcript of an interview carried out by H-oward Sattler in which
the Premier made certain statements. The transcript reads -

Sattler: ... Carmen Lawrence made no secret of her ambition - it was to be one day
Premier of the State. Well the desire has now been fulfilled - she is the Premier, the
first woman Premier of any Austn State after the most politically bloody coups in our
history. There was talk of a plot and it unfolded, a plot to unseat Dowding, some
people said it revealed the worst aspects of political life where they waited for the
Leader's absence overseas, numbers were recruited, a frenzy was stirred up and when
the Premier returned the battle was over.

Mr Kierath: Who said that?

Mr COURT: One of our political commnentators, Mr Sattler. He was talking about a political
coup. How cowardly can the Government get? Government members wait until their leader
goes overseas and then stab him in the back. Talk about loyalty! The Prime Minister of this
country travelled to Western Australia to publicly support the member for Glendalough as
Premier - when the Premier was Peter Dowding!

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!

Mr COURT: That is the extent of loyalty inside the Labor Parry. Before Government
members talk about a naked grab for power, they should practise what they preach. We were
told by the new Premier that she would be more accountable. She is no different from the
former Premiers Dowding and Burke. Months after her promise to be more accountable,
nothing has changed. The new Premier said that she would clear the decks; she would have a
clean sweep and all WA Inc matters would be washed away. Why is the Government today
trying to defend the fact that it wil not appoint a Royal Commission?

Mr Troy: Because people wil not accept you as an alternative.

A Government member: People love us!

Mr COURT: Are Government members so confident that they can win an election that they
will not appoint a Royal Commission to reveal the truth? Do members opposite think this
matter has anything to do with winning elections? Goverinent members are too cocky
about winning an election - and I put it to the Minister that he would be one of the first to go!
The Government is in a quagmire. It is no different from the previous two Governments. It
is involved in a tangled cobweb of deceit in the dealings that we call WA Inc-

Reference has been made to conventions. Does the Minister for academic reform or
whatever is his title - the expert on politics - agree with his Premier who said that, under the
Westm-inster conventions, the former Premier, the former Deputy Premier, and the member
for Eyre resigned from their positions and accepted responsibility for their decisions?

1305



Dr Gallop: Absolutely. That is a very correct thing to say.

Mr COURT: Does he also agree with the Westminster convention which states that, when
Cabinet makes a decision, collective responsibility for that decision should be accepted by all
members of Cabinet?

Dr Gallop: But there is a different between the two - between individual and collective.

Mr COURT: When a member of Cabinet does not agree with a decision made by Cabinet,
that member should resign from Cabinet under the Westiminster system.

Dr Gallop: Not necessarily, no.

Mr COURT: Come on! It is one of the mast important conventions.

Dr Gallop: There is disagreement in Cabinet all of the rime. Cabinet Ministers would resign
all of the time under your model.

Mr COURT: If the Minister had done his homework properly, he would know damn well
that if a Minister publicly disagrees with a Cabinet decision, that Minister has no choice but
to resign. Does the Minister agree with that?

Dr Gallop:. At a general level.

Mr COURT: At a general level! Did the Premier resign? Did she publicly disagree with the
Government's entry into the petrochemical project and its loss of $300 million of taxpayers'
money? No, she supported that decision. She is no different from any other member of
Cabinet. As a result of her actions, the taxpayers are out of pocket to the tune of hundreds of
millions of dollars. Of all people, she should not be knocking hack a Royal Commission.

Mr Gordon ill: She has not knocked back a Royal Commrission. Tell the truth.

Mr COURT: Is the Minister saying that we will have a Royal Comm-ission?

Mr Gordon Hill: The Premier has not knocked back a Royal Commission. Tell the truth.

Mr COURT: So the Government will have a Royal Commidssion only if we put a lot of
pressure on it?
Mr Gordon Hill: You know the terms of a Royal Comm-ission.

Mr COURT: If Government members had any decency at all, they would nor be
procrastinating. If they were dinkum about the truth, they would not be prolonging this
exercise. The Westminster convention states that if a Minister does not support a decision of
Cabinet publicly, that Minister should resign.

Dr Gallop: You have it wrong. A simple mind!

Mr COURT: It might be simple. However, if the Premier disagreed with the Government's
entry into the petrochemical deal, she would have said so. The Premier was advised by
people that she should resign before the last State election and that she should not be a party
to the WA Inc mess! She is in the thick of it. She may think she is super clean, but she was
one of the decision makers.

Another Westminster convention requires a Government which is denied money through
Supply to resign.

Dr Gallop: Denied Supply by the lower House.

Mr COURT: No.

Dr Gallop: Of course that is the convention.

Mr COURT: Is the convention not that the Government should resign? Answer the
question.

Dr Gallop: By the lower House; I did. That .is a convention of the Westminster system.

Mr COURT: Does the Minister not think it has been a practice -

Dr Gallop: [ think some Governments throughout our history have been forced to elections
by upper Houses acting improperly.
Mr COURT: Labor Parties have done it.
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Dr Gallop: Once.

Mr Carr: That does not make it right.

Mr COURT: The Premier has said she will abide by the conventions and one convention
states that a Goverrnent denied Supply should resign. Therefore, all of this claptrap and
these scare tactics about money being denied -

Mr Gordon Hill: By your party in the other House.

Mr COURT: No, if the Government calls an election it would get its money; it knows that.
Do not mislead the public. Tell the truth about how the system works. This Government
intends spending a lot of money on a television campaign on the blocking of Supply.

Mr Carr: Who told you that?

Mr COURT: We have just had two by-elections and the Labor Party spent a lot of money on
its campaigns. It has spent huge sums of money in the last few elections. It has to have the
best billboard and television advertising. Is it hard to raise money for political parties? No.
How come the Labor Parry which is always saying how poor it is and which says it
represents the workers always has millions of dollars to spend on election campaigns?

Mr Kierach: Because you have co pay money to see a Minister.

Mr COURT: I have been to a country where one must pay money to see a Minister. When I
was told that I thought that I had heard that before. The Labor Party has a lot of money to
spend on these campaigns. The question being asked by the public is where has the
$800 million gone; the Premier said that we should know. We have been told that Mr
Connell and his wife pledged all their assets. However, every week in the newspaper we see
him watching one of his new racehorses and involving himself in other expensive pastimes.
The public has had enough of it. We have been told by the Premier that debates in this
House are baring and tedious. We might find a Royal Comnnmission boring, but many
taxpayers are becoming angry about the Government losing so much money and the cover-
up continuing.

An editorial in the Sunday Times in February states -

Whatever leadership changes the Caucus will not enlighten the public about the
Government's WA Inc activities. Dumping Dowdinig does nothing at all for
accountability.

The case for a royal comm-ission to exam-ine those dealings is as strong as ever.

We are now four months down the track and, instead of this Government being prepared to
formulate proper terms of reference for a Royal Commission, it is continuing to cover up. I
was at a fuinction recently and was told by some senior business people of financial
institutions in this town that a Royal Commission would cost between $15 million and
$20 million but that that would be money well spent. The only way to restore confidence in
this State is to clear its debts. As long as the Government continues to give reasons why it
will not appoint a Royal Commission all Government members will be tarred with the same
brush. It is absolute nonsense for the Premier to say that the Opposition is holding a gun to
her head. She has a nerve! The Opposition is carrying out its proper responsibility as an
Opposition, which is to ensure that this Government is accountable. The Opposition has seen
eight sordid years of deceit, cover-up and lost money. The Government thinks our actions
are improper and talks about blackmail.

Mr Taylor: Absolute blackmail.

Mr COURT: The Opposition will continue to speak against what the Government wants to
do which is to continue to cover up its activities. The Deputy Premier is no different from
his Premier; he was in the Cabinet when money was lost; he should be calling for a-proper
Royal Commission.

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Reforn) [5.13 pm]:
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition gave the game away mn his final remarks when his
frustration was revealed at the fact that his Parry has been in Opposition for eight years. That
firustration lies behind the Opposition's action on this issue.

We face three general questions. The first question is: What is the proper role of our
Legislative Council in the parliamentary system? Is the Legislative Council a House of

1307



Review or can it play a role in the making and breaking of Governm-ents? The second
question relates to political morality: When is it appropriate to break the conventions and
seek power in an inappropriate and unethical way? That is what the Opposition is now trying
to do. The third question is: What are the consequences for our political society if those
conventions are to be broken in this way? This is the more fundamental of the three issues at
stake.

Let us turn to the first question: What is the proper role for our Legislative Council? It is
worth beginning by focusing on the role of the Legislative Council in our history. There are
two ways of looking at the role the Legislative Council has played. Some members have
tried to be generous about the Council and have argued that throughout our history the
Council has been an active House of Review, that it operates as a check on the Legislative
Assembly and thereby as a check on the Government. I am sure many members in the
Council now, and those throughout its history, have acted with great goodwill and believe
very strongly in the principle that the Council ought to be a House of Review. However, if
one looks at any objective account of the Council's behaviour over the years one would
conclude that it could more appropriately be labelled as a conservative anti Labor H-ouse.
Initially, it was based on a property franchise and when we moved to universal suffrage
extraordinary malapportiornent was built into the system to make it very difficult for the
Labor Party ever to win a majority, which it has never done. Now, of course, we have
proportional representation in that House, but still a significant degree of malapportionment
exists. The Council has always seen its role, and acted, as an anti Labor House which gives a
second chance to the conservatives. The conservatives have always had two grabs at power;
if they lost an election in the lower House they could then use their position in the upper
House in an attempt to bring about their objectives.

Mr Lewis: Is it a democratically elected House or not?

Dr GALLOP: No, it is not. In answer to that question. vote weighting in the Legislative
Council is 2.8:1, which is the worst in Australia, and that is what makes it very clearly an
anti Labor House. Vote weighting puts the bias in favour of the conservative panties,
Evidence for the fact that the Legislative Council has always been an anti Labor House, first
and foremost, comes from any assessment of the Bills that have been blocked by the
Legislative Council. In order to look at the process of blockage since 1953 I seek leave to
incorporate this table in my speech. This table indicates the number of times Bills were
blocked by the WA Legislative Council from 1953 to 1989.
[The material in appendix A was incorporated by leave of the House .]
[See p No 1345.1

Dr GALLOP: The table indicates that -

Mr Lewis: Why don't you tell us who wrote your speech?

Dr GALLOP: That is a pathetic response; it is my speech. I wrote it. During the six years of
the Hawke Government, 48 Bills were blocked; during the 12 years of the Brand
Government, six Bills were blocked; during the three years of the Tonkin Government, 19
Bills were blocked; during the nine years of the Court/O'Connor Governments, one Bill was
blocked - that was due to the fact that an MLC missed a vote in 1977 and the same Bill was
passed in 1978-. during the seven years to December 1989 of the Burke/Dowding/Lawrence
Governments, 22 Bills were blocked. I am not the member for Victoria Park if that is a
House of Review.

Right at the beant of our State's Constitution is a very clear instrument of injustice which we,
on this side of the House, have had to put up with throughout the history of responsible
Government in this State. In the first instance, the Legislative Council was based on a
property franchise and then it was based on a severe malapportionment.

The source of our problem goes back to the 1890s when the Constitution Acts were being
formed. When our system of representative and responsible Government was being
established the question of the role of upper Houses in the Westminster system had yet to be
properly resolved. However, there was a clear emphasis in all the Constitutions being
created at that time that priority would go to the Legislative Assembly. We have inherited in
this State an understanding of how things should work backed up by what were the regular
conventions and words which did not fully express that understanding. I will refer'to our
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Constitution along the lines referred to by the Leader of the National Party. The Constitution
Acts Amendment Act Pant H1 section 46 deals wit the powers of the two Houses and
establishes quite clearly that money Bills have to originate in this House. The Act
establishes that Bills imposing taxation or Bills appropriating revenue or moneys for the
ordinary annual services of the Government cannot be amended by the Legislative Council.
It establishes that the Council can request an amnendment. I know something about the
English language and the word "request" carries a meaning, that is, it is a request, it cannot
be carried through.

We see when we look at the three senses of that section that money Bills must originate in
the Assembly; Bills appropriating revenue for ordinary annual services cannot be amended;
and the Council can only request amendments. The meaning of those words implies that the
Council's constitutional position is different from that of the Assembly because the
understanding of our Constitution is that a Government is formed from members of the
Assembly and is responsible to the Assembly. Unfortunately, the words are not precise on
that point but any person who reads those words would reach that conclusion.

In the course of the 20th century we have had a lot of argument about the way those words
are to be interpreted, but our history illustrates, first, there has been general agreement that
when one party wins a majority of seats in the Assembly it is entitled to form the
Government. The second understanding is that when that Government is formed it can
function for a full term, being checked, but not undermined, by the Legislative Council. All
Governments in this State have been able to complete their term of office - three years in
earlier times, and now four years - unfettered by the Legislative Council in respect of their
basic right to govern. The two exceptions to that occurred in 1973, when Sir Charles Court
flirted with the idea of forcing an early election, and in 1989, when the Liberal Party voted
against the Budget. In 1990 we see another threat to Supply.

Elections have been forced by upper Houses in other States; in Victoria in 1866 and 1867; in
South Australia in 1912; in Tasmania in 1948; in Victoria in 1947 and 1952; in the
Commonwealth in 1975, and I could perhaps also include 1974. In three of those case
studies of conflict the money did begin to run out. Last night I was quite shocked to hear the
Leader of the Opposition say quite categorically on the "7.30 Report' that that had never
happened in our history. The Leader of the Opposition ought to be more careful when
making statements about matters like this.

Mr Lewis: Are they precedents?

Dr GALLOP: They are precedents of impropriety. Our history reveals three consequences
of an upper House's forcing, quite improperly, a Governent to an election. The first was
ilustrated in the most recent case study in 1975 when an enormous amount of bitterness and
ill will was caused in our society. A democratic society will work only if all sides - the
Liberal Party, the Labor Party, the National Party and the Australian Democrats - agree on
the rules of the game and act properly. We know only too well from the experiences of 1975
the ill will and bitterness which was created.

The second consequence - and this is very important, particularly in light of the events of
1975 - is that illegitimacy breeds indecisiveness. An important dictum of politics is that
power requires authority in order to be meaningful. I wil now quote from a review of the
Fraser Government, which was written late last year.

Mr Clarko: By whom, and where?

Dr GALLOP: I will tell the member in a minute. The review says -

Any objective analysis of the Fraser government must recognise the extent to which
the pre-election trauma of 1975 imposed a sense of unease, illegitimacy and hesitancy
on a government elected with a record majority of 55 seats. That should remind us of
the baskc proposition that democratic government is about not only the will of the
majority but also the consent of the minority.

The review goes on to say -

There is no doubt the events before the election of 1975 cast a long shadow over the
Fraser government. Few other Australian governments, if any, have laboured. under
such qualifications.
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That review was written by the former Liberal Treasurer, John Howard. He is implying that
if the democratic process is not only to reveal a majority rule but good Government and
consensus in our society, the rules of the game must be followed.

Mr Lewis: The Standing Orders of the Legislative Assembly are the rules!

Dr GALLOP: Those miles do not give members the unfette red right to do what they wish.
The third consequence of an upper House's attempt to force a Government out of power was
illustrated in Victoria in the 1860s. I quote from an article written by historian Michael
Cannon about what happened in Victoria in 1866 when a property-based conservative uipper
House attempted to move against the McCulloch Government. It says -

For more than six months stonewalling between the two Houses continued, many
civil servants went into debt, and their tradesmen suffered as well.

A number of innocent people feUl into the clutches of money lenders at 50 to
100 per cent interest rates, and never recovered. There were numerous insolvencies
and some suicides.

Business deteriorated to a stage of uncertainty and near-paralysis. Some employers
began to dismiss their staff - at the very rime when charitable institutions were being
forced to restrict their already meagre services.

When that Government was finally forced to an election, it was returned to office with an
increased majority,
In 1878 when the radical Govemnment of Victoria attempted to introduce payment of
members of Parliament the upper House again blocked Supply. The article continues -

On January 9, 1878, a day which became known as "Black Wednesday," the Berry
Government dismissed practically every leading civil servant, judge and magistrate in
the colony.

This time Government employees were not even invited to carry on without salary
until the Budget was passed. They were simply dismissed on the spot, and invited to
submit claims for compensation - to be paid who knows when?

The Government announced that "in consequence of the stoppage of supplies by the
Council" it was impossible to maintain a Public Service which was overmanned and,
in its higher ranks, overpaid.

We can tumn also to 1947, when financial problems were created by the actions of the upper
House. Ir is not true, as the Leader of the Opposition says, that there have not been situations
in which severe problems have been created. I remind the House again of the three
consequences. First, a good deal of ill will and bitterness is created in our democratic
society, which society requires a basis of consensus in order to work properly. Second, in
1975 when the Fraser Cjovernjent managed to grab power we saw, as a consequence, a
Governmient which could not govern properly and with authority, and even its own
supporters acknowledged those years as being seven wasted years in our national
Commonwealth. Third, it is possible for there to be chaos in the public administration of the
State.

The Australian Labor Party won an election in 1989. It was a closely fought election, but we
won in the seats that counted - seats such as Dianella, Ceraidron and Swan Hills. Labor won
the election because the people decided that it was the party which could properly carry on
this State's affairs. The expectation of its supporters was - and is - that it should carry out its
programs over the next four years. The Opposition is now saying that Labor has a choice:
Have a Royal Commnission or Supply will be blocked. In other words, if the Government
does nor take the course of action which it is in its power to take, the Council will block the
flow of money. In 1975 they said, "No election, no Supply." In 1990 they are saying, "No
Royal Commission, no Supply.'
The Opposition in this Parliament has every right to campaign for a Royal Commission, as
do the People for Fair and Open Government and citizen interest groups in our society, but
our Government has made its position clear. At present we do not believe it is appropriate to
have a Royal Commission. When the rime comes we will consider the facts. There ought to
be no connection whatsoever between Government decision-making in respect of whether or
not there ought to be a Royal Commission and conservative threats to block Supply.
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In the legal system we have seen what happens when the processes of decision-making are
coloured by extra-legal forces, where people use the legal process to attempt to undermine
the rights of individuals. Mr Tony Lloyd could tell us a lot about that process. It was an
illegitimate attempt to utilise the legal process to deny someone his rights.

The Opposition has every right to campaign on this issue but the Governinent, in our system
of Government, is under no obligation whatsoever to say chat just because the Opposition has
power in the upper House the Opposition can tell us how to govern, this State. We govern
this State and we will, because we are the rightful, elected Government.

Government members: Hear, hear!

[Questions without notice taken.]

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe) (5.52 pm): 'The amendment before the House gets to the niub of
the issue in that the Government is refusing to have a Royal Commission and therefore puts
at risk its term in office. I see that the Premier is leaving the Chamber again. Having started
this debate today the Premier has been present for as long as her speech and for five minutes
after that. She has started what she regards as an important debate, yet she will not stay here
and debate the issue. A few minutes ago the Deputy Premier called me "gutless"; well, I say
that the Premier is gutless; she will not debate the issues in this House.

Sitting suspended from S.S3 to 7.30 pmn

Mr HASSELL: If Government members and the Premier, in particular, want this House to
be conducted Like a psychologists' convention they had better behave accordingly. The
totally unprincipled attack by the Deputy Premier before the dinner suspension brought forth
what he deserved.

This amendment to the Address-in-Reply motion was moved by the Premier who will not
stay in the House to debate it. The Premier regards the issue of stopping Supply as pretty
important because she, as the leader of the Government, has moved an amendment to debate
that issue. Having moved the amendment the Premier has then scuttled out of the House and
will not come back for the debate because she does not like debating issues of this kind in the
Parliament.
One of the things the Premier said at the beginning of her speech was that I advocated one
week after the 1990 election that the upper House should stop Supply. Once again, the
Premier has been caught out for being a little lax on detail and the facts because I asked my
office to fax to me a copy of the newsletter which I issued shortly after the election and
which was the only comment I made about this issue. I referred to the outcome of the
election - who won and who lost. I said that to win the election the Liberal and National
Parties needed to gain 10 extra seats which was a large task when one considered chat the
Legislative Assembly has 57 members and that the Liberal Party needed to hold all its seats.
I said that the Liberal Party lost one seat - Northern Rivers - but it won Kingsley, Mandurah,
Melville, Scarborough, Collie, Warren and Riverton. Despite the fact that the Liberal Party
gained 53 per cent of the vote it still did not gain sufficient seats to be the Government.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! The member far Cottesloe has the call.

Mr HASSELL: I then referred to the Legislative Council, and this is where the Premier has
the facts wrong and I want to correct them for the record. I said the following in my
newsletter -

It should be a strong Legislative Council, able to use its authority effectively. For the
first tirne Labor won't be able to complain about the majority against it in the
Council: -

I was wrong about that because the Labor Party has, notwithstanding, continued
complaining. My newsletter continues -

- it has been put in place by a proportional representation system enacted by Labor
with the support of the National Party.

Mr Pearce: It is still a rigged system.

The SPEAKER: Order!
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Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr Lewis: It is your legislation.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Before the dinner suspension members in this House were in a
happy, convivial mood and I would like to maintain that sort of mood in this House. The
only way in which I can do that is that when I call order the House comes to order. I ask
members to bear that in mind and I would appreciate it if, when they hear me call order, they
keep quiet for a while.

Mr H-ASSELL: Despite the outrageous things said by the Premier in her speech, she was
heard in comparative silence.

I quote again from the newsletter which the Premier misrepresented in her speech. It reads -

This State's Legislative Council is the most powerful in Australia, with the legal right
to reject or block any legislation including a budget. It would, of course, take
dramatic events for the exercise of such power to be contemplated.

Those dramatic events have occurred. I referred also to the possibility of by-elections
changing the composition of the House and to what would happen if various things came out,
as indeed they have, in the months ahead.. None of those things constitutes an advocacy of
the Opposition in the upper House blocking Supply, yet that is what the Premier said I said a
week after the last election. She was factually wrong and it should be corrected for the
record.

The substance of this issue is that the Government is seeking to have the House amend in
what is clearly an unprecedented maniner, although it may have happened once in the history
of the Parliament, the Address-in-Reply motion. The Premier has spoken about conventions
and practices in this House. but through this amendment she is doing something which is
unconventional and is not in accordan~ce. with the practices of the Parliament. The
Government wants this House to say that the Government has a moral right to run its full
term. No Government in the history of this State has moved further from morality and ethics
than this Government. In fact, the nearest understanding that Government members have of
ethics is they think it is a County in England - that is the beginning and the end of their
understanding of ethics. What we heard in this House repeatedly from Brian Burke, Peter
Dowding and David Parker was an assurance that what they were doing - their nefarious
deals - were lawful. It was not a matter of whether they were ethical because they could
never define what they were doing as ethical. They said what they were doing was lawful
and no-one had broken the law. Now, after having been driven to the point of sacking a
Premier and a Deputy Premier and getting rid of a Minister, the Government calls on
morality as a justification for maintaining itself in office. The Government is still pattering
around talking about the possibility of a Royal Commission.

Tonight the Premier suggested on a television news broadcast that a Royal Commi~ssion was
a possibility. That too is dishonest. This Prem-ier has absolutely no intention of having any
kind of Royal Commission unless she is forced into it. For many months the Opposition has
been asking for a Royal Commission. We are saying now the Prem-ier has a simple chokce:
Have a Royal Commission or have an election; and after the election we will appoint the
Royal Commission. That is a pretty clear cut and simple proposition. It is the son of
proposition which this Government can understand because it has never been able to
understand the niceties and the proprieties.

The Deputy Premier referred to what I said about Fleuris Pry Ltd. I will have a bit more to
say about that and the deals that went on. At this stage I put on record one thing only: The
Deputy Premier, like the Premier, was wrong tonight because I was very careful to make no
attack on Mr Lukin and his partner.

The SPEAKER: Order! Stick to the amendment.

Wr HASSELL: Yes, indeed. I raised questions in relation to the dealings of the
Govemnment, the sort of dealings which should be investigated by a Royal Commission. The
Port Kennedy deal is very much part of this motion because it should be investigated. The
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Governiment will not answer questions about it. The disgraceful performance of the Deputy
Premier tonight -

The SPEAKER: Order! That is drawing a long bow.

Mr HASSELL: I refer to the Deputy Premier in another context. Only the other day I re-
read a speech which I made in this House in July 1984. That was a year and a third after this
Government had been elected. Half of that speech was occupied with listing the nefarious
dealings which the Government at that time had already entered into, including one involving
the Deputy Premier in his own electorate in Kalgoorlie, where he had cooked up a nice little
deal with one of his mates who had developed a piece of land on the basis that he had a
Government deal to lease the whole of the premises for many years into the future.

The SPEAKER: Order! I have a bit of difficulty with that too. I want to make a brief point
about what we ought to be doing before I address what you were in fact doing. We now have
an amendment to an amendment to a motion, and if I allow the sort of flexibility that we do
sometimes allow with a simple amendment or motion we will get ourselves into a lot of
trouble. That is the background by which I come to what I am about to say to you. We need
to be a little careful about the sorts of things that we use to argue in this debate, and I am
very much inclined to think that the area you are now going into is the sort of area which
needs a substantive motion in its own right rather than your being able to make that sort of
claim as part of your speech on this amendment to an amendment to a motion.

Mr HASSELL: Mr Speaker, I suppose the actual motion before the House is to delete all
words after "year'.

The SPEAKER: The actual motion before the House - and I would be strict on this too on
other occasions - is to delete all words after the word "year". Were I to stick rigidly to that
practice in this situation we would have about six debates tonight instead of one, or two at
the most, hopefully, and I am trying to facilitate the will of the House by not intending to
actually put that motion but intending to put the motion that the amendment to the
amendment be agreed to so that we get straight into the meat of the issue.

Mr HASSELL; Mr Speaker, I do not want to pursue that Line, and I will not, but we are
debating the deletion of words which relate to morality, as claimed by the Premier. The
Government does not have any morality on its side in this debate. The heart of the issue is
whether to have a Royal Commission. The Premier has said there is a possibility that she
will call a Royal Commission. I do not believe she is dinkcum. She is trying to divert the
public and the Opposition from their determination to force a Royal Commission of the
proper and necessary kind. The Premier is the same as her predecessor in that respect. She
is a dissembler, and she is dissembling on this issue. She is trying to avoid facing up to the
real issue, the need for a Royal Commission.

On Tuesday, I May, the opening day of this session, the Premier was asked whether she
would agree to the appointment of a special Royal Commission. She spoke at some length,
and I will not repeat all that she said in her answer to question without notice 1, but the thrust
of her remarks was that to have a Royal Commission would in some way upset legal
proceedings and investigations. So I followed up that question with a more specific question
on notice to the Premier. It was question 577, which was answered on 16 May, on page 1034
of Hansard. The question asked was -

(1) What is the Premier's stance in relation to a Royal Commission on the
activities known as WA Inc?

The Premier could claim that she had answered that question on day one, so I guess her
reference in reply back to question without notice I is legitimate. I then asked -

(2) Specifically what kind of Royal Commission would the Premier contemplate,
and -

(a) would it be a special Royal Commission under legislation, or one
appointed by Government under the existing Act;

(b) would its terms of reference cover past suspect business activities;

(c) would it cover only the petrochemical deal and the Rothwells rescue?
(3) By what date will a decision be made?
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(4) Will the Premier confer with the Opposition parties on -

(a) the terms of reference;

(b) the commissioner:

and agree these matters before proceeding?
These are very relevant questions because the Premier is now trying to make out that she will
not have a Royal Commission under threat but if the threat were withdrawn she would be
prepared to contemplate it. However, when she was asked questions weeks ago about what
kind of Royal Commission she would contemplate, and whether she would agree to confer
with the Opposition parties, she refused to answer. HeIr only response was to refer back to
question without notice I of Tuesday. I May.

The Premier will not give the public and the Parliament the opportunity of considering her
stance on a Royal Commission because in truth she has only one stance; that is. in order to
protect her mates in the Labor Party from the wrongdoing in which they have been involved
there will be no Royal Commission. I asked her -

(5) If the Government is prepared to agree to a Royal Commission to consider the
business activities of the State Government Insurance Commission, the Rural
and Industries Bank of Westemn Australia and the Government Employees
Superannuation Board, and past deals such as the Argyle diamond deal, the
Midland abattoir deal and the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co deal, on what
grounds does the Premier refuse to proceed now given that none of these
matters is the subject of current criminal prosecutions or investigation by
McCusker. QC beyond any peripheral touching of Rothwells?

The Premier is not dinkum in saying now to the public that she is prepared to consider a
Royal Commission, but not under threat, because she was under no threat then but would not
answer the question. She does not plan to have a Royal Commnission. I asked her -

(6) What matters will be considered and taken into account when the McCusker
Rothweils inquiry is completed?

She did not answer that question. I asked her -

(7) Wil the results of that inquiry be made public?

(8) If not, will the Premier be asking the public to take on trust the Premier's
assessment of the need for a Royal Commission in the light of that report?

(9) What matters specifically are presently within the contemplation of the
Premier as needing the examination of a Royal Commission?

There is no answer. The truth is that when Mr McCusker reports his report will not be made
public, certainly not in full, because one can reasonably contemplate that when
Mr McCusker reports the great bulk of his report will relate to crimintal activities which will
be subject to criminal prosecutions, and the report will not therefore be able to be made
public.

Mr Pearce: It will be made public in the courts, you goose. What happens when there is a
criminal prosecution is that all the evidence is brought forward to the courts.

Mr Kerath: On a point of order, Mr Speaker -

Withdrawal of Remark

The SPEAKER: Order! Just a minute. Would both members please resume their seats. I
just want to indicate that I do not think it is satisfactory parliamentary practice to refer to
people in that way.

Mr PEARCE: Would it be suitable, Mr Speaker, if I substituted "chicken" for "goose"?

The SPEAKER: Order! I think it would be far more suitable if the Leader of the House took
a more appropriate action.

Mr PEARCE: Pigeon?

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PEARCE: Mr Speaker, I withdraw in an unqualified manner.
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The SPEAKER: Order! I am now requesting that the Leader of the House withdraw the
term "goose" as used, and in addition I am suggesting to other members when this is
withdrawn that it is not appropriate.

Mr PEARCE: "Goose" has not been ruled unparliamentary before, Mr Speaker -

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PEARCE: - and it has been used on many occasions. However,!I am happy to withdraw
it.

The SPEAKER: Order! I require art unqualified withdrawal, irrespective of whether it has
been ruled unparliamentary before. Before I ask the Leader of the House to do that, I have
said that I do not think it is appropriate that we should continue in this place the practice of
personal insults, and I do not think it is appropriate at this time.

Mr PEARCE: I am happy to withdraw it in an unqualified way, Mr Speaker.

Debate (on amendment on the amendment) Resumed
Mr HASSELL: The point I was making, and I will try to extend it so that even the Leader of
the House can understand, was that the Premier has said she will consider the possibility of a
Royal Commuission in August, when Mr McCusker has reported.

Mr Pearce: Or at some other appropriate time.

Mr HASSELL: Is the Leader of the House saying at some other time?

Mr Pearce: Some other appropriate time. It does not have to be August.

Mr HASSELL: Oh! So now the Government is backing away even from the comimitment to
consider the matter in August. That illustrates exactly what I am saying; that is, the
Government has no intention of having a Royal Commission.

Mr Pearce: It could be earlier than that. Who knows?

Mr HASSELL: When Mr McCusker reports in August the chances are that his report will
not be made public because criminal prosecutions will follow, and the fact is that the Premier
will then say to the public, "I have had a look at the McCusker report. There will be lots of
prosecutions and therefore we do not need a Royal Commnission." That is as predictable as
the sun's rising tomorrow. This Government has no intention of having a Royal
Commission. This Government is engaged in a massive deception and an attempt to divert
attention from the real issue. The Government has had the opportunity - through my
questions, through weeks of requests, debate and argument, and through public editorials
going back for months - to say it will have a Royal Commnission to find out the truth. The
Government will not have a Royal Commnission, and now the Opposition has said, "You will
have a Royal Commission or you will have an election." It is a very simple choice: "You
will have a Royal Commission or you will have an election, and the people will decide the
issue."
I agree with the Leader of the House to one extent: If there is an election and the Opposition
loses, it will cost the Opposition very dearly for a long time; there is no doubt about that.
However, the Opposition has stood and fought this issue of the corruption of Government in
Western Australia for six solid years. The stance we have taken is one of principle and we
will continue as a matter of principle. The corruption in this State must be exposed and
cleaned out and it will not be until there is a proper Royal Commission. I support the
amendment on the amendment.

MR DONOVAN (Morley) [7.54 pm]: At this point in the debate, for fear that it has got
lost, it might be worth restating the amendment, with your leave, Mr Speaker, and to make
sense of it. It would read -

This House regrets to inform Your Excellency that the 90 year practice that the
Government run its full term is under threat because the Premier refuses to bow to the
wishes -

Mr Shave: You are reading the wrong amendment. We are discussing the one moved by the
Leader of the National Party.

Mr DONOVAN: That is right. The Leader of the National Party has moved to delete all
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words after 'year' and substitute certain words. All I have done is to make sense of that by
adding the first clause, so that it reads -

This House regrets to inform Your Excellency that the 90 year -

Is the member with us now? The amendment therefore reads in full -

This House regrets to inform Your Excellency that the 90 year practice that the
Governument nin its full term is under threat because the Premier refuses to bow to the
wishes of the people she serves and establish a Royal Commnission into WA Inc.

I repeat that, because the operative clause of the amendment speaks quite clearly of threat.
That has been described in this place this afternoon as blackmail, and in my view - and,
indeed, in the view of the Oxford Dictionary in front of you, Sir - blackmail is what this
amendment is; just as, indeed, the calls by the Leader of the Opposition starting on Sunday
night and Monday morning were blackmail.

I remind members that blackmail does not simply apply to the common action taken in law to
keep somebody quiet. There is a very clear definition in the Oxford Dictionary that says "use
of threats or moral pressure". I put it to the House that on this occasion the Leader of the
National Party - who protested that no such thing as blackmail was occurring in this House -
is, like the Leader of the Opposition, hung by his own words. The amendment the Leader of
the National Party moved says that the practice that the Government run its full term is under
threat. We have to make sense of that by turning the word "threat' in that amendment, which
is a noun, into its verb equivalent - somebody threatens somebody else. If this amendment is
not a piece of political blackmail, the answer to the question "Who is threatening whom with
what?" cannot be answered. However, we all know, and we have known since Sunday night
and certainly since Monday morning, that a very real threat is being made. The threat that is
being made, not only to this Government and this Parliament but also to the people of this
State, is "if we do not get what we want, as we want it," and, indeed, in the Leader of the
Opposition's terms 'specifically when we want it - that is, in six weeks' time - we will force
your elected Government back to you for an election that you do not want.' That is the
threat that has been made. It has been made in this place, certainly, several times. It has
been crystallised this afternoon in this amendment. It has been made publicly in the print
medium and in the electronic media. Although, as we have since heard, clearly there was
considerable doubt in the minds of the Leader of the Opposition's colleagues surrounding
him, and particularly his deputy, there was absolutely no doubt in the mind of the Leader of
the Opposition about what he meant on 'The 7.30 Report" last night, and what he meant in
the print medium on Monday. There was no doubt at all; the Leader of the Opposition's
position was very clear.

Despite the by-election results on Saturday and the expressions of opinion of the large
majority of people circulated by Westpoll, the Leader of the Opposition is prepared to force
this State to an election if he does not get a Royal Commnission. The Leader of the National
Party obviously has concurred with that view, although one notes some softening of his
stance; indeed one noted some glimmer of softening on the part of the Leader of the
Opposition on the television news this evening.

Dr Turnbull: It is just providing the Premier with something to think about.

Mr DONOVAN: The Premier did not go public with threats. The Premier went to the
people of this State publicly in this place, in the media and in two by-election campaigns
with two very simple messages: Firstly, that the business of orderly Government will
proceed in this State; and secondly, that nothing will stand in the way of exhaustive inquiries
into the affairs which concern her, as they concern others, about WA Inc, and no other form
of inquiry has specifically been ruled in or out. The Premier has made no threats to the
people of this State; she has given undertakings to the people of this State, the credibility of
which are best tested by the results achieved in the by-elections held last Saturday.

I now wish to put to this House something I put in a similar amendment two weeks ago. To
those who observe, even with minuscule cynicism, the political process of late in this State,
the central question about this threat to block Supply unless the Opposition gets what it
wants is not - as was rather weakly put by the Opposition this afternoon - about WA Inc. I
will show that even the Opposition does not believe that is central. The central issue is the
question of the survival of the Leader of the Opposition. It is time to be reasoned and
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reasonable about this whole question. There has been a lot of hysteria about this matter; now
let us look at some facts of history. It is true, as I have said, that opinion pails conducted by
Westpoll suggested that 83 per cent of the population polled wanted a Royal Commission.
Had people been asked a different question, I suggest they would have given the same
response as the Premier gave. That is, that the Premier wants what the people want - a full
understanding of what happened in respect of those events which have come to be known
euphemistically as WA Inc. T'he Premier has not strayed from that one iota, nor has anybody
else on the Government side, as far as I can tell. With the qualification about whether it is
support for a Royal Commission anyway or whether it is an expression of "We want to know
what has gone on", that support for a Royal Commission is reduced to 24 per cent when the
cost of such an exercise and when the proposition of a forced election are put to the people.
Clearly some disparity exists in the minds of the public about what the issues and the costs
are. However the Opposition still wants a Royal Commission, in spite of the risks asserted
by the Premier, which were laughed at two weeks ago in this House; yet as recently as
yesterday the Premier's assertions and fears were exemplified in the exoneration of Tony
Lloyd. Nothing could have made the Premier's point more clear.
Mr Kierath: Do you accept everything he said as the truth?

Mr DONOVAN: One does not have to accept anything except the proposition that court
actions in the hot house atmosphere of political intervention are subject to the kind of
pressure that will not necessarily bring about a just result. Tony Lloyd's exoneration
demonstrated that point.

On the other hand, the Government claims the right to an orderly procedure to the question
not only of WA Inc but also to the question of the business of Government and its continuity
which the people of this State demand. The Government has good grounds to claim that
procedure. A State election in 1983 clearly put the Labor party into office; a State election in
1986 clearly returned it to office; two by-elections in 1987 vindicated that Labor
Government in office, as did two by-elections in 1988; the State election of 1989 returned the
Government, and the Federal election in 1990 gave again the unqualified support of the
Western Australian public, particularly in the eight seats which were said to be in question,
to the Labor Party. As recently as 26 May two critical by-elections, described by everyone
on all sides of the political fence as being critical, returned a vote of confidence to this
Government. On that sort of track record, I think the claims of the Government have a great
deal more credibility than the Opposition's claims based on the Westpoll figures, which are
themselves confusing and disparate.

Let us look at history one more time in order to try to understand my apparently blatant claim
that this issue is about Opposition leadership more than it is about the Government: I remind
members of the events in this House in 1989 when the Liberal Party wanted three ministerial
heads and said that if it did not have them, it would block the Budget. Let me remind
members that all was not well between the Opposition parties in this place at that time.
While the Leader of the Opposition wanted to block Supply, the Leader of the National Party
was not quite so sure. Indeed he went further than that and decided he would put the Liberal
Party to some challenge of his own by suggesting that he would go along with the Liberal
Party, but only after the acceptance of double dissolution mechanisms in this place.

I understand the difficulties the Opposition may have in pursuing its course. Members will
understand the Opposition's discomfort with the National Party in pursuing this course when
they are reminded of the Leader of the Opposition's published Press release of 26 October
1989. He said that Hendy Cowan had become more and more erratic and unpredictable and
that he could no longer have any confidence in him. Mr Macinnon said that if and when
someone else became leader of the Nationals he would immediately offer a formal coalition
in Opposition. That statement is very important to this debate. Mr& Macinnon also said that
the Opposition would never win while the public sees disunity between the Liberals and the
Nationals.

Dr Gallop: The Liberal Party supports the National Party like a rope supports the hanging
man. That is the Liberal Party's attitude to the National Party, which should be very careful
because the Liberal Party is up to no good.

Mr DONOVAN: It is one thing to quote Press releases in this place - members do that from
time to time. The Leader of the Opposition stated the same in letters to the Leader of the
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National Party and the State President of the National Party which were made public. This
Government does not have as much of a problem with WA Inc and its quite responsible
response to those problems as does the Opposition with its own internal problems.
I understood the Leader of the Opposition's desperation and his sense of disillusionment and
hopelessness when the results of Saturday's by-election became known. The results tell him,
in a way that his colleagues have never been able to tell him, that his days are numbered. A
Liberal Parry member at one of the polling booths I was working at last Saturday said to me -
all of his Liberal colleagues agreed with him - that his leader would never be able to win an
election in this State; he would fail.

Mr Trenorden: Could you name all those Liberal Party members.

Mr DONOVAN: I could, but there has been -

Several Opposition members interjected.

Mr Pearce: The member for Morley would have to give a speech containing more names
than were in the speech of the member for Marangaroo.

Mr DONOVAN: The Leader of the House has taken the words out of my mouth. The
Opposition is faced with a problem with its National Party colleagues. It is not surprising
that the Leader of the Opposition is faced with a leadership crisis. Members will have heard
him announce publicly, without consulting his colleagues, that there will either be a Royal
Commission or a forced election; that is the only way he can keep his job. That has been
said before and is commonly understood. What is unprincipled is that the Opposition claims
its calls for a Royal Commission, for ministerial heads, for blocking Supply and forcing an
election are based on principle. These calls are not based on principle at all but are an
attempt from within the ranxks of the Liberal Parry to resolve a crisis. Members opposite
know what that crisis is. as does their leader. The Leader of the Opposition had to make that
statement because the only way he can keep his job is to take his colleagues to an election.
MIR THOMPSON (Darling Range) [8.15 pm]: I support the line taken by the Government
and I owe it to the House to explain my reasons. Those people in the Liberal Party who are
calling for the blocking of Supply to cause an election should think about changing their
course of action. I am convinced that within the community a strong call exists for a Royal
Commission to look at WA Inc matters - indeed I support the establishment of a Royal
Commission. The same call does not exist in the community for the unusual step of causing
a constitutional crisis and forcing an election on the people of ts State. Surveys have been
conducted to establish where the people stand with respect to a Royal Commission and
clearly there has been overwhelming support for the establishment of a Royal Commission.
However, I put it to this House that even if a Royal Commission were established the Liberal
Party would continue with its threat to block Supply and force an election because its agenda
is to take the reins of office. That is what the Liberal Party is all about and [ understand that.
I also understood why Sir Charles Court made the same recommendation to the
Parlianmentary Liberal Party in 1973. There was an overwhelming vote in the party room
then for the blocking of Supply. To the credit of the honourable - and I use that word
advisedly - members of the Liberal Party, who made up part of the membership of the
Legislative Council, they would not have a bar of the recommendation. I hope that when this
matter comes ultimately to the crunch the same degree of rationality that was shown by the
conservatives in the Legislative Council will again apply.

It is one thing for the leadership of the Opposition panties to be at the throat of the
Government in this House and calling for the use of numbers in the Legislative Council to
block Supply, but I put it to the members of the Legislative Council that if they use that
power, they will bring that place into disrepute. In my view its reputation would be tarnished
for a long time. It would be a sad day for this State if that were to occur.
Mr Blaikie: Do you think the Labor Party will hold the Legislative Council in any higher
esteem than it does now?

Mr THOMPSON: The Labor Party does not have a high regard for the Legislative Council
because for 90 years the Constitution has been stacked against the Labor Party. There have
been 50 years of Labor Governments in Western Australia and 50 years of Liberal
Governments, but never in the time that a Labor Government has been in office has it had
control of the Legislative Council.
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Mr Gordon Hill: You tossed me out of this place for saying that when you were Speaker.
Mr Pearce: The member for Darling Range was one of the best Speakers this House has ever
had, but he did have some lapses and the Minister is pointing to one now.
Mr THOMPSON: The reason for the Labor Party's distrust of the Legislative Council is that
the Council is stacked against it and the conservatives who have controlled the upper House
through all of those years have not allowed any legislation to pass that was likely to weaken
their grip on the control of the Legislative Council. I have attended Liberal Party meetings at
which there has been vigorous argument about ensuring that control of the Legislative
Council stays in the hands of the conservatives. I suppose if the Labor Party were in the
same position, it would do the same thing. It does not make it right, but it makes it a fact of
life.
I have always been a supporter of the Legislative Council. The people who control that
House have earned my respect. I have not always been pleased with the decisions they have
made, but I have been prepared to accept that they have been driven by worthy motives.
That House has a very high reputation in the community. If the upper House stops Supply
and forces an election, it will create a great degree of mistrust of that place and it will be
tarnished forever. That will be an absolute shame, particularly as its only motivation for
using that power is to put the people who occupy the Opposition benches in this House on
the Government benches.

Mr Lewis: That is not true.

Mr THOMPSON: I think it is. That is my view and many others support it.
There have been three occasions in recent times when the question of who the people want to
govern this State has been tested and they were fought largely over WA Inc related issues.
The 1989 election strategy was to promote the negative aspects of this Government. 1 know
because I was part of the team. A fortnight before that election, I pleaded with the shadow
Cabinet to drop that approach and to become positive. I recall saying that we had convinced
the community that the Labor Party was crook, but we had not yet convinced the community
that we were a better alternative. We lost that election because we were perceived to be
negative. No-one will convince me that the section of the community that takes an interest in
elections did not know the issues that were being pushed and did not know of the issues
surrounding WA Inc. However, the people of Western Australia decided by a very slender
margin to have a Labor Government.

The 1990 Federal election -

Mr Watt: That was not fought on WA Inc. It was not made an issue in the campaign at any
time.
Mr THOMPSON: I will concede the point to the member for Albany that WA Inc was not a
major issue. However, in some areas it was an issue even though it may not have been in his
area. It was not significantly pushed as an issue.
Mr Watt; That is the point I was making.

Mr THOMPSON: If the community were concerned about the Labor Party, it had an
opportunity to express that concern in the election. From my experience, the community
does not differentiate between State and Federal issues. If something about State issues bugs
them at a Federal election, they will vote against the party that has upset them. The point
escapes a lot of people that, by voting in that way, they do not have any direct impact on the
party that is upsetting them. However, that was the second occasion on which the WA Inc
issue was before the community and the community had an opportunity to put Labor out and
the Liberals in. However, the only seat in this State that changed hands was the seat of
Moore which was a casualty of the redistribution. No Federal Labor seat was lost to the
conservatives in this State in that Federal election. I am sure that many members on this side
of the House would not have believed that was possible in the climate that existed prior to
the elections. They must have been extremely disappointed about it.

The third rejection of the issues being pushed by the conservatives in this State came in the
by-elections held last weekend. People were making predictions about what the swing would
be. I happen to know that some conservatives were thinkcing in terms of the same swings
when the by-elections for the seats held by Brian Burke and Mal Bryce were held.
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They were all cock-a-hoop because they predicted a savage swing against the Labor Party. I
know many people in the conservative panties were comforted by a conservative topping the
poii in Fremantle. That means nothing in a preferential voting system. When the
preferences were distributed in Fremantle, as in Maylands, the result was far from
encouraging for the Liberal Party. There were swings of 4.6 per cent and 7.6 per cent
respectively.
Mr Lewis: Were they encouraging for the Labor Party?
Mr THOMPSON: No, they were not.

Mr Kierath: They were disastrous for the Labor Party.
Mi- THOMPSON: No, they were not disastrous because the Labor Party held the seats and
the swings against it in a by-election were nor as great as was expected.
Speaking on behalf of my party, the winniers in those two elections were the independents
and the minor panties. No-one has bothered to analyse how they went. In the 1989 election
in Maylands, the independents and minor parties received 10 per cent of the primary vote. In
the by-election held last weekend they got 18.6 per cent of the first preference votes. In
Fremantle in 1989. the minor panties and independents received 26.4 per cent and in the by-
election held last weekend they received 30.4 per cent. One in three people in Fremantle
went to the ballot box and deliberately gave their first vote to someone other than a candidate
from the major parties. Approximately 20 per cent did the same thing in the seat of
Maylands.
The community is fed up with the two major political parties and is beginning to demonstrate
that at the ballot boxes, not only in this State. but also in other States. Seven independents
were elected at the last State elections for the lower House in New South Wales; three
independents were elected in Tasmania; and two were elected in South Australia. While no
independents have been elected in this State, there is a trend. People are leaving the major
political parties. They believe that the Labor Party is on the nose, but they have rnot been
prepared to put their trust in the Liberals. The ballot boxes have demonstrated that very
clearly.
Mr Omodei: Your argument is flawed. Why would the Liberal Party want to block Supply
if it felt it could not win an election?
Mr THOMPSON: Because members of the Liberal Parry are dills. They are Kamikaze
people because they cannot understand the figures. I could not believe the comments of the
Leader of the Opposition who said after the election that if the figures were transposed to a
general election, the Liberal Party would win. That applies whenever by-elections are held.
The figures cannot be transposed to a general election situation. The figures should give cold
comfort to the Liberal Party in its quest to force an election. I am saying that very
deliberately because I believe the best form of Government in this State is a free enterprise
Government, not the negative type this Opposition is shaping up to be. A free enterprise
approach has served Western Australia well in the past. I did not leave the Liberal Party, it
left me. It has long stopped being a free enterprise party and a party of ideas and hope for
the future. I hope it will take stock of itself soon and get into shape to win the 1993 election.
If the Liberal Parry forces an election, it will simply go down the gurgler so fast it will cease
to be a force in politics in Western Australia. I am not the only person saying this. The
president of the Liberal Party, Peter Jones, said recently when opening the conference of the
O'Connor division that if the Liberal Party is to return to being a party of significance in this
State, it must stop grabbing the trendy, shott-term issues and return to its fundamental base.
The Liberal Party must do that to be in any shape to win the 1993 election. If it blocks
Supply, it will go so far backwards that its prospect of winning the 1993 election, or an
election in the following decade, will be remote. I do not believe that blocking Supply is the
way to go and, although I am expressing my own view on this mailer, I believe that view is
shared by many other people in the Liberal Party.
Mr Blaikie: How do you think a Royal Commission will be effected if members are not
prepared to block Supply? Do you think the Government will grant a Royal Commission?
Mr THOMPSON: There is a chance that a Royal Commnission will be appointed, depending
on the outcome of the inquiries under way.
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My further point is that if the people on this side of the House have the goods on anyone in
the community or anyone who has served as a Minister of the Crown, they have an
opportunity to drop it on them in this foruim. Members of the Opposition chat to one another
and try to outdo each other with extravagant claims of one person or another being crooked.
In the dying hours of the Parliament last year George Cash in this Chamber under
parliamentary privilege alleged that a Minister of the Crown or member of the Government
was implicated in some illegal action connected with telephone tapping.
Mr Blaikie: He was not in this House last year.
Mr Pearce: It was prior to the 1989 election.
Mr TH-OMPSON: Parliament was recalled for the express purpose of allowing the then
member for Mt Lawley to deliver the goods. I remember arguing in the party room that he
should produce the goods at that time. The argument put by him and others was that they did
not want to prejudice the trial that would proceed, that evidence would be produced during
the trial to nail the Minister and these members, and that political impact would result from
that. I moved at the time that he should provide the details so that I could feel comfortable
about supporting him in this House, but I was howled down because I had the temerity to ask
for that information. That case has been heard before the court and no Minister or member
of the Government was implicated. That is the sort of base from which people on this side of
the Parliament want to operate. The Leader of the House can sit, looking smug and nodding,
but when members from the Labor Party were on the Opposition benches, they operated in
the same way. It is dishonest and it is the sort of action that brings members of Parliament
into disrepute. We like to sling mud under the protection of parliamentary privilege but we
never produce the goods. The Opposition wants a Royal Commission to be appointed
because it does not have the goods. If it had the goods, it would deliver them here and now.
I know the Opposition does not have the goods but it wants a Royal Commission to shake the
tin in the hope that something will fall out. To do that it is prepared to put this State into
absolute chaos; that is exactly what will happen.
MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [8.35 pm]: I support the amendment moved by the Leader of the
National Party. It is important for the House to support the amendment and for a Royal
Commission to be established to inquire into a number of business dealings undertaken by
the Government. These dealings have been recorded ad infinitum and they have cost the
State hundreds of millions of dollars. The questions have not been answered as to where the
money is, who has it and exactly what happened. Although it has been recognised that much
money has been lost, the full extent of the Government's losses is not yet known. A loss of
$850 million has been uncovered, but we do not know how many more hundreds of millions
of dollars may be involved in this web of financial intrigue. Therefore, it is a matter of grave
concern.
In response to the remarks of the member for Darling Range, I understand his concern that if
the Supply Hill is blocked the Government will not have the money to pay for the services of
State. In that case the Government will need to inform the Governor and, in due course, it
will be necessary to call a State election. I can imagine the concern of the member for
Darling Range at the prospect of facing an election, because he may race some hostile
electors in his area. That is part of the reason he may be a little sensitive and feels the need
to take the direction he has. I do not believe the direction he has taken exhibits true
statesmanship. He is entitled to his views, but I believe his action is wrong and that the
people in his electorate, like those in my electorate, want a Royal Commission to be
appointed. The people of this State expect a Royal Commission to be appointed and they
also know that if no constitutional obligation existed whereby the Government is obliged to
appoint a Royal Commission, no commission would be appointed even if members could
talk about it for a hundred years. Our constitutional obligation requires the Government to
get the approval of Parliament to pay for the services of the State. That is a very valid point
which the member for Darling Range has overlooked. This is not fairyland stuff;, we are
talking about hundreds of millions of dollars which I believe were illegally used. Some
people in this State should be investigated for the part they played in these losses.
I understand that the member has indicated previously that Laurie Connell is one of his
friends. I have no friends who need protection, but if friends of the member for Darling
Range need protection, he should indicate who they are. Nobody is protected from the
inquiries of a Royal Commission.
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Mr Thompson: I called for a Royal Commission, you dill. Did you not hear me?- I said that
you should not block Supply.

Mr BLAIKIUE: How on earth does the member think he will get a Royal Commission?
Simply by writing a letter to the Premier? It is only by blocking Supply that we will bring
the Government to the starting barrier. The member has taken the opportunity to put forward
his point of view. [ do not share it; [ believe he is wrong. It is important to have this Royal
Commission, and it is important that the Government understands that unless it agrees to a
Royal Commission, which is being requested by count less thousands of Western Australians,
the Parliament has the opportunity to block Supply and will do so. That is the final exercise
for the Parliament, and I believe the action should be taken. If the member for Darling
Range can explain how he proposes to get the Government to agree to appoint a Royal
Commission. I suggest that he does so. I suggest he came down in the last shower and he is
still living in fairyland.

I support the inquiry, and I believe all members should do so.

MR SHAVE (Melville) 18.41 pm]: I support the amendment moved by the Leader of the
National Party. The issue of the Royal Commission is becoming bogged down on what the
Government says is a matter of principle. The reality is that it is not a matter of principle; the
Government does not want a Royal Commission because dishonest people are being
protected by this Labor Government.

Several members interjected.

Mr SHAVE: The editorial in The West Australian of 6 September 1989, headed "Deception
in petro plans" said this -

It is now patently clear that from the beginning the State Government has seriously
misled the people over the petrochemical project.

Although the concept of such a plant for WA is still good, this venture was launched
out of the Goverrnent's desperation to ensure that its $150 million guarantee to
Rothwells was not called on and to preserve Labor's political skin in an impending
election.

Mr Dowding and Mr Parker cannot heap all the blame on Mr Burke for their current
predicament.

Mr Dowding has gone;, he is in Sydney. He says that Perth is a hick town, a small place. I
am told Mr Parker is talking about migrating.

Mr P.1. Smith: He did not say it was a hick town.

Mr SHAVE: Perhaps the member can tell us what he did say.

Mr P.1. Smith: He said it was a much smaller town than Sydney.
Several members interjected.

Mr SHAVE: Members opposite know his arrogance as well as we do.

Several members interjected.

Mr SHAVE: He wants to live somewhere else because Perth is not big enough. Mr Parker
wants to migrate to Asia, or go to the UK to work for Mi Holmes a Court.,
Mr Pearce: You should be pleased Western Australians are open to work in other places.

Mr SHAVE: The Leader of the House is getting worried because there might not be a job fot
him when he goes. Mr Burke is in Ireland. Everyone has gone, but we have not been told
why they have gone. Could someone on the Governent side tell us why these people were
sacked? Why did members opposite sign a piece of paper supporting these people and then
shaft them? Members opposite will still not teUl us why these people have gone. I pay my
taxes. Ilam interested to know why this Premier was elected and then sacked. Why was the
Deputy Premier elected and sacked? Mr Grill was put on the back benches and we do not
know why he is there. He has to be sent to negotiate for the Government. That is how thin
the Government is on the ground. It does n ot have one Minister to negotiate the subcontract.
Does the Minister for the Environment not feel embarrassed at having to send a backbencher
to do his negotiating for him?
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Several members interjected.

Mr SHAVE: Did the Minister for the Environment object in the party room?

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr SHAVE: Let us look at another article which appeared in the Sunday Times on 3
September 1989. It was headed "Someone is telling lies". It reads -

That is the only conclusion left open to Western Australians as the whole wretched
mess of the petrochemical saga grinds on..
Having made his sensational claims - and alleging a Bond-Liberal Party alliance to
bring down the Government - Mr Dowding cannot just walk away from them saying
he is advised that they do not constitute a legal offence.

He did not walk away then, but he walked away recently with the help of members opposite.
It continues -

This is the stuff of which corruption is made. It demands inquiry and vigorous
pursuit of the truth. Nothing short of a royal commission can achieve that.

The Premier says she will think about a Royal Commission.

Mr Lewis: She is never here.
Mr SHAVE: When she is here. She is certainly not made of the stuff Mr Dowding was
made of. To continue -

If what Bond Corporation says is true, the Bond property deals were agreed to from
the outset and Mr Dowding has lied to Parliament and the people.

No writs! No accusations from Mr Dowding! Why did he not take action against them?
These people printed these things in the Press and he took no action against them.

Mr Lewis: He took no action against Beckwith.

Mr SHAVE: What about the taxpayers who were paying to employ our Premier? Do they
not have a right to know if someone has slandered our Premier? Let us hear what Mr
Beckwith said. On Friday, 1 September, The Australian said this -

Bond Corporation yesterday accused the West Australian Government of lying and
trying to renege on secret legal commitments to build the $1.2 billion Kwinana
petrochemical plant ..
ACCUSED the Government of lying about details of its joint venture with the Bond
Corp.

Mr Blaikie: It is just as well that was printed in the newspaper, otherwise you would not be
able to say it in the Parliament.
Mr SHAVE: There is no rejection of that by the Government. To overcome that problem
the Government caused a run on Bond Corporation shares, which is exactly the point the
member for Applecross raised in this Parliament. Was Mr Dowding not upset about that!
Did he not try to sink that company and all the people who worked for it? That was an utter
disgrace.
We have heard a lot of talk from the Premier about the statistics of the Fremantle by-election,
and the wonderful achievements of the Australian Labor Parry in that election. I want to put
the record straight there. In the 1989 election the former Deputy Premnier, Mr David Parker -

Dr Gallop: Have you made a serious study of by-elections?

Mr SHAVE: If the member listens to this and puts his book down he will learn something.
In the 1989 general election Mr Parker received 7 556 primary votes; in the by-election
Mr McGinty received 5 953. 1 am not a Rhodes Scholar; I wish I had been but I just never
reached that level of achievement. However, a comparison of those figures shows a drop of
1 600 votes on Mr Parker's vote, and if we relate 5 953 as a percentage of 7 556, that appears
to me to be a drop of about 20 per cent on Labor's primary vote in that period. That seems
quite remarkable to me. The Premier stood in this place and said the Labor Party did
particularly well in the by-election. I can understand why Labor's vote dropped - the party
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was embarrassed to present its candidate. However, even taking that into account - even
accepting that Labor could not advertise its candidate in the newspaper - 1 500 votes of 7 500
leaves a 20 per cent drop in the Labor vote at that by-election.

Let us look now at Mir Marshall's vote, because theme has been a great deal of talk about
Mr Marshall receiving a six per cent or a 7.5 per cent vote. In the 1989 election
Mr Cummins received 5 367 votes, and Mr Marshall received 6 320 in the by-election. That
is an increase of 20 per cent. The Labor Party fiddles with the figures. This afternoon the
Deputy Premier - and I wish he were here now - implied that in the seat of Melville at the last
general election 1 000 Labor voters put a tick or a cross in the square and they should have
been Labor votes. I did a little bit of research. Frank, you should listen to this -

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr SHAVE: I am sorry, Mr Speaker, I meant the member for Morley. He should listen and
he will learn something. Mr Speaker, I have had to put up with people like that for 20 years.
It is very difficult but one does try for a period. If one just keeps talking to them a little bit of
what one says gets through. Therefore, if the member for Morley listens he might learn
something. I can tell you, Mr Speaker, that the member for Morley is not the Rhodes Scholar
to whom I referred earlier.

In relation to my seat of Melville, the Deputy Premier spoke about 1 000 people pulling ticks
or crosses in the squares, so in the brief time I had during the dinner break I looked up some
statistics. The Electoral Commission was good enough to tell me that if one took all the ticks
and crosses and counted them as valid votes, they would indicate what the percentage would
be. On those figures the former member for Melville, Mr Hodge, would have received
50.77 per cent of the vote and I would have received 49.23 per cent, on a two-party preferred
basis. I am very sympathetic to the former member's losing in such a way because I think it
is a dreadful thing. I think everyone who casts an invalid vote should have their votes put
back and counted because they should be entitled to a valid vote. That is the argument that
people are giving - that because someone puts a cross in the square they should then put a
tick in a square and allow it to be a valid vote. I do not agree with that, but assuming we did
that - and I guess the Electoral Commission's figures are right -Mr Hodge would have
received 50.77 per cent of the vote. The Australian of 2 April confirms that. It says -

According to the electoral commnission's special report on informal voting during the
1989 election, Mr Hodge could have achieved a majority of 300 votes - if only those
300 supporters had filled in the ballot papers correctly, rather than just leaving the
figure one, a cross, or a tick beside is name.

I ask one of the members opposite to pass on my condolences to Mr Hodge in the near future.
They should give him a call tomorrow and tell him I am very disappointed he was the victim
of such circumstances. I do not follow the polls too often. I follow the polls that the people
tell me rather than what the polls in the newspapers say, but I have noticed in some recent
polls in the paper that the Labor Party's vote has dropped to about 30 or 31 per cent. If
Mr Hodge has any thought, with that sort of rating, that he will ever become the member for
Melville again he should put it out of his mind and stick to the Government jobs he has been
given. If he has another shot at the seat of Melville and he is 11 per cent behind, his family
will be very hungry because he will not get a job when we are in Government.

I have noticed with some concern that the member for Asmadale has been trying to get a
face-lift with his short hair cuts. If he would come and stand against me in Melville I know
people who would fund his election campaign, because we would welcome the opportunity
to have him. I have even told the member for Roleystone that he should change seats and
run for Armadale because his seat is now a safe Liberal seat. How is the member for
Armadale going with a three per cent margin when there is approximately a 15 per cent
swing against the Labor Party? Yet members opposite are telling us that if we go to an
election now we will not win it. Members opposite are incredible!

Mrs Watkins: And what is your margin?

The SPEAKER: Order! The member is trying to get back to the amendment.

Mvr SHAVE: Thank you, Mlr Speaker. The issues of the by-election and the voting figures
were raised by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition earlier and I must comment on them. I
recently commenced about the young chap Stevenage who stood for the Liberal Party in the
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Federal election. In my ballot boxes he received 7 613 votes against Labor's high-flying
Minister, Mr Dawkins, who received 6 999 - in another safe Labor seat. The reality is that it
does not matter when we have an election. We are very comfortable with the Government
taking the action it is taking at the moment. If an election is held in two months' time I am
firmrly of the view that I will be able to go fishing at Rotrnest for three weeks before the
election, because I like to give people a fair chance. The way things are shaping up for the
Labor Party, they will go out. It does not matter whether the election is in two months' time
or two years' time, the Government will go. The Government is on a slide and, quite
frankdy, it does not worry me when it calls an election, other than that if we have it in two
months' time we can get to the bottom of the mess this Government has created and start
cleaning it up.

MR STRICKLAND (Scarborough) [8.58 pm]: I wish to focus on the reason that we must
have a Royal Commission. I, like the other members on this side of the House, am often
approached by constituents and asked the questions, "Where has the money gone? What has
been going on? What are the facts?" I believe that I have adopted a reasonable approach in
this House. In fact, on the second day of this session - the first day of normal proceedings - I
asked this question of the Premier -

In the light of the Premier's stated objectives of open Government, would she
provide for scrutiny the following information -

(1) Details which have led the Premier to total WA Inc liabilities at
$300 million?

(2) Details of the announced five year financial plan to manage recovery
of such $300 million losses?

(3) If so, when; if not, why not?

The answers received were long and skirted around the question. One of the sentences read,
"It is a s imple matter, and I am prepared to do it."

My constituents read the newspapers. On 1 March, The West Australian ran an article under
the heading "Spending cuts to pay for WA Inc loss". In part, the article reads -

Dr Lawrence unveiled a five-year strategy to pay off the WA Inc debt, including
interest of $300 million.

The article goes on -

The losses .. will be cleared at a rate of no more than $50 million a year.

In The Australian on 19 April. under the heading "Government must be open and honest",
the Premier is quoted as saying -

Confidence in our government can only be achieved if government is open and
honest in its activities. People should be able to inspect and evaluate government in
operation.

And further on -

Of fundamental importance is the process which enables the community to know
what is going on in government.

Those statements were attributed to the Premier and they are very pertinent to the topic we
are discussing. I asked a question without notice, followed by a question on notice in the
same terms on 10 May. I am still waiting for an answer. It is reasonable for a member of
this House to ask a legitimate question because if one is to be responsible and produce an
argument one should find out what is in the Premier's mind. What are the details of her plan
which amounts to $300 million? One needs to evaluate that in the light of other information
which is perhaps not included.

I have serious concerns because the Premier travels around the countryside telling everyone
she has a plan. She tells people not to worry because it involves no more than $50 million a
year. She says that the plan covers a five year period. An amount of $50 million a year for
five years amnounts to $250 million. How can $250 million square away the $300 million
plus interest? The interest alone is supposed to be $25 million a year. That is the basic
question to be asked; if the Premier would oblige us with an answer we might be able to
come to grips with the situation.

1325



Mr Blaikie: The Leader of the House is not so enthusiastic about those sums.

Mr STRICKLAND: That is true. My constituents would like to know what is going on.
That is why I support so strongly the push to appoint a Royal Commission. In the absence of
a reply from the Premier I am entitled to find out what is going on. I have visited the
Parliamentary Library in an attempt to obtain a Press release. The interesting memo from the
library states that -

The five year plan referred to in C. Lawrence's speech is not a document.

In other words, the library staff cannot find the details. The Premier implied in her answer to
me that this is a simple matter, that everyone should know about this, and that there would be
no difficulty in producing the information. I am still waiting. Let us be responsible. I hope
that the Premier is listening, or that she will be informed of my comments, because I want an
answer to my vety simple question.

During comments tonight we have heard the words "constitutional crisis". As I understand
the situation, if the Opposition defers - and I prefer to use that word because Supply will be
granted at some stage or other -

Mrs Beggs: Will it?

Mr STRICKLAND: It will be granted by the new Government. People are focusing on the
situation in the wrong way because if Supply is deferred - and we have heard tonight that
constitutionally that is in order, that is part of the legitimate process - the Opposition is being
upfront and informing the Government about what will happen. What is wrong with that?
Eventually, if that happens - and we cannot predict when - it will be a fact. The ball will be
fairly in the Govermrent's court at that stage. According to the time firame outlined in the
newspaper this morning, Supply will continue for two months, the Government will realise a
decision has been made and the Government will have to do something about the situation.
The Government could be bloody minded and say that it will not listen or that it does not
want this to happen. It will sit in office and try to run things down and say that is the reason
people will not be paid. That will be the Government's decision, not the Opposition's
decision.

Mr Pearce: The member believes in the tooth fairy and Father Christmas.

Mr STRICKLAND: Government members, including the Premier, have implied that is what
will happen. The Government will make the choice.
Mr Pearce: If the member thinks that the people of Western Australia take the view that
blocking Supply is a problem brought on by the Governm-ent, he believes in the tooth fairy.
The public will take a different view and will not hesitate to communicate that view to the
Opposition, as they have already done.

Mr STRICKLAND: I amn addressing the implication made by the Government about what
will occur. Once the decision is made to stop Supply, the ball is in the Government's court.

We have heard this afternoon about parliamentary procedures and precedents. People have
stated that if certain things happen the precedent is that the Government should resign and go
to the polls, thereby pulling its argument to the people. Ic does not say that the Government
should deliberately obstruct the normal flow of business. We have two months to sort out
the problem. The Government would have the opportunity of being either obstructive or,
once the decision is made, realising the situation and going to the polls.

Mr Pearce: The member has a surprise coming in the next few months. He has been reading
too many comic books.

Mr STRICKLAND: I am simply trying to put forward the facts for the general public. Why
does not the Premier produce an answer? Through Hansard the Premier has told me that it is
not a big problem. Why canniot I get the facts? When I receive the facts I will know what
the Premier is thinking.

I question the tactics employed by the Premier. The Government was elected in February
1989 for a potential four year term.

Mr Pearce: For an actual four year term.

Mr STRICKLAND: No, the term ends in February 1993. We have two and a half years of
the term in which the situation can be addressed, yet the Premider says she wants a five year
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plan which would rake us way beyond 1993. The Government was involved with WA Inc
and the blame for those problems should be sheeted home to the Government.
The Government is saying that although it created the problem in its time in office it wants to
solve it in someone else's time. The reason it wants to do that is obvious. It hopes that, by
watering down the figures, people will not realise what it has done. It should be working at
fixing the problem by the expenditure of $ 100 million a year. The Government is involved
in what I call a sleight of hand. It is extending the term beyond what [ believe is necessary. I
understand the reasons for the Government's doing that. It will make the problem look
smaller than it is and that benefits the Government.
Many members tonight have referred to all sorts of election results. The Maylands and
Fremantle by-elections are a sample. However, they are a biased sample. For many years
those seats have been represented in this House by Labor Party members who were elected
with very large majorities. It is wrong for Government members to say that the swing was
not large enough for the Opposition to win seats. That is a flawed argument. It is all about
relativiries. The same sort of argument could be used if a by-election were held for the seat
of Nedlands and the Labor Party received a higher primary vote than the Liberal Party,
unlikely as that is.
Mr Graham: You have missed the point.
Mr STRICKLAND: I have nor missed the point. The sample is biased.
Mr Read: You lost the seat.
Mr STRICKLAND: We did not lose the seat. We could not win the sear in a biased
example despite the swing.
This evening we also heard the Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform make an
emotional speech. I was disappointed because I believe his comments lacked objectivity. He
referred to the number of Bills which have been rejected by the other House. I think the
implication was that fewer Bills had been rejected for the Labor Party Governments than had
been rejected for the Liberal Party Governments. I will not argue about that; a fact is a fact.
However, when we consider the numbers, we should also consider the quality of the Bills. I
believe that the Hills rejected by the Liberal Party were rightly rejected because they
originated from the Labor Party and therefore quality and direction was lacking or the
legislation was not good enough to be supported. If the Labor Party wants to get legislation
through this place, it must be reasonable legislation. Opposition members in the other place
are objective people and consider matters on their merits.
Dr Gallop: No. they don't.
Mr STRICKLAND: The evidence is that they do. Were the Minister for Parliamentary and
Electoral Reform to quote a number of Bills that were passed in each of those periods, it
would paint a more complete picture. However, I am not sure of the numbers because [ have
not done the research. It may well be that more Bills which originated from Labor
Governments were rejected than Bills which originated from Liberal Governments, but it
depends on the number of Bills originated. I think members opposite would accept that
logic.
I hope the Premier attends to my question. I await the answer with interest because only then
will we be able to go forward and build our arguments on fact and on objectivity. The only
way we will get any facts is through a Royal Commission. The Premier is to-ing and fro-ing.
If she decides a Royal Commission is reasonable, and accepts that the terms of reference
must be such that it is not a whitewash and that the commissioner is independent and
capable, this side of the House will be satisfied. A Royal Commission is essential.
MR KIFElATH (Riven-on) [9.16 pm]: I rise to speak to the amendment to the amendment
to the motion. The Premier, in answer to a recent question, said -

I have indicated on a number of occasions in the public arena that I do not regard the
call for a Royal Commission on the Opposition's terms as one the Government can
contemplate.

Earlier in her remarks, she said she would not rule out the possibility of a Royal
Commission, but she would not consider it while she had a gun to her head. I do not believe
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she has a gun to her head. She has a choice of appointing a Royal Commission or having
Supply blocked or deferred. The Government does not have to talk about an election with
the blocking of Supply. If it got its argument right, and Supply was blacked, it would have a
responsibility to hold an election. Only a Government helibent on tearing up the rule book
and breaking with precedent would refuse to go to an election after the Supply Bill was
blocked. The ball is in the Governments court. It does not need to face an election. It can
govern until 1993 by having a Royal Commuission. I think that is a very proper and
reasonable choice.
Why is the Government scared of a Royal Commission? What petrifies it so much that it
cannot contemplate the holding of a Royal Commission? What has it to hide? What is it
trying to cover up? The only way it can justify its position is to promote and peddle fear in
the community by saying that if Supply is blocked, teachers, policemen and public servants
will not be paid.

Mr Graham: Are you going to pay them?

Mr KIERATH: There is no need for their pay to be in jeopardy. If the Government does not
have money because Supply is blocked, it should go to an election.

Mr Trenorden: That is the precedent.

Mr KIERATH: That has been established. The Financial Administration and Audit Act
states that a Government will run out of money in two months if Supply is not granted. If it
does not have money it cannot govern and if it cannot govern it does not have the confidence
of the people and should go to an election.

The Legislative Council has the power to block Supply. I have not heard any arguments
today that the Legislative Council does not have the power to reject a money Bill. Other
members have outlined better than I precedents in Australia for money Bills being rejected.
One such move was initiated by a Labor Opposition in Victoria which then defeated a
Country Party Government. Apparently it was justified then but it is not justified now. What
is the reason? It is because the Labor Party is now in goverrnment and it has something to
lose. Government members talk about a naked grab for power - that happened in Victoria in
1947.

Dr Gallop: You have your dates wrong.

Mr KIERATH: I do not want to hear the maiden speech of the member for Victoria Park for
the fifth time. I am very much amused by the Government's new-found morality. The Labor
Party has used and participated in the use of this device in the past when it has been
convenient. However, it is not convenient at the moment because the Labor Party is in
government. What is the Australian Labor Party's attitude to the other place? I went
searching and thought the obvious place to look was among the ALP party platform. It may
interest members opposite to know that sonme people read that diatribe. I went through the
party platform from 1979 to 1986 and noted that it uses the same clauses from year to year
and simply regurgitates the same claptrap. I wanted to know when the Labor Party dropped
the idea of a unicameral system and all I could find were the same words used over and over
again. For the benefit of Government members who have not read the ALP's constitutional
electoral reform platform for Western Australia in 1986, 1 quote -

The Legislative Council shall have no authority to initiate, reject, defer or amend any
loan bills, bills imposing taxation or bills appropriating revenue or money.

It continues -

All Other Bills.

The Legislative Council may reject, defer or amend any other bill but if after 12
months the Legislative Council has not passed the Bill in a form acceptable to the
Legislative Assembly, the Bill may again be passed by the Legislative Assembly and
then may be regarded as if it had been passed by both Houses of Parliament.
Alternatively, should the Legislative Assembly so decide, it may ask the people to
settle the dispute at a referendum.

That is amazingly similar to the platform of the neighbouring State of South Australia, part
1.3.1 of which states -
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a money bill becomes law if the Legislative Council does not pass it without
amendment within one (1) month of its receipt from the House of Assembly.

Part 1.3.2 states -

any other bill becomes law if it is passed by the House of Assembly in two successive
sessions, whether of the same Parliament or not, and rejected by the Legislative
Council in each of those sessions,

The clause which precedes those just quoted from the South Australian Constitution provides
interesting reading. It states -

The Parliamentary system should be unicameral as a second Parliamentary Chamber
in South Australia is unnecessary and wasteful of public funds.

There we have it: The true attitude of the ALP to a House of Review and a Legislative
Council. It was nor necessary to go far to find it. Itris interesting that the other two clauses
should be so similar to the clauses in the Stare ALP platform.

The Government has introduced a Bill this session which, if passed, would gut the power of
the upper House. It would strip the upper House of all its power and yet Government
members talk about the Opposition's naked grab for power. That sounds like the
Government's naked grab for power.

Mr Read: It sounds as though you are talking about a pornographic movie.

Mr KIERATH: I am describing the actions of the Labor Party. On the one hand the
Government is using platitudes to announce its support for the Legislative Council and on the
other hand ir is trying to take away as much of its power as possible.

Today all sorts of conclusions have been drawn from the election results. I even heard one
member say that all the elections had been fought on the issue of WA Inc and as the election
results rejected the Liberal Party, they also rejected the criticisms of WA Inc. It is sufficient
to say that at the time of the 1989 election people were not sure about issues such as WA Inc.
They were uncertain about the credibility of these matters, and it is coincidental that the
architects of WA Inc are no longer leading the Labor Party. The former Premier and former
Deputy Premnier have been jettisoned by the Government, which has tried to distance itself
from past actions although it played a major role in the whole affair. Much of the
information did not surface until after the election and that is precisely the point I made.
Many people would have held different views if the information had become known before
the election.

Dr Gallop: You are getting your arguments mixed up. You are arguing to block Supply
without any question of the Royal Commission. That is not what your leader says.

Mr KIERATH: When did I say that?

Dr Gallop: It is implicit in your comments.

Mr KIERATH: The Minister is drawing his own conclusions. I will draw a conclusion and
if he will be patient and contain himself, he will learn what that is.

In the State election in 1989, despite the fact that people were unsure about the activities of
WA Inc, according to the Electoral Commission the conservative parties, on a two party
preferred basis, attained 52.5 per cent of the vote and the ALP attained 47.5 per cent.
According to the maths I learned at a public school that represents a difference of
five per cent. I have heard about gerrymanders, and if that does not represent a gerrymander,
I will go he. An attempt has been made to establish same relationship with WA Inc and the
Federal scene. That was drawing a long bow, and it was certainly beyond my
comprehension.

With regard to the recent State by-election, the Government has shown great pride in
retakning this seat. If I were the ALP candidate responsible for achieving a minor share of
the primary vote, I would not be so proud. Fremantle was one of the safest Labor seats in
this country and it has become a marginal seat. Comparing the voting figures for the 1986,
1989 and 1990 elections, the Liberal Party vote has increased by 15 per cent since 1986, and
the Labor Party vote has decreased dramatically. Even in the Maylands electorate the
Liberal Party vote increased by more than 10 per cent.
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Mrs Watkins: That is a very long bow to draw.
Mr KIERATH: Does the member know where those figures are taken from? They are from
the Labor Voice. Government members may be interested to know that some people actually
read this paper.

Mrs Watkins: Were those figures from the Labor Voice published before or after the
election9

Mr KIERATH: The figures from the Labor Voice relate to the 1986 election. The member
obviously knows that no edition has been published since the by-election on. Saturday. I
repeat that the Liberal Party vote has increased by 15 per cent and the ALP vote has dropped
dramatically. That is not disillusionment with the two major parties, but rather
disillusionment with the ALP.

My colleague, the member for Scarborough, made the point about Nedlands. .1 am sure that
were there a Liberal Premier in this State, and in a by-election in Neclands the ALP
candidate had pipped our candidate, we would have his guts for garters. The Premier is
trying to claim a hollow victory in a by-election, which in all principle the Government
virtually lost. Had there been a first past the post system we would now have a Liberal
member in Fremantle.

During my participation in the election campaign I happened to have the privilegre of
doorknocking at two houses where either the former Labor members for the seat of
Fremantle, or their families, lived. On a quieter note it disturbs me to say that one of those
former members is gravely ill, and I hope that members opposite will give him the support he
so rightly deserves. At the house next door to his house [ happened to disturb an afternoon
function, which was an ALP branch meeting. The gentleman at that house said to me that
Fremantle is normally a 4:1 Labor seat but this time the Liberal Party will have half a chance.
That summed up the situation pretty well.
It was stated in die arguments put forward by the Government that some sort of leadership
spill is going on in the Liberal Party. 1 quote from Hansard of Tuesday, 28 November 1989,
on page 5471, which says -

Mr Peter Dowding: Do you know there will be a leadership roll shortly?

Mr COURT: Yes. and the Premier will roll.
Mr Peter Dowding: It is not on this side of the House.

He goes on to say, on page 5472 -

All the journalists who walk out of their offices and are around this place know that a
leadership spill is on, and it is on the opposite side of die House.

The usual tactic of the Labor Party when its position is under threat is to try to ferment a
leadership challenge on this side to rake the heat off it. Thai is exactly what members
opposite are now trying to do. There is no such discussion on this side of the House. I will
not prolong the agony much longer for members opposite but I conclude by saying that the
former Premier went on to say. on page 5475 -

..if the Leader of the Opposition does not get his way and the Opposition does not
block Supply, he will be cactus by Christmas ...

Christmas has come and gone. Our leader is still in place. The leader of the party opposite.
who said that at the time, has gone.
Dr Gallop: Can I ask you a question? You are an honest man, and I am sure you will answer
it. Do you have discussions within the ranks of the Parliamentary Liberal Party about the
ability of your leader to take it into the next election?
Mr KIERATH: We discuss things in the party room, and to give the Minister an honest
answer, I fully support my leader.
Dr Gallop: Do you discuss it in the party room?

Mr KIERATH: Not directly, no.

Several members interjected.
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Mr KIERATH: Not at all. Let us look at the record. In 1987 our leader had the courage to
stand up to some of the Government's WA Inc deals, but where are the leader and deputy
leader, Burke and Bryce, now? They have gone. We then had Dowding and Parker.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I have been listening with interest for the last five
minutes to your remarks and I find that you are straying from the topic of the amendment to
the amendment, which you so correctly addressed when you first got on your feet. I remind
you of Standing Order No 142, which talks about repetition. On many occasions you have
referred to what other members have said previously, and we have now reached a point
where the debate is straying from the topic before the Chair. I ask you to return your
remarks to the amendment or move on to other material.

Mr KIIERATH: Mr Deputy Speaker, we are referring to an amendment to an amendment to a
motion. The amendment gives a bit of license in the way that it is framed, and I thought I
was addressing those issues. The issue of leadership has been raised on the other side, and I
felt it only my duty to make sure those comments were raised equally on this side.

During the last election, which was the most recent opportunity the people of Western
Australia had of judging the affairs of this Government, two entirely different people were at
the helm of this Parliament. It intrigues me to see the power plays which go on in this
Government. The left wing members are pulling the strings. It is interesting to note that one
of the shining lights of the left wing will be coming into this Parliament as the member for
Fremantle, so I guess there will be a bit of panic among the leaders on that side of the House.
especially those on the left wing.

Mr Troy: He knows something about your style of operation!

My KiIERAT-: Yes. He paid me the greatest compliment I have ever been paid. He said in
terms of negotiations with industry that he would not mind negotiating with industry so long
as I was not part of the negotiating team.

Mr Lewis: Was he nor also the person who said Labor would not win the next election?

Mr KIERATH: Yes, he was. It is funny that when Burke departed the scene he pulled the
pin on some negotiations.

A Royal Commission is the very least that we want. We are not after an election. That is nor
our major cause. We are after a Royal Commission. Members opposite can continue to
ignore our cause but, like the situation in Queensland, it will not go away. Members
opposite will always be judged by their lack of action. A Royal Commission will inevitably
take place, and members opposite will save themselves a lot of heartache by agreeing to it at
this stage. It is one of the most crucial issues we have ever faced. There comes a point in
everyone's political life, and in other areas, when one has to stand up and be counted, In this
case [ intend to stand up and be counted.

MRS WATKINS (Wanneroo) [9.36 pm]: It is not often that I am moved to speak in this
place but after the speech that has just been made by the member for Riverton I do not
believe I have any choice. I refer to the amendment to my amendment to the Address-in-
Reply, which says, "that the Government run its flil. term is under threat because the Premier
refuses to bow to the wishes of the people she serves and establish a Royal Commission into
WA Inc." Now unless I suffer from a problem with deafness I have never heard the Premier
deny that she would be prepared to consider a Royal Commission.

Mir Kierath: I read it out to you from Hansard.

Mss WATKINS: I have looked at Hansard and I[could not finid it. The Premier is saying she
would be more than prepared to look at it.
Mr Lewis: Has she said there will be one? She has not.

Mrs WATKINS: The member will have his turn after me, so he should let me finish. The
Prem-ier has said she would be prepared to look at it. She is saying there will be a number of
problems with what members opposite are asking. As I said during my speech, members
opposite will not be satisfied with a Royal Comnmission. We have been in Government for a
number of years now. Members opposite are not satisfied with our being in Governmnent.
They do not want a Royal Commission; they want us to be crucified. Were we to go to the
polls tomorrow we would win hands down.

1331



The member for Darling Range is probably one of the mast honest people in this place. His
speech was spot on. The Opposition does not really want a Royal Commnission; it does not
really warnt to block Supply. It really wants to get some points on the board. The Opposition
is really the most appalling and degenerate lot. Members opposite are unbelievable and
unconvincing. I do not know whether members opposite read The Australian bun that is
probably one of the most conservative newspapers mn this State. That newspaper spells out
quite convincingly that there is no way on God's earth that memubers opposite would win an
election if it was held tomorrow. Members opposite talk about the people wanting a Royal
Commission, I suggest to members opposite that they spend some time in the northern
suburbs because the people are heartily sick of the Opposition, right up to here - and Hansard
can record that that is about four feet above my head.

Let us look at what a Royal Commurission would mean. The Leader of the Opposition
suggests that the cost of a Royal Commuission would be $1.7 million. What arn absolute joke!
A Royal Commission would take between 12 and 18 months and we are looking at a cost of
between $30 million and $40 million.

Mr Kierath: On what basis do you make that claim?

Mrs WATKINS: Just look at what it cost in Queensland; just look at the cost of the Royal
Cornntssion into Aboriginal Deaths in Custody; just look at Royal Commissions across the
board.

Mir Kierath: Are you as bad as Queensland?

Mrs WATKINS. No, but I suggest the Leader of the Opposition's cost estimate of
$1.7 million is a total joke when speaking of a Royal Commission that will last for
12 months. If one goes to court for a couple of weeks it costs an absolute fortune. We are
not afraid of the Opposition. We are quite happy to face the people.

Mr Kierath: But you are afraid of a Royal Commission.

Mrs WATKINS: No we are not.

Mr Kierath: Yes you axe.

Mrs WATKINS: That is not true. The problem with a Royal Commission -

Mr Kierath interjected.

Mrs WATKINS: The member for Riverton has had his chance; now it is my turn. Let us
look at the McCusker inquiry.

Mr Kierath: Have you understood it?

Mrs WATKINS: Yes, I do understand it.

Mr Kierath: What is he investigating?

Mrs WATKINS: If the member wants to make a speech he will have to do so at some other
tune. The MeCusker inquiry over the last 18 months has brought 208 charges -

Mr Kierath: But what is he investigating?

Mrs WATKINS: - across the whole gamut of things.

Mr Kierath: One small part of WA Inc, not the Govemrnient's involvement.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The member for Riverton.

Mrs WATKINS: The member for Riverton really is quite amazing. He has been heme only a
short timre and I suggest he quieten down and let me finish. The Opposition suggests a Royal
Commission on its terms. It would not be satisfied with whatever terms the Government
suggests; it would want the whole gamut. It wants to start investigations from day one back
in February 1983 when we took Government. If we are. to have a Royal Commission let us
look back way before that - let us look at the previous Liberal Government.

Mr Lewis: We are happy to do that.

Mr Kierath: We don't have anything to hide.

Mrs WATKINS: I am sure the Opposition does. We have the MeCusker inquiry, but what
the Opposition is suggesting would prejudice the 208 charges that have been brought.

1332 (ASSEMBLY]



[Tuesday, 29 May 19901 13

To return to my initial comments, the Premier has never run away from the suggestion that
there could be the possibility of an inquiry.

Mr Shave: She is prepared to have a constitutional crisis in order to avoid a Royal
Commission.

Nfrs WATKINS: Is the member for Melville prepared to go to a Court of Disputed Returns?
H-e holds his seat by only 30 votes. The Premier has never denied the possibility of holding a
more extensive inquiry.

Mr Kierath: Only if they need fuither information, she said.

Mrs WATKINS: We have a Premnier who is responsible for this State and who is a
responsible person. What members opposite have is a rabble which is totally irresponsible.
The Premier of this State is responsible enough to suggest that the Opposition is asking for
an inquiry which will prejudice all of those other cases that Mr McCusker is trying to bring
to court.

Mr Cowan: You can get around that - that is not an excuse.

Mr Kierath: Last year he rang me and I asked him to inquire into the phone calls Mr Burke
made to the councillors of the Town of Kwinana and he said, "That is outside my
jurisdiction. I can only relate to the director, Bill Burgess, who came down to the Town of
Kwinana and gave information." But then he asked me to provide all the information to him.
If that sounds to you like a great inquiry, I will go he.-
Mrs WATKINS: I suggest the member do that. The amendment moved by the Leader of the
National Party referred to the Government's running its full term. It seems to me that what
the Leader of the National Party is suggesting is almost a case of blackmail: "Either you give
us a Royal Commidssion or we will take you to the people." I will refer again to the northern
suburbs because it is the area I know.

Mr Kierath: The best way to kill WA Inc would be to agree to a Royal Commuission.

Mrs WATKINS: The member should be quiet for just a moment because he is incredibly
rude.

Mr Kierath: You don't lie what I am saying.

Mrs WATKINS: I can cop what the member is saying, I have no problems with that, but I
want to talk about the people I represent. They are sick of members opposite.

Mr Kierath: Is that an invitation for me to come and speak to them?

Mrs WATKINS: Oh yes, the member is more than welcome.

Mr Kierath: I will come, no problems at all.

Mrs WATKINS: The member will have me in the audience or on the same platfonn. People
are thoroughly sick of'the Opposition. The people in the northern suburbs need those
services which we, as a Government, are prepared to supply to them.

Mr Kierath: You can't supply them because you have lost the money.

Mrs WATKINS: If the Opposition blocks Supply, what will that mean to the people in the
northern suburbs?

Mr Kierath interjected.
Mrs WATKINS: The member for Riverton should not tur it around. This is a very negative
point for the Opposition. It means the people in the northern suburbs will not have their
schools, hospitals and other services, not because of the Government but because of the
opposition's naked desire for power. As for the other thing the Opposition is asking for - "If
you are not prepared to give us a Royal Commission we will block Supply" - outside in the
real world it would be tantamount to blackmail I am not prepared to cop blackmail, and
neither are the people of this State. If the Opposition pulls it on we are prepared. As I said
before, the Premier has never denied the fact that there could be an inquiry.
Mr Shave: She is protecting crooks.

Mrs WATKINS: She is not.

Mr Shave: Then why won't she come out into the open?
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Mrs WATKINS: As I said in my Address-in-Reply speech, the tactics members opposite
have used are totally unforgivable but they do not surprise me. If the Opposition chooses to
pull on the blocking of Supply, we are ready. The problem is that the Opposition will lose.
It will lose members in this House and we wil win Government again. If the Opposition is
not prepared I suggest its members sit back, shut up and withdraw the amendment.

Governiment members: Hear, hear!

MR LEWIS (Applecross) [947 pmj: I support the amendment moved by the Leader of the
National Party. I have to scratch my head at the comments made by the member for
Wannerco. I think it is the first speech she has made without having copious notes or written
material in front of her.

What a tactical blunder it was by the Premier to allow this amendment to the Address-in-
Reply to be moved ibis afternoon. It is absolute hypocrisy, after we have heard the Leader of
the House mouthing off for the last four week-s that amendments should not be moved to the
Address-in-Reply. When it suits the Government its members use that vehicle and, in
absolute hypocrisy, move this amendment. However, this amendment has come back into
the faces of Government members. It is like being seasick on a ship and not being wise
enough to know not to be sick into the wind. That is what Government members did today -

they were sick into the wind and it has come right back over the top of them.

To emphasise that, consider the powerful mray of speakers from the Government's side: The
Premier spoke for 20 minutes without saying much at all:. the Leader of the House spoke for
another 20 minutes, as usual adding no substance to debate but directing rude remarks across
the Chamber. Following an amendment from the Opposition side, the big guns came out in
the form of the member for Morley and the member for Wanneroo. Are they the only big
guns the Government has? Where is the powerful petticoat Government? Where are the
powerful female Ministers? Where are the powerful ladies who sit on the front bench? I
cannot hear them. What a weak performance by the Government; a weak amendment
followed by weak speakers who have said nothing. The amendment has rebounded on the
Government like a dose of seasickness. The Government is wallowing in its own sickness
because it has vomited into the wind.

Mr Donovan: What did the member do last Saturday?

Mr LEWIS: Last Saturday the Government gave the Opposition the greatest free kick ever.

Since the departure of ex-Premnier Dowding and ex-Depury Premier Parker, together with the
ex-Minister for Economic Development and Trade, no-one smnart remains on the Government
benches. Government members form a very ordinar group without any talent.

I turn now to what the people of Western Australia think about a Royal Commission. I refer
to tonight's newspaper which refers to an ALP donation and a $3 000 meeting fee.

Mr P.J. Smith: Is that a fact?

Mr LEWIS: Yes it is.

Mr P.1. Smith: Does the member have any evidence?

Mr LEWIS: Yes, I have. Tonight's newspaper states that to meet with the former Deputy
Premier for a consultation, a person first of all needed to kick in $3 000. Thqn that poor
fellow, Alex Clark -

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I remind the member of the words contained in the
amendment. The member may be moving to that now but I fail to detect the central
relevance to the amendment in what he has said so far. I understand the need to reply to
remarks from the other side but I urge the member to address his remarks to the Chair.

Mr LEWIS: I was referring to why we need to establish a Royal Commission into WA Inc.
I suggest, with respect, that it is a matter of corruption when a citizen of this State needs to
pay $3 000 for an appointment with a senior member of Government.

Mr Nicholls: That is hearsay. No doubt the member wil present evidence in the next day or
SO.
Mr LEWIS: [ refer to cheque No 360165 drawn on 24 April 1987.

Mr P.J. Smith: That is a cheque number - so what?
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Mr LEWIS: And made payable to the ALP!

Mr P.J. Smith: So what?

Mr Court: That is what the Government said about Teachers Credit Society.

Nr PJ. Smith: Lots of cheques are made out in this way - so what?
Mr LEWIS: That is corruption and that is what a Royal Commission is all about.
Mr P.J. Smith: Does the member say that to make a donation to a political party is corrupt?

Mr LEWIS: I am referring to Alex Clark who has been incarcerated for what has happened
to the Teachers Credit Society. That unfortunate person was also involved in a corrupt act by
paying a $5 000 donation to the A-LP, a donation which was picked up by a senior officer of
the Public Service of Western Australia, delivered to the ALP and subsequently deposited in
its bank account. When the Deputy Leader of the Opposition raised the matter in this place it
was denied.
Mr Shave: Are you saying he was encouraged to give the ALP that money, or was he just
sitting in front of the television and decided to make a donation?
Ms Court: It was denied for two months.

Ms LEWIS: Indeed, and with egg all over their faces, members of the Government admitted
they had taken the $5 000. That is tantamount to corruption and graft. Subsequently the
amount was repaid. Some poor unfortunate fellow is incarcerated because Of those actions.
The amount of $1t8 million was paid across on the basis of a telephone call from a long gone
Premier. Members opposite should deny that.
I turn now to the greatest scam of the century. A "scam" is defined as stealing money by
subterfuge or by deception. The seam to which I refer is the petrochemical project at
Kwinana. While that project was being floated in this place, being promoted day after day
against the Opposition's wishes, we were steadfast and stated the project was a scam. We
stated that the project was not worth $400 million; it was worth nothing, yet the Government
persevered with it. At the end of the day the Governiment had to admit that the project was
worthless. The Government has admitted that it has lost more than $300 million of
taxpayers' finds on that rnl-fated scheme. That project represented theft by corruption and
deception. The Government continues to ignore the need for a full and proper inquiry into
the petrochemical deal. Where did the money go? The Government will not put in place
procedures to prevent these problems occurring in future. The sorry fact is that the
$300 million involved is only one amount in a series of deceptions by the Government,
actions which have caused a loss of $850 million.

After the connivance and the knives placed in the backs of the former Premier Dowding and
the former Deputy Premier Parker, the new Premier assumed office. She had the greatest
opportunity ever to start with a clean slate and to say to the people of Western Australia,
'Yes, some bad things have been done; we have lost a lot of money. We should find out why
these things happened; we will have an inquiry into the problem. We will put in place
procedures to prevent these things happening again." The Premier was put in place by
Government members who did not want an inquiry or a Royal Commission, because the
donations to campaign funds would dry up, because the very people who would be under
investigation were the people who were fuelling the financial coffers of the ALP. That is
corruption. Unfortunately the Premier was not prepared to start afresh, or to start with a
clean slate. From the moment the Premier took her place, the Government has been on the
defensive.

It is indeed a sad affair that that opportunity is now lost. The Premier has painted herself into
a corner; she has nowhere to go. She is not allowed to have a Royal Conmission because
the people who put her where she is said she cannot have one. 'the Premier knows jolly well
what is the right and proper thing to do. It is to find the truth in all the deceit, bad
administration, corrupt practices and deals that went on in this State. The only way to
pinpoint the truth and put it on record is to have a comprehensive Royal Commnission by
enactment of this Parliament. I will counter the statement of the member for Wanneroo who
said that there could not be a Royal Commission because it would prejudice the 248 cases
currently emanating from the McCusker inquiry. That is nonsense. The eminent legal
opinions of Miller QC, and O.'Connor QC clearly state that the only way to avoid prejudicing
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trials before the courts, or prejudicing people who have been charged and not yet tried, or
prejudicing the McCusker inquiry or other court cases that have come about as a result of the
nefarious activities occurring over the last four or five years, would be to have a Royal
Commission commissioned by this Parliament.

One should ask the Prem-ier - harking back to what the member for Wanrmeroo said - why she
will not have a Royal Commission. I do not think it is appropriate at all for the Premier to
say, "Well, I might think of getting round to one when it suits me." The Premier forgets that
the Opposition has the right in this Parliament to ask the Government to appoint a Royal
Commission and, indeed, to demand a Royal Commission. As an Opposition. we would be
absolutely failing in our duty if we did not demand a Royal Commission into the various
deals that have been done under this present Administration.

The option clearly exists for the Government to run its full termn Most people in Western
Australia want a Royal Commi~ssion and I believe the Government knows that. The
Government can run its full term because as soon as the Premier announces a comprehensive
Royal Commnission into die WA Inc controversy and scandal, and the deceit that is associated
with it, the matter of the blocking of Supply will be put on the back burner. The unfortunate
situation facing the public of Western Australia is that it has had a lame duck Governent
since February 1989. The Government has been preoccupied for the last 16 months:, it has
not been governing. The Opposition has been setting the agenda day after day and week
after week. The Government has been responding to the Opposition. The simple facts are,
and the public of Western Australia know it, that Westemn Australia does not have a
competent Government and has not had one for the last 16 months. ft has a Government that
has been staggering from controversy to controversy and from scandal to scandal. That will
go on until the Goverrnent announces a Royal Conmmission. That is the bottom line.

I would like to make something clear to the member for Wanneroo who said that this State
would be placed into chaos and that public servants would not be paid and schools would
close. What absolute rot and nonsense.

Mrs Watkins: I do not think I ever suggested schools would close. I suggested schools
would not open.

Mr LEWIS: The Financial Administration and Audit Act of 1985 clearly enunciates that
Supply is automatically 'granted for two months after 30 June so this Government has
finance, by a Statute of this Parliament, until 31 August 1990, which is three months away.
The Opposition is saying that the Government is on notice, it must announce a Royal
Commission or it will be the Government that plunges this State into a constitutional crisis.
The Goverment will do that, not the Opposition.

The public of Western Australia understand our position, but why will the Government not
have a Royal Commission? The Opposition Parties have given the Government tee
months' notice. We demand a Royal Commission. It is our duty to demand a Royal
Commission. The Government has three months in which to make that decision, so when
31 August comes around and members opposite have still not made that decision the odium
will be on the Government. It is no good the member for Wanineroo getting up and saying
that the Premier has not said she is not going to have a Royal Commuission.
Mrs Watkins: Nor she has.

Mr LEWIS: That is wimpish: that is not being positive. The Government is not governing;
it does not know what to do. It is torn between two sides: The Government's powerful
friends - the people who put the Premier in power, the people who will be incriminated by a
Royal Commission - and honest members of the Labor Parry. The public of Western
Australia and many honest members of the Labor Party - I put you, Mr Deputy Speaker, in
that category - believe there should be a Royal Commission.

The DEPUITY SPEAKER: It is not in order to impute motives to the Chair.

Mr LEWIS: I remind the Deputy Speaker that a centain member for Perth called for a Royal
Commission into the nefarious affairs associated with the parking area opposite the WACA
ground. That matter arose only eight or nine weeks ago and it involved a local authority.
There may have been some impropriety involved with that development which caused the
member for Perth to call for a Royal Commission. Here we have a loss of $850 milion of
State funds and Government members sit mute and wil not have a Royal Commission as the
public demands.
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MR FRED TUBBY (Roleystone) [10.05 pmJ: I have heard the commuents. made by various
members of the Government today and I must say that the speakers are not leading lights in
the Goverrnent. I was never a fan of the former Premier, Peter Dowding, but I can say that
he never ran away from a debate or a brawl in this House. Whenever the Government was
on notice, or it had moved a motion, or the former Premier had a Bill before the House, he
was in this Chamber right through the debate. I have seen'him sit in the Chamber for eight
hours at a time and not leave here apart from the times when the House was adjourned. I
cannot say the same thing about the new Premier. She comes into this House, reads a speech
that was written by somebody else and then gets up and runs away. She has done it time and
time again. The Opposition is saying that she cannot run away from this particular issue.
She is on notice that if site does not deliver and she keeps running away from holding a
Royal Commission the upper House will use its legitimate powers to defer the Supply Bill.
Eighty three per cent of the people of Western Australia want a Royal Cormmission and the
only way they will get it is for someone to stand over the Premier, if she continues to run
away from the issue as she has done tonight, and say she has two months in which to make
an announcement. If she does not take that course of action the upper House will have to use
its power to force her to do what the electorate wants her to do - to hold a Royal
Commission - and if that does not come to pass an election will be held.

Mr Blaikie: One thing for sure is that when -the Premier has spoken in this House she has not
had her heart in it.

Mr FRED TUBBY: She only reads speeches which have been written for her. A few weeks
after she was elected Premier by members opposite she turned up at a conference and read
the wrong speech.

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:, Order! While members have been making what I call gratuitous
remarks when the Premier is not in the Chamber I ask them to consider Standing Order
No 132 which states -

All imputations of improper motives, and all personal reflections on Members, shall
be considered highly disorderly.

I believe the member for Roleystone is transgressing that Standing Order and I ask him to
return to the substance of the amendment to the motion which is before the Chair.
Regardless of that Standing Order I cannot see his remarks have anything to do with that
amendment.

Mr FRED TUJBBY: Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker. I was pointing out that the Premier
cannot run away from ths issue in the same way as she runs away from other issues.

It is interesting that the amendment moved by the Premnier states that this House deplores the
chaos and disruption to be caused to the orderly process of Government by this naked grab
for power. [ draw the attention of members to the pledge of loyalty to the Premier of the day
which was signed last year by members of the Government. Most of the pledges were signed
by members who are supposed to be justices of the peace and when they put their signatures
to a document it should mean something. It was not long before the pledge was broken in
this current Premier's naked grab for power.

What happened while the previous Premier was overseas to enlighten Government members
suddenly to take a most unprecedented step in the 1.00 year history of this State and get rid of
him and the Deputy Premier in one fell swoop? How many times has a Premier or Deputy
Premier been rolled by their party less than 12 months after winning an election which many
people considered could not be won by that party? It defies all conventions; it was
completely unprecedented; it was a naked grab for power, which is exactly what the
Government is accusing the Opposition of doing. However, the Government took that action
less than six months ago. For two or three years the Opposition has been debating the extent
of the intricacies behind WA Inc Why, when the previous Premier was overseas, did
Government members take this unprecedented step - there must have been a catalyst for it?
The people of Western Australia have not been given an explanation by anyone except for a
few feeble excuses from Government backbenchers who do not really count. The people of
Western Australia who pay the Premier's salary were not told why Mr Peter Dowding was
rolled. What did he do that resulted in Government members rolling him? On that basis
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alone a Royal Commission is necessary. We want to find out why, all of a sudden,
Government members saw the light and decided to take some action.

Several members interjected.

Mr FRED) TUJBBY: What made the Minister for Transport decide that something had to be
done?

Mrs Beggs: I will agree to a Royal Commission on that, if you agree to a Royal Commission
on why Mr Macinnon knifed Mr Hassell.

Mr FRED TIJBY: That has nothing to do with it.

Mrs Beggs: He was a Leader of Her Majesty's Opposition.

Mr FRED TUJBBY: He was rolled while in office and it is something which has never
happened in the history of this State. In the process of the Governiment losing $850 million
what else has it done? It has cleaned out the reserves of the State Government Insurance
Commission;, it has cleaned out the reserves of the Motor Vehicle Insurance Trust; it has
cleaned out the reserves of the State Government Insurance Office; it has cleaned out the
reserves of the Rural and Industries Bank; and now it is cleaning out all its assets, not for
capital works or to repay capital loans, but to meet the day to day running expenses of this
Government.

Mr Trenorden: Where did this money go?

Mir FRED TUBBY, I do not know, but it took 100 yeas to develop reserves in the State
Government Insurance Office, the Motor Vehicle Insurance Trust, the State Superannuation
Board, the R & I Bank and all the assets being flogged off at the moment. At the end of the
day nothing will be left and outstanding bills will still have to be paid by the families of this
State. Another reason we must have a Royal Commission is to find out who is responsible
for the maladministration of Government funds. If this happened in a private company the
shareholders would be up in arms and the whole issue would be out in the open. However,
the Government is covering up left, right and centre and it is denying the people of Western
Australia - the legitimate shareholders of the company which represents this Stare - the
opportunity to find out what happened. Those two things alone axe bad enough, but the
worst aspect of this Fiasco is this State's loss of integrity and credibility. This State is a
laughing stock in the Eastern States and overseas. The Governnment of this Stare is
considered to be a mob of midnight cowboys and it would not win in any integrity stakes. It
has destroyed the integrity of this State which was built up over many years. People in
Britain know what has happened in this State because it has been documented in their local
papers.

Mr P1J. Smith: You are making it up.

Mr FRED TUJBBY: I am not. The member for Bunbury should ask the businessmen in the
Eastern States and in Britain what they think about this Stare and he will find out that they
treat it as a joke. Not only the integrity of the Government, but also the integrity of the
people of Western Australia is at stake and that is far worse than the money which has been
lost. The money can be replaced, but this State's integrity -

Mrs Watkins: If that is the case why do we have a Moody's AAA rating?

Several members interjected.

Mr FRED TUJBBY: The member for Wanneroo is absolutely blind. Government members
should visit the Eastern States and talk to businessmen and listen to what they say; they
should not believe what they read. This Government and the whole of this State is treated by
other States as a joke. It is bad enough for the Government to be treated as a joke, but the
people of Western Australia are being treated as a joke. We have to get back our integrity, as
the Government in Queensland had to. We have to get back some honiest and respect. The
only way we will achieve that is by washing away, through a Royal Commission, the stain
which this Government has put on our State. I know that will hurt some people pretty badly,
and that is what members opposite are worried about, but uintil we do that we will not get
back our integrity and our reputation will be in tatters, not only in Australia but in other
countries around the world.

I do not particularly care whether the Royal Commission will cost $1.5 million, $ 10 million,
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$15 million or $20 million. It is only money, and it is money well spent if it will wash out
the stain fromn our State and restore to it some credibility.

Mr P.J. Smith: What happens has nothing to do with WA Inc but with your getting back into
power. You will rnot do that until you can convince people that you can govern, but you are
not doing it.

Mr FRED TUBBY: It has everything to do with WA Inc. I am not in any great hurry to go
out and fight another election. Heaven knows, I have fought two during the last two years
and I am not in a hurry to fight another, especially on the narrow margin that I have. I want
to see what is goad for our State. I want our State to get rid of its dirty washing, and clean up
its act. The only way we will do that is by holding a Royal Commission, as they did in
Queensland. That was the only way in which they could get back their credibility.

Dr Gallop: The people of Queensland were liberated by the Labor Government, not the
Royal Commuission.

Ms FRED TUBBY: I used to have a bit of respect for the Minister but! am afraid he has just
destroyed it by that foolish statement. If the Premier will not grant the Royal Commnission
being demanded by the people of Western Australia the Legislative Council will have no
choice, as a responsible House, but to take the only action possible and force an election
upon the Government. The Government has lost $850-odd million. Our reserves have been
creamed and we are knocking off our assets. There is a stench of corruption about this
Government. Our State's reputation is being destroyed. I support the amendment on the
amendment which was moved by the Leader of the National Party.

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

Ayes (2 1)
Mr Ainsworth Mr House Mr Nicholls Mr Wat
Mr Bradtshaw Mr Kierath Mr Sbave Mr Wiese
Mr Court Mr Lewis Mr Strickland Mr Blaikie (Teller)
Mr Cowan Mr Macinnon Mr Trenonlen
Mr Grayden Mr McNee Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Hassell Mi& Mensaros Dr Turnbull

Noes (25)
Dr Alexander Dr Gallop Mr Pearce Mr Troy
Mrs Beggs Mr Graham Mr Read Dr Watson
Mr Bridge Mr Grnll Mr D.L. Smith Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan Mrs Henderson Mr P.1. Smith Mrs Watkins (Teller)
Mr Carr Mr Kobelke Mr Taylor
Mr Cunningham Mr Leahy Mr Thomas
Mr Donovan Mr Marlborough Mr Thompson

Pairs

Mrs Edwardes Mr Ripper
Mr Minson Mr Catania
Mr Clarko Dr Lawrence
Mr Omodei Mr Gordon Hill

Amendment on the amendment thus negatived.

Debate (on amendment to motion) Resumed
MR COURT (Nedlands - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [10.27 pmj: We are now back
on the amendment moved by the Government, which was spoken to by the Premnier. I would
have thought that if it was such an important amendment the Premier would have been
participating in the debate.

Mr Taylor: She has participated in the debate. She seconded the amendment. She spoke
with great force and clarity.

Ms COURT: Great force and clarity, and then she goes home!.
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Mr Pearce: The Premier is running the State. That is her job,
Mr COURT: Since we instituted these different sitting timnes we seem to have different rules.
Parliiunern seems to be quite irrelevant to members opposite. I think they see it as a
nuisance.
During my comments on the amendment on the amendment I mentioned the point that the
Labor Party seems to have so much money to spend on all these different advertising
campaigns. I said the Labor Party was going to run a television campaign, which will cost a
lot of money. Members opposite denied that. Members opposite looked at each other and
said, "No, we will not do that."
Mr Pearce: Who said that?
Mr COURT: Earlier today I said members opposite are going to run an expensive
advertising campaign. Members opposite said that is news to them. It is now in the
newspaper! We ask where the Government gets all the money for these things, but I think
people are beginning to become suspicious because of the money the Government spends on
advertising.
Mr Cunningham interjected.
Mr COURT: Does the member for Marangaroo help to raise the money?
Mrs Beggs interjected.
Mr COURT: That is interesting, now members are telling us about all the wonderful ways in
which they raise money. Sooner or later the public will become a little suspicious about the
amount of money the Labor Party has in these times of recession. Is it not interesting that the
Premier wants to stop political advertising on television and then the Govenrnent goes out
and spends a fortune on advertising about Supply on television?
Mr Pearce: If you want to support a ban on political advertising we can make arrangements
this evening.
Mr Lewis: Who is paying for it?
Mr Pearce: If you want to pass our Bill to declare political donations, you will know.
Mr COURT: That is how strongly the Leader of the House feels about the issue; but the
economy is in recession. Things are tough and everyone is hurting pretty badly except
members opposite.
Mrs Beggs: Jealousy is a curse.
Mr COU~R I am not jealous.
Mrs Beggs: Not much! You even had to recycle your own signs at the by-election to cover
up your leader's face with handwriten names of your candidates.
Mr COURT: That is a pathetic thing to say.
Mrs Beggs: I agree it is pathetic, but it is true.
Mr COURT: I would think most of our members recycle signs and the like. Our economy is
in recession due to this Government and its Federal colleagues. People in the community are
being forced to pay hundreds of millions of dollars for the WA Inc debts, yet these
Government members still have heaps of money to spend on advertising. That is very
interesting. One of the key questions people are asking is: Where has all the money gone?
Mr Taylor: You are asking that.
Mr COURT: No, the community is asking that. It is nonsense to suggest that the public do
not want to know where the $800 million has gone, but that is the approach the Government
is taking. We strongly oppose the amendment that has been moved, and the hypocrisy
shown with it. Members opposite would not vote to support the ABC amendment to the
Address-in-Reply.
Mr Pearce: Be fair about that. I said to you afterwards that we would not support it as an
amendment to the Address-in-Reply because it was wrongly addressed -

Mr COURT: The Leader of the House should stop his stupid little games; we have already
voted on the ABC amendment.
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Mr Peace: - but if you wanted to pass a motion this evening, after we adjourned the
Address-in-Reply, I would accept that.
Mr COURT: We have voted on that already, and the Leader of the House is on the record as
voting against it today. He should not try to squirm out of it by having another motion put
up. He had his opportnity, and the hypocrisy is that he voted against the amendment,
saying it was not the right way to do it, and now he moves his own amendment. The
standards he has are the absolute pits.

The SPEAKER: Order! I will give the member for Darling Range the call but I want to
draw the attention of members to two things. Firstly, I would sincerely appreciate it if those
members who are engrossed in that extraordinarily good newspaper, The West Australian,
rook it somewhere else to read it. Secondly, I draw the attention of members to Standing
Order No 142 and I suggest they at least glance at that before contributing any further to this
debate.

MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) [10.33 pm]: I looked at Standing Order No 142 before
I sought your call, Mr Speaker, to ensure that I would not contravene it. There are three
points I had nor the time to cover when I spoke on the earlier question, and the matters I want
to raise are pertinent to this matter.

We saw yesterday three judges of the Supreme Court quash a conviction against Tony Lloyd.
Members should think back to what that original conviction did politically in this State.
Firstly, it became the catalyst for the National Parry to change its position. Up until that
point the National Party was not in favour of blacking Supply, but after that conviction its
position changed. I suspect its position changed because up to that point National Party
members were saying that no impropriety had been proved against the Government or people
associated with the Government, but when that conviction occurred the National Parry
changed its position.
Mr Trenorden: Other things happened too, like the problems with the SGIC. I convinced the
National Parry of the terrible things which had happened at the SGIC.
Mr THOMPSON: Other factors may have contributed, but clearly the publicly identified
reason why the National Party changed its position was the Lloyd conviction. It seems to me
that if the National Party were sincere in the position it held up until the Lloyd conviction,
now that that conviction has been quashed surely its position must change.

The second extraordinary thing that happened as a result of the Lloyd conviction was that it
became the catalyst for the removal of the leader and deputy leader of the Labor Party, the
Premier and Deputy Premier.

Mr Blaikie: What about the standing down of another Minister?

Mr THOMPSON: Yes, and the standing down of another Minister. That was very
momentous politically.

Mr Blaikie: But don't you also believe that with their inside knowledge they would not have
stepped down unless they had to?

Mr THOMPSON: They had to become sacrificial lambs.

Mr Blaikie: They did not have to become sacrificial lambs. They knew what was going on.

Mr THOMPSON: They had to rescue the reputation of the Labor Party in the light of the
Federal election that was about to befall them. That was the only reason those two members
went. I will be very surprised if, when all this settles down, any impropriety is sheered home
to those people. It has still to be shown, but those people paid a price because of the Lloyd
verdict, and it indicates the serious sorts of things that can flow from actions that take place
in the courts. Now three judges to one have found that that conviction should be quashed.

Mr Blaikie: Don't you think Premnier Dowding and Deputy Premier Parker had more inside
knowledge than you have?

Mr THOMPSON: Probably, but I am still of the view that the reason they went was to
enable the Labor Parry's image to improve sufficiently for Labor to win the Federal election.
I have always said, right from the time this all starred, that some exercise in damage control
would be undertaken by the Labor Party to shore up its position, and it did exceptionally
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well; but it seems to me that, had that decision not been made, the significant political events
that followed would not have occurred, therefore we should reflect on what has occurred.
The other practical thing that would follow if Supply were stopped and a fresh election held
is that it would be an election for the Legislative Assembly only. The Legislative Council
will go to the people in 1993 because chat is what the Constitution provides.

Mr Pearce; What has happened to the National Party's Bill with regard to that? Is it making
progress through the upper House?
Mr THOMPSON: I do not know, but this House voted for fewer elections a little while ago -
for elections every four years. Now we will end up with an election every two years. Do
members believe the people of this State will like that? I can tell them that the political
parties will not like it because it will further exhaust their funds, and political parties have
difficulty getting money. I am sure people in the political system will not welcome having
an election every two years. as it will be very destabilising for this State. One of the

-problems of Government in this country is having sufficient time to put in place policies that
have long-term impact, because they are forever looking over their shoulders at the prospect
of having elections. Jf the upper House takes this step it will create a situation of gross
instability; we will face an election every two years and that would be an exercise in absolute
stupidity. One of the major assets that Australia has had in the 200 years of European
occupation is relative political stability. The instability in recent times has not contributed to
the welfare of the State; it has been to the detriment of Western Australia. The longer we
continue with the wrangling and haggling over these issues the worse the situation will
become.

I recall a former Premier, Sir Charles Court, reminding the Opposition that its knocking of
the North West Shelf project made it harder for the project to get off the ground. At that time
Sir Charles Court said chat the Opposition was working against the interests of Western
Australia. The negativity of the Opposition in recent times has contributed to that instability.
I hope that situation will soon subside because it is not good for the State. As it happens, it is
not good for the Opposition either.

MR LEWIS (Applecross) (10.41 pml: I do not support the amendment to the Address-in-
Reply. Two or three weeks ago when a Royal Commission was debated in this place the
Premier made a categorical statement that she would give a full accounting of the losses
associated with the Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd project, the State Government Insurance
Commission, the Governmnent Employees Superannuation Board and the whole of the so-
called WA Inc dealings. A ful statement was to be made in this House; indeed a breakdown
of how the Government would pay off the losses. To date, the Premier has not presented
such a statement to Parliament. This in itself is a reason for a comprehensive Royal
Commu-ission. I ask the member for Darling Range, what does a Government have to do?
How far should it go, before a properly constituted House of the Parliament of Western
Australia - namely, the Legislative Council - can take measures to bring a Government to
account? Does a Government with a majority in the Legislative Assembly have an
unfettered right to do what it desires notwithstanding any impropriety which may have
occurred?

Dr Gallop: What do you mean by impropriety? Surely the member means illegality?

Mr Court: Don't be stupid; you don't lose $800 million and forget about it!

Mr LEWIS: The point is we are members of Parliamnent -

Dr Gallop: Of course we are! And we have the numbers, and you have not!

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr LEWIS: That represents the arrogance of the Government! It is arrogance to say,
"Because we have the numbers we will do what we like, and the public and the Opposition
can jump in the lake!" That is what the member is saying.

Dr Gallop: It is a political issue. We have won the election.

Mr Court: Does that mean if you win an election you can do wrong?

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Applecross is seeking the attention of the Chair.
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Mr LEWIS: Is it not incredible? The Minister says, "We have the numbers, and we can do
as we like.' Guess who has the numbers in the upper House? Members opposite are
whingeing that we might exercise our rights.

Mr P.J. Smith: The Legislative Council is not the Government.

Mr LEWIS. The Legislative Council is a duly elected House of' tbis Parliament, Those
members have been elected in accordance with the legislation which this Government
brought into ibis place. The members in the upper Rouse have been democratically elected.

Mrs Henderson: By a gerrymander.

Mr LEWIS: It is the Government's gerrymander!

Mrs Henderson: It is yours.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr Court: Did the Minister read in the weekend Press that New South Wales has the worst
gerrymander situation in Australia set up by a Labor Government?

Mrs Watkins: This is Western Australia, and it is your gerrymander!

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr LEWIS: This is very interesting. For weeks the Government has said that the Opposition
is not dinkum: it has said we will not do it. The Government has said that the Opposition
does not have the guts, does not have the leadership, arid that the Opposition will never do it.
Now, Government members axe whingeing. They realise we are dinkum. It has finally sunk
in and Government members do not know what to do. They are in a bit of a fix. They have
three months in which to make this terribly vexing decision. Can they risk going to the
Polls?
Mr Pearce: I will tell the member two things: We are not going to the polls, but if we did we
would do the Opposition like a dinner.

Mr LEWIS: We do not care if we go to the polls. We are doing what is right and proper.
That is paramount in this argument - what is right and proper, not whether we win or lose an
election. The nub of the argument is what is right and proper for the people of Western
Australia. What would the public of Western Australia expect us, as an Opposition, to do in
this matter? Should the Legislative Council, a duly elected House of Parliament, sit on its
hands and let a - dare I say it - corrupt Government continue to operate?

Mrs Beggs: That is ridiculous.

Mr LEWIS: Should we allow an incompetent Governmient to waste over $850 million
without any sanction or inquiry? If members think that is what the Legislative Council
should do, perhaps the Legislative Council should be disbanded because it has no place in the
Constitution. If that House is expected to do nothing -

Dr Gallop: It is not expected to do nothiing!

Mr LEWIS: What is it expected to do? The Government has the numbers; do people expect
it to do what it likes? The Government can cause something absolutely unprecedented in the
history of Western Australia to occur by sacking a Premier and a Deputy Premier and state
that nothing has happened. The Government claims that it has cleansed itself of the
corruption within the system.

Mrs Beggs: We did not sack anyone.

Mr LEWIS: The Minister was one of the main conspirators; she plotted the downfall of the
Premier and the Deputy Premier. She plotted those stabs in the back - 1I, Brutus". The
Government did not think that the Opposition was dinkurn. It now knows that the
Opposition is dinkum and the Government has three months within which to act. We have
given notice to the people of Western Australia that we should have a Royal Commission.
Without a Royal Commnission, a democratically elected House of Parliament will exercise its
rights according to the Constitution; it will defer the passing of Supply and cause the
Government to resign.
Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -
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Dr Alexander
Mrs Beggs
MrBridge
Mrs Buchanan
Mr Cf
Mr Cunninghamn
Mz Donovan

Mr Ainsworth
Mr Bradsbaw
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Gmyden
Mr Hassell

Dr Gallop
My Graham
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Kobelke
Mr Leahy
Mr Marlborough

Mr House
Mr Kierath
Mr Lewis
Mr MacKirmon
Mr McNee
Mr Mensaros

Ayes (25)

Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D.L. Smith
Mr P.J. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
Mr Thompson

Noes (2 1)
Mr Nicholls
Mr Shave
Mr Strickl and
Mr Trenorden
Mr Fred Tuibby
DrTurnbull

Mr Troy
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Watins (Teller)

Mr Watt
Mr Wiese
Mr Blaikie (Teller)

Pairs

Mr Ripper
Mr Catania
Dr Lawrence
Mr Gordon Hill

Amendment thus passed.

Mrs Edwardcs
Mr Minson
Mr Clarko
Mr Omodel

Motion, as Amended

Debate adjourned, on mnotion by Myx Blaikie.

House adjourned at 10.53 pm
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APPENDIX A

NUMBER OF BILLS BLOCKED BY THE
W.A. LEGISLATIVE COUTNCIL 1953 - 1989

Data for period to December 1989

GOVERNMENT TERM OF
OFFICE
(YEARS)

H-A WKE

BRAND

TONKIN
COURT/O'CONNOR

NUMBER OF
BLOCKED BILLS

6
12

3
9

BUR-KE/DO WDING/LA WRENCE 7

# Includes 4 Private Members Bills.
@ An ML-Cmissed a vote in 1977 but the same Bill was passed

in 1978.

48

6
19

22#

A? S1 1-6
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

GOVERNM[ENT EMPLOYEES SUPERANNUATION BOARD - STATE
GOVERNMIENT INSURANCE COMM ISSION

Equities - Midtown Properties Pry Ltd. Midtown Property Trust,
Esjay Shelf Co, Sharland Pry Ltd. Skean Pry Ltd

122. Mr TRENORDEN to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:

In relation to the Government Employees Superannuation Board's joint
venture with Midtown Properties Pty Ltd in the developments known as
Central Park and Westralia Square, has either the State Government Insurance
Commission or the, GESB ever held any equity in -

(a) Midtown Properties Pty Ltd;

(b) Midtown Property Trust;

(c) Esjay Shelf Co;
(d) Shadland Pry Ltd;

(e) Skeat Pry Ltd?
Mr TAYLOR replied:

Government Employees Superannuation Board -

(a)-(e)
No.

State Government insurance Commission -

SGIC had an equity in Midtown Properties Pry Ltd and through this an
interest in Midtown Property Trust between October 1987 and
December 2987.

(c)-(e)
No.

SMALL BUSINESS - ONE-STOP-SHOP LICENSING INFORMATION CENTRE
Government Establishment

249. Mr COURT to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:

(1) Has the Government established its one-stop-shop licensing information
centre?

(2) If yes -
(a) where is it located;

(b) who is responsible for its operations;

(c) why has it taken so long to establish when it was first announced by
the former Deputy Premier, Hon Malcolm Bryce, at the launching of
Small Business Week many years ago?

Mr TAYLOR replied:I

(1) The Government has approved the development of a regulation and licensing
infonmation system and has approved the provision for flids in the 1990-91
Budget for this purpose. The Government has not established a business
licensing centre. The regulation and licensing information system will
assemble information on a host of regulatory imposts of doing business in
Western Australia and will facilitate the process of regulatory review in this
State - as well as improving the provision of business licences and associated
information to the public.

(2) (a) The regulation and licensing information system will be personal
computer based and will utilise existing Government resources and
infrastructure as much as possible for its establishment and operation.
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The first point of installation of the system is most likely to be in the
Small Business Development Corporation; however, other
departments associated with the provision of business licence
information may also install the system.

(b) Each department installing the system will be responsible for the
operations of that installation and updates to the system will be
coordinated and integrated at a single location.

(c) This approach has drawn on the experience of the other States which
have established independent business licence centres and the
Government believes that the approach being taken is the most cost
effective, consistent with its philosophy of using existing Government
resources as efficiently as possible. The pmudent approach being taken
by this Government and changing technology enable the use of off the
shelf technology to provide the sam-e service as in the other States and
reduce the cost considerably for Western Australia.

MEDICAL INCORPORATED - ARTIFICIAL HEART VALVE MANUFACTURE
Production Facilities Establishment

267. Mr COURT to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:

(1) Did the company Medical Incorporated ever establish production facilities for
manufacturing artificial heart valves in Western Australia?

(2) Did the Government provide any finance or other incentives for this project?
(3) If yes, what were they?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) No.
(3) Not applicable.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN EXIM CORPORATION - KIMvBERLEY PROPERTIES

312. Mr COURT to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:
(1) Will the Government make public the breakdown of the money outlaid by the

Government to purchase and develop the Western Australian Exim
Corporation properties in the Kimberleys?

(2) What were the sale prices achieved for the individual stations sold?
(3) Have any of these properties been sold on terms provided by the Government?

(4) If yes, what moneys are outstanding under these financial arrangements?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

Western Australian Exim Corporation has advised -

(1) Purchase of Emanuel properties (net) 8 710000
Capital and development expenditure 8 559 000
Livestock purchases 1 368 000
Purchase of Alco leases 200

18 837 000
Less Commonwealth grant60 00

12 837 000

There is an obligation on the State to provide 3 000 head of TB free
cattle which is expected to cost approximately $1 million.
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(2) Go-Go Station 12 500 000
Cherrabun, Christmnas Creek and Beefwood Park 4805 600
Louisa Downs to Aborigintal community 400 000
Meda 3490000
Larrawa 105 000
Bulka 150 000
Big Damn Paddock100

21950600
Two properties, Mt Pierre and Bohemia, were provided to Aboriginal
communities in accordance with the conditions of the Commuonwealth
grant.

(3) Vendor finance was provided on the sale of Co-Go to private
purchasers and the sale of Cherrabun, Christmas Creek and Beefwood
Park to WADC. The latter three properties have since been sold by
WADC on terms which included vendor finance.

(4) The principal outstanding on vendor finance provided by Exim is
$9 305 600 including amounts owed to Exim by WADC. Principal
outstanding on vendor finance provided by WADC on the sale of the
three properties is $3 405 500.

HOSPITALS - WANNEROO HOSPITAL
Speech Therapy - Children's Waiting List

400. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Health:

(1) Are there children waiting for speech therapist services at the Wannero
Hospital?

(2) If yes, how many?

(3) What is the waiting period for new clients?

(4) H-as the waiting list been frozen and, if so, at what date?

Mr WILSON replied:

(I) Yes. Wanineroo is a growth area where the population is increasing at a very
fast rate. Proportionately there is a very high quotient of children in the
demographic make-up of the Wanneroo area. In response to this need, a
working party was established in January 1990. Also, an additional speech
pathologist, with some clerical support, has been provided. The 1990-91
North Metropolitan budget proposes to make this a permanent arrangement.

(2) 123.
(3) Approximately four mfonths. Waiting times have fallen considerably and are

considered manageable. Priority treatment is given where assessed as being
necessary. Strategies being introduced to further reduce waiting periods are -

Development of an implementation-resource plan which will provide
some control over the rate of referrals and enable the services to better
plan and manage demand.

Employing sessional therapists to assist at peak times.

Developing linkages with the Child Development Centre and Princess
Margaret Hospital for Children, to accept referrals.

(4) No.

PORT KENNEDY PROJECT - MARINA
Installation Concern

404. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for Fisheries:

(1) Did the Minister receive and consider representations from the fishing
industry and recreational fishing groups expressing concerns about the
installation of a marina associated with the Port Kennedy development and, if
so, who were they?
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(2) Did the Minister's department advise the Minister in relation to the matter?
(3) Did that advice confirm that the affected area is significant to the local bait

fishery supplying recreational anglers?

(4) Did the advice suggest that whitebait shoaling in the proposed marina area
might be important to the population of penguins on nearby Penguin Island?

(5) Did the Minister make representations to the Minister for the Environment in
relation to the matter on behalf of the fishing industry and recreational
fisherpersons?

(6) Did departmental officers appear before the Minister for the Environment's
environmental appeals committee and, if so, what was that advice?

(7) What result has occurred in relation to the interests of the fishing community?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:

Yes.

(4) This question should be directed to my colleague, the Minister for the
Environment.

(5) Yes.

(6) No.

(7) The appeals process identified concerns about the possible effects of the
development on the whitebait fishery in the area. As a result, the Minister for
the Environment has imposed certain conditions on this development before it
can proceed. Details of these conditions should be sought from my colleague,
the Minister for the Environment.

PORT KENNEDY PROJECT - APPEALS COMMITTEE

405. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for the Environment:
(1) Has the appeals committee appointed by the Minister to consider the

objections by the Fisheries Department, the Western Australian Fishing
Industry Council and other bodies and individuals, in relation to the Port
Kennedy development, completed its work?

(2) What were the terms of reference given to the appeals committee?

(3) Were hearings held in public?

(4) What were the finidings and recommendations, if any, of the committee?
(5) Will the Minister table the report of the committee so as to comply with the

Premier's and Deputy Premier's commitment to open government?
(6) If not, why not?

(7) What decision on the project has been made by the Minister?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) Yes. However, the Fisheries Department did not lodge an appeal in relation
to the proposed Port Kennedy development.

(2) None. The procedures to be followed by an appeals committee are contained
in section 109 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986.

(3) No.

(4)-(6)
The report of the appeals committee made recommendations on the various
grounds of appeal and these were taken into account in determining the
appeals. Decisions on each appeal have been made public.

(7) The appeals have been determined but the setting of conditions has not been
finalised.
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PORT KENNEDY PROJECT - WESTERN AUSTRALIAN DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION

Finance Guarantees
421. Mr HASSELL to the Deputy Premier:

(1) Further to a question on 19 April 1989 concerning the financing of the Port
Kennedy project. will the Western Australian Development Corporation give
project financing guarantees?

(2) If not WADC as a project partner, who will give guarantees?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) No.

(2) This will be a matter for those involved at the time.

LAND - WARNERO COASTAL DUNES
Residential Development

466. Mr KIERATH to the Minister representing the Minister for Planning:

(1) Is the Minister considering a proposal for residential development on the
coastal dunes at Warnbro?

(2) Is this kind of development consistent with the Government's policy on
coastal protection?

(3) (a) Has this proposal been referred to the Environmental Protection
Authority for environmental impact assessment;

(b) if so, what was the outcome?

Mrs BEG3GS replied:

(1) No. The proposal is currently before the Town Planning Appeal Tribunal
which has adj .ourned its consideration pending a voluntary conference
between the appellant and the State Planning Commission - the respondent -

to determine whether the issues affecting the proposal can be resolved.

(2) The proposal is to subdivide land comprising high and unstable parabolic
dunes. In such a hazardous environment Government policy includes a
recommendation to set any development back from the vegetation line along
the beach by at least 100 metres, together with an allowance for shoreline
recession and any requirement for provision of recreational amenities. This
would be approximately 140 metres for Warnbro. It is also necessary for the
developer to demonstrate that such land can be stabilised and maintained in a
stable condition in the long term without undue cost to the local community.

(3) (a) Yes.
(b) The EPA advised that it is not opposed to environmentally sensitive

residential/special residential subdivision of the land. However, it
considered that the proposal did not adequately address various issues,
which are currently under investigation. It also advised on criteria
which need to be met or which may be required as conditions of
subdivision approval.

PORT KENNEDY PROJECT - CROWN LAND
Tourist Development

470. Mr KIERATH to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) Has the Mlinister recently approved a tourist development on vacant Crown
land at Port Kennedy near Rockingham?

(2) Was this land recommended for conservation by the Environmental Protection
Authority in the System 6 Red Book?

(3) Who are the proponents of this tourist development?

(4) Who will manage the Port Kennedy site once the development is in place?
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(5) (a) Is pant of the vacancy Crown land at Port Kennedy to be transferred to
freehold title;

(b) if so, how much?
(6) Who will be the owners of this freehold land?

(7) What was the sale price for this freehold land?

(8) Is the Minister aware of concern within the fishing industry that the proposed
Port Kennedy marina will destroy an important fish nursery in Warnbro
Sound?

(9) If yes to (8), what does the Minister intend to do to present this from
happening?

(10) Is the Minister aware that Port Kennedy is generally regarded as a site of
outstanding geological importance?

(11) If yes to (10), how does the Minister intend to protect these scientific values if
the development goes ahead?

(12) Will the Minister ensure that the Port Kennedy development does not fall into
foreign hands?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) No.

(2) No. The area was recommended for conservation and recreation.

(3) The Port Kennedy joint venture.
(4) The final management arrangements for Port Kennedy have yet to be

detenmined but it is likely that they will involve a mix of Port Kennedy
Management Pty Ltd and the appropriate Government agencies.

(5) (a) Yes.

(b) Approximately 25 hectares.

(6) The Environmental Protection Authority believes the proposed owner to be
Port Kennedy Management Pry Ltd.

(7) This is not an environmental matter.

(8) The Minister is aware of the fishing industry's concerns.

(9) Detailed conditions are being developed to deal with the matter.

(10) The Minister is aware of the geological significance of the site.

(11) See (9).
(12) It is not within the Minister's powers to do this. This is not an environmental

matter.

LAND - ELLEN BROOK
Rural to Urban Rezoning

471. Mr KIERATH to the Minister representing the Minister for Planning:

(1) Is the Minister currently considering a proposal to rezone a large area of land
at Ellen Brook firom rural to urban?

(2) Does this land lie within the Minrabooka ground water area?

(3) Does the Minister also intend to treat this proposal as a minor amendment to
the metropolitan regional scheme and, if so, why?

Mrts BEGGS replied:

(1) No.

(2) Yes.
(3) Refer to (1) above. I understand that a proposal is being prepared by the

landowners for submission as a major amendment to the metropolitan region
scheme.
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GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS - STATE AUDITOR GENERAL, VICTORIA
Unspent Budget Allocations - Faked Documents

482. Mr COURT to the Premier:

(1) Does the Premier know that the State Auditor General in Victoria highlighted
problems whereby departments in Victoria had accelerated expenditure as 30
June approached so that funds otherwise unspent from their Budget
allocations did not have to be returned to consolidated revenue and that int the
case of its Education Department it faked documents to pay for goods and
services which had not actually been received?

(2) Have any instances of this practice been uncovered in this State over the past
five years?

(3) If yes, in what departments?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(I) Yes.

(2)-(3)
Treasury is unaware of any such instances and the Auditor General has not
reported aniy occurrences.

ROTHWELLS LTD - COINNELL, MR LAURIE
Personal Assets Commitment

483. Mr HASSELL to the Premier:

(1) Further to my question without notice on Tuesday, 8 May. is the Premier now
aware that the commitments by Mr Laurie Conndll reported to this House in
1987 were personal commritmients. not those of Rothwells?

(2) Is the Premier aware that these issues are not covered by the McCusker
inquiry?

(3) Is the Premier aware of any action by the Government to recover funds from
Mr Laurie Connel] pursuant to his reported promises?

(4.) Is the Premier concerned to initiate appropriate action under these promises to
re Icover moneys to reduce the losses to taxpayers arising from the collapse of
Rothwells, the very event contemplated in ] 987 as the trigger for the promises
to operate'?

(5) Has ie Premier investigated this matter?

(6) If so with what result?
(7) Does the Premier accept that the taxpayers should bear Rothwells- losses

ahead of Mr ConnellI?

(8) Is the Premier satisfied that the reported promises have been honoured?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(I) Yes.

(2) These matters fall within the scope of the McCusker inquiry terms of
reference which include an investigation of all matters concerning Rothwells
Ltd during the period from I January 1985 to 31 December 1988.

(3 )-(4)
See (5) below.

(5) This is a matter for the liquidator of Rothwells Ltd and for the McCusker
inquiry.

(6).(8)
See (5) above.

(7) No.
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ABORIGINAL COMMUNITIES - SWAN VALLEY FRINGE DWELLERS
Government Housing Construction

488. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Housing:

(I) Does the Government intend to build homes for the Swan Valley fringe
dwellers?

(2) If yes, will the homes be temporary or permanent?

(3) Where will the homes be built?
(4) What will be the cost of building these homes?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:
(I) That mailer has not been determined and is subject to ongoing discussions

with the other relevant Ministers.
(2)-(4)

Not applicable.

FUEL - SUPPLIES
Government Industry Task Force Report

507. Mr HOUSE to the Minister representing the Minister for Planning:
When will the Minister release the report of the Government industry task
force on fuel supplies?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
The final report of the Government industry task force on problems of petrol
retail site development has not yet been fully evaluated. Release of the
document will be considered when that evaluation has been finalised.

SALARIES AND ALLOWANCES TRIBUNAL - DETERMvINATION
2 FEBRUARY 1989

Parliament Postage Allowances
513. Mr LEWIS to the Premier:

(1) Is the Premier aware of the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal determination
of 2 February 1989 which introduced new provisions for the payment of
members of Parliament's postage allowances?

(2) Is the Premier aware that the tribunal in its determination - as referred -

specifically stated that all electorate mail be dealt with exclusively through
allowances to members through their respective electorate offices and not
through the office or any other position that the member may hold?

(3) Have members of the Goverment who have been commissioned or appointed
to higher office adhered at all times with the Salaries and Allowances
Tribunal's determinations as specifically referred to postage since 2 February
1989?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(l)-(3)

I am aware of the position in relation to these matters. I am not aware of any
wrongdoing.

WRAN, MR NEVILLE - GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT
Consultancies

537. Mr COURT to the Premier:

(I) Is Mr Neville Wran involved in working in any consultancies for the State
Government at present?

(2) Has he been involved in working in any consultancies for the State
Government in the past?

(3) If yes, what were the consultancies?
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Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(04-2)
To the best of my knowledge Mr Wran is not involved in any work for the
Government.

(3) Not applicable.

UNIVERSITIES - ALMAGAMATION
University of Western Australia -Murdoch University

(1) Does the Premier still believe that the University of Western Australia and
Murdoch University will be seriously disadvantaged by not amalgamating?

(2) Has the Federal Government agreed to pay the $26.5 million that was
allocated to the developments associated with the merger to both these
institutions?

(3) If yes, when will that money be paid?

(4) If no, what is the current status of that funding?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1) The fact that amalgamation has not proceeded leaves the two universities at a
disadvantage in comparison with the larger institutions in other States. Within
the unified national system, the University of Western Australia and Murdoch
University. as separate institutions, are relatively small by comparison with
their traditional counterparts. In the competition for resources, these two
universities are less likely to compete successfully with their counterpart
universities interstate which now have a greater concentration of resources as
a result of their amalgamations.

(2) No. While some funds have already been paid to the two universities in
anticipation of the merger, the bulk of the funds have been frozen subject to
further negotiations between the State and Commonwealth.

(3) Not applicable.

(4) I n the absence of amalgamation, the money is still available for higher
education in Westemn Australia and will be allocated according to the
principles for growth related funding whiich apply in the unified national
system. This may mean that not all of the funids will be spent at the
University of Western Australia or Murdoch University.

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN - MINISTERIAL EXPENSES
Draft Paper

558. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:

As on page 21 of the Auditor General's First Report dated 18 January 1989,
the Auditor General stated with regard to ministerial expenses that the
Premier requested the Attorney General, Director General, Under Treasurer
and the Public Service Commaissioner to meet and prepare a draft paper on
this subject, will the Premier advise -

(a) whether that draft paper has now been prepared;

(b) if so, what action has been taken as a consequence of the draft paper
being prepared?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(a)-(b)
I refer the member to tho answer to question 462 on 29 August 1989.

BURS WOOD RESORT CASINO - OWNERSHIP

568. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for Racing and Gaming

(1) What advice has the Government received from the Crown Law Department
on the controls for the Burswood Casino ownership?
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(2) How were the previous increases over 40 per cent foreign ownership approved
and by whom?

(3) What supervision of ownership applies?

(4) What penalties may be applied if the legal limit is breached?

Mrs BEGGS replied:

(1) 1 have sought and received advice from the Crown Law Department in respect
of my powers under clauses 17(l)(g) and 17(l)(1) of the Casino (Burswood
Island) Agreement 1985.

(2) By exemptions granted under clause 17(l)(l) of the agreement scheduled to
the Casino (Burswood Island) Agreement Act 1985 by the Minister
responsible for the administration of the Act at the time.

(3) The Office of Racing and (laming periodically reviews the unit register of the
Burswood Property Trust.

(4) If the legal limit is exceeded and action is niot taken by the Manager of the
Burswood Property Trust to bring about the disposal of the excess units, the
State may terminate the agreement.

PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITALS - PSYCHIATRIC CARE PLANS
569. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for Health:

(1) What are the overall plans for psychiatric care in Western Australia?

(2) What are the particular plans for particular psychiatric hospitals?

(3) What was the number of beds available for psychiatric patients five years
ago?

(4) What is the number of beds available now?

(5) What is the projected number of beds five years hence?

(6) What is the current progress of the establishment of psychiatric units at
Fremantle, Bentley and Royal Perth Hospitals?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) The overall plan for psychiatric care is to develop comprehensive regional
psychiatric services which are readily accessible to local populations and
integrated with the general health care system, where possible. Some services
such as those offered by Craylands Hospital, Hillview Terrace Hospital etc.
will remain a State-wide responsibility. An important aspect of the proposed
plan is the further development of community support programs, including
day care/rehabilitation and accommodation.

(2) Heathcote Hospital - closure of hospital and establishment of replacement
facilities and services at Fremantle and Bentley Hospitals.

Graylands Hospital - development as a teaching hospital; upgrading of
existing forensic service with the establishment of a new secure unit and the
development of specialist forensic ream; development as a centre of
excellence in psychiatric research and education.

(3) 954 beds, all public hospitals - includes psychiatric service facilities and
specialist units in general hospitals.

(4) 929 beds, all public hospitals.

(5) 974 beds, all public hospitals.

(6) Fremantle/Bentley Hospitals - currently in detailed planning stage.

Royal Perth Hospital - part of Royal Perth Hospital's medium term. planning
proposal.
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JUVENILE OFFENDERS - "STREET KIDS LEAVE $45 000 BILL" REPORT
Riverbank Release

570. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for Community Services:

(1) Further to question 1021 of 1989, on what date was the youth concerned
released from Riverbank?

(2) Has he been before the courts since his release?

(3) If so, for what offences?

M& D.L. SMITH replied:

(1) This youth was discharged from Riverbank on 10 November 1989. With
normal remission, his earliest release date was to be 22 November 1989.
However, his successful completion of a Challenge for Youth Camp enabled
him to be eligible for additional remission.

(2) Yes. He appeared twice in the Children's Court in Onslow for offences he
committed before he turned 18 years old in December 1989.

(3) 1 x fail to stop when called upon;
I x reckless driving; and
I x damage.

EHLERS. ROSS ALLEN - PAROLE

572. Mr HASSELL to the Minister representing the Attomney General:

(1) Further to question 1022 of 1989, has Ross Allen Ehlers been released on
parole?

(2) If so, on what date?
(3) If not, when is he to be released?

Mvr D.L. SMITH replied:

(I) Yes.

(2) 14 December 1989.
(3) Not applicable.

LLOYD, PHILIP KEVIN - TAXI DRIVER STABBING
Sentence Appeal

573. Mr HASSELL to the Minister representing the Attorney General:

Further to question 1656 of 1989, what was the outcome of the appeal
instituted against the sentence imposed on Philip Kevin Lloyd for the stabbing
of taxi driver Stanislav Kuboszek?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:

The Crown appeal was allowed and the sentence increased by 12 months.

CONSULTANTS - GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT POLICY

574. Mr HASSELL to the Premier:

(1) What is the current Government policy in relation to the engagement of
consultants?

(2) Was the Premier correctly reported as saying there would be no new
consultants employed?

(3) Are existing consultancies to be terminated, or not renewed?

(4) Does the policy apply to all Government departments?
(5) Does the policy apply to all Government agencies?

(6) Does the policy apply to all statutory authorities?
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Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1) [En March, 1 issued a circular to Ministers on cost-saving measures which
included guidelines on dhe employment of consultants. It provided the
following guidelines -

The employment of private, commercial or self-employed consultants
by Ministers and public sector authorities is to cease and public sector
employees are to be used to undertake the work involved except
where -

a contract has been previously entered into and cannot
prudently be terminated;
the Minister is satisfied that the expertise required is
unavailable within the public sector or is unlikely to become
available within a reasonable period of time and where the task
to be performed is critical.

No new contracts with consultants, including extensions and options to
renew existing contracts, are to be entered into unless the Minister is
satisfied the (above) provisions are satisfied.

(2) No.

(3) See (1) above.

(4)-(6)
Yes.

TRAVEL - GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES POLICY

575. Mr HASSELL to the Premier:

(1) What is current Government policy in relation to travel by Ministers and
Government-employed people?

(2) Are the Ministers required to travel -

(a) business class when travelling within Australia;

(b) business class when travelling overseas?

(3) What are the rules in relation to travel by Government-employed persons?

(4) What has been done in cases where awards provide for first class travel?

(5) Have any awards been amended?

(6) Have any applications been made by the Government for awards to be
amended?

(7) How may awards provide for first class travel by Government-employed
persons?

(8) What are the estimated full1 year savings arising from -

(a) reduced travel;

(b) lower class travel;

and how are such estimates calculated?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

Although the member has not indicated the nature and purpose of travel in his
question, this reply assumes he is referring to air travel on official business.

(1) In March, I issued guidelines to Ministers on cost-saving measures
which included guidelines on travel by Ministers, chief executive
officers and all public sector employees in the following terms -

Ministers and chief executive officers are to concentrate on
reducing the frequency of travel to essential travel only.
Interstate travel by public sector employees is to be approved
by the appropriate Minister.
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Overseas travel by public sector employees is to be approved
by the Deputy Premier, after consideration by the appropriate
Minister.

Intrastate air travel by public sector employees is to be
approved by chief executive officers.

Ministers will approve the proposed itineraries of chief
executive officers.

Chief executive officers will examine and may, with the
inister's prior approval, approve the itineraries of their staff.

Ministers and their staff, chief executive officers and those
members of the Senior Executive Service who have hitherto
travelled first class should travel business class. All other
public sector employees are to travel economy class.
First class bookings already made are to be changed.
Upgrading to first class must not be accepted.

(2) (a)-(b)
Yes.

(3) See (l)above.

(4)-(6)
See (7) below.

(7) A review of aU awards coverlpg public sector employees is being
undertaken to establish how many, if any, provide for first class travel.

(8) Information has been sought from Ministers and their departments and
agencies on estimated savings from reduced frequency and reduced
class of travel. Returns are being collated at present and no estimate
of full year savings is available as yet.

GROUND WATER - "GROUND WATER RESOURCES ASSESSMENT IN
WESTERN AUSTRALIA A STRATEGY FOR THE FUTURE"

Western Australian Water Resources Council Report

581. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) H-as the Minister sought Cabinet approval for the implementation of the
recommendation by the Western Australian Water Resources Council as
stated in its report "Ground Water Resources Assessment In Western
Australia A Strategy For The Future"?

(2) If so, what was Cabinet's decision?

(3) If no, to (1), why not?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

The recommendations propose a long term program to the year 2010 for the
assessment of ground water resources. The proposal will be submitted
following further consideration.

McKEE, DR J. - GOVERNMENT CONS ULTANCY PAYMENTS
Edwards. Mr Kevin -Lloyd, Mr Tony

585. Mr MacKIN4NON to the Treasurer:

(1) Is the Treasurer await if any of the funds paid to Dr J. McKee, as outlined in
answer to question 287 of 1990, have been paid directly to, or to companies
associated with, Mr Kevin Edwards or Mr Tony Lloyd?

(2) If so, how much has been paid to those people or companies associated with,
them?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

A total of $8 053 for airfare expenses and consultants' fees has been paid to
International Business Development, a company employing Mr Lloyd.
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PHYSIOTHERAPY - STUDENT ASSISTANCE

592. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for Health:

(1) What financial assistance is given to physiotherapy students who have to do
compulsory service in the country?

(2) How much is that assistance per student?

(3) What budget has been allocated for next year's graduates?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) Current departmental policy is that physiotherapy students may receive free
hospital accommodation when available, and hospital meals at the standard
staff rate. Service in country regions, although encouraged, is not
compulsory.

(2) See (1) above.

(3) No specific budget is allocated from the Health Department for physiotherapy
student country training.
TH-EFT - INTERSTATE OFFENDERS RETURN COSTS

Victims Responsibility
593. Mr HASSELL to the Minister representing the Minister for Police:

(1) Is it correct that if suspects to be charged with stealing offences flee to the
Eastern States the victims of the thefts are asked to bear the cost of bringing
back the suspects?

(2) If this is policy, does it apply even in the case of a major theft from a private
individual such as a theft of value of $100 000?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

The policy for extraditions has not changed since the member was Minister
for Police. Under this policy if the complainant is prepared to pay the cost for
the extradition it will take place regardless of the severity of the offence. If
this is not the case, then the decision to extradite is assessed on its merits
given other police priorities at the time.

AUTISM - CHILDREN
Mildred Creek Facility - Autistic Association

596. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Health:

(1) How many autistic children make use of the services at the Mildred Creek
facility, either part time or full time?

(2) What is the cost of this service to the Govemmient?

(3) As autism is not a mental disease, why is the control of services carried out by
Mental Health Services?

(4) Is it correct that 90 pcr cent of services for autistic children are carried out by
the Autistic Association?

(5) Why is it that the Autistic Association receives no funding ftom the
Government?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) There were 18 full and part rime students during the last financial year.
Support was provided for a further 34 clients in the community.

(2) Approximately $300 000 per annum.

(3) The assertion is incorrect.

3.1 Autism is classified under WHO ICD9 Glossary of Mental Disorders
and Guide to Their Classification, Classification No 299.0 Infantile
Autism and also the DSM III R 299.00 Autistic Disorder during
infancy or childhood. The Consultative Committee on Services to
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People with Autism and their families, of which the Association for
Autistic Children is a part, is cunrently deciding on agreed criteria for
formal diagnosis. Details of this committee were provided in answer
to question 666 of 5 September 1989.

3.2 Mental Health Set-vices no longer exists. Funding and service
direction is through the Health Department of Western Australia.
There was a proposal that this transfer to the Authority for
Intellectually Handicapped Persons. This proposal was not acted upon
at the specific request of the Association for Autistic Children.

(4) No. Figures provided by the association indicate that they provide services to
53 people. Mildred Creek provides for 52 people. The Authority for
Intelectually Handicapped Persons serves at least 23 people, [5 of whom
receive high cost accomnmodation because of the severity of their intellectual
disabilities. A total of 40 per cent of people is served by the association.

(5) In a letter dated 9 August 1989 the president of the association was invited to
present a proposal for funding to the Commnissioner of Health for
consideration for the 1990-91 financial year. Receipt of this letter was
acknowledged on 14 September 1.989. A proposal was not received until 27
March 1990. That application is still under consideration.

HEALTH - IERPRETER SERVICES
Health Professionals and Women's Groups

601L. Mr TUBBY to the Minister for Health:

(1) What funds are allocated for interpreter services for use by health
professionals and women's health groups in the last 12 months?

(2) Have the funds allocated been sufficient to meet the needs of professionals
and women's groups, particularly for services which occur out of normal
office hours?

(3) Have any investigations been carried out to ascertain whether the needs of
health professionals and women's groups are being met?

(4) If so, what was the outcome?

(5) Jf not, why not?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) Funds for interpreter services are provided by the Commonwealth

Government via the Telephone Interpreter Service. Itris expected that from I
January 1991 this service will charge WA Government departments for
interpreting and Health Department budgetary provision has been made for
this. The Health Department's multicultural access section is currently
coordinating the production of health glossaries in 10 languages to assist
interpreters to work in health situations.

(2) It is difficult to gauge the extent to which unmet demands exist among
professionals or women's groups. Outside normal office hours the
interpreting service is coordinated from Sydney via a 008 number. There
have been some complaints that it was difficult to get through to the service,
and that reception on the line has been bad.

(3)-(5)
Following consultations and submissions, the report of the ministerial task
force to review obstetric, neonatal and gynaecological. services includes
recommendations on the needs of women of non-English speaking
background. These appear on page 37 of volume I of the report.

HEALTH - BROCHURES AND POSTERS PUBLICATION
Foreign Languages

602. Mr TUJBBY to the Minister for Health:
(1) What funrds were allocated in the 1989-90 Budget for the publication of health

brochures and posters in languages other than English?
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(2) What percentage of the brochures and posters printed in the last 12 months
were published in languages other than English?

(3) In what languages were these brochures and posters published?

Mr WILSON replied.

(1) In the 1989-90 Budget $45 881 was allocated to provide health pamphlets and
other resources to assist non-English speaking people. A total of $27 268 was
spent in the production or acquisition of multilingual pamphlets, posters and
phrase cards. Other funds in this allocation were used in the education of staff
regarding the needs of non-English speaking patients, and in the production of
multilingual health glossaries for interpreters. Additional funds are also
allocated from specific health campaign budgets on an occasional basis as a
basis for multilingual publications.

(2) A comparison of percentages of pamphlets/posters produced for English and
non-English speaking people is complicated by the fact that many of these are
produced specially for non-English speakers and may have no ex~act
counterpart among those designed for English speakers. Publications on a
total of 70 health topics are now available in multilingual form, as against 170
in English. The number of languages in which each multilingual pamphlet is
available varies between one and 15. Thirteen new multilingual resources
were produced in 1989-90, and seven were updated or reprinted.

(3) Languages in which new materials were produced in 1989-90 were Chinese,
Greek, Italian, Khmer (Cambodian), Macedonian, Malay, Polish, Serbian,
Spanish, Tagalog and Vietnamese. Research is being undertaken in the
Vietnamese, Cambodian, Macedonian, Italian and Spanish speaking
communities to enable the Health Department to tailor multilingual pamphlets
or other resources more closely to community needs.

POLICE BOARD - GOVERNMENT REJECTION

603. Mr HOUSE to the Minister representing the Minister for Police:

(1) Can the Minister explain why the idea of a police board has been rejected by
the Government, when the previous Police Minister and the Commissioner of
Police were set to implement such a procedure, and when it has been
recommended by both the Ombudsman and the New South Wales
corniss joner?

(2) What procedure is the Minister implementing to ensure that incompetent or
corrupt policemen do not get promoted to the senior levels of the Police
Force, and who will be involved in its operation?

(3) What is the function of the training advisory group as outlined by the
Commnissioner of Police on Friday, I t May?

(4) (a) Is it a substitute for a police board;

(b) if yes to (a), does the Minister consider that it will be an adequate
measure in combating corruption and incompetence within the Police
Force?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) The concept of a police board has not been rejected by the Government or the
Commnissioner of Police.

(2) The Commnissioner of Police has implemented mechanisms to ensure that
inappropriate officers do not get promoted to senior levels. The commnissioner
has an absolute prerogative to reject selection panel recommendations for
promotion on integrity grounds.

(3) The function of the proposed Training, Education and Development Advisory
Committee is to provide input fromn educational, commnunity, commercial and
business interests into the training, education and development of police
officers.
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(4) (a) No.
(b) Not applicable.

FISHING - SALMON
Commercial and Recreational Fishery Catches

606. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Fisheries:

(1) Of the total stock caught, what were the relative percentages of Western
Australian commercial and recreational fisheries catches of Australian salmon
for the -

(a) 1989 season;

(b) 1985 season;

(c) 1980 season?

(2) Of the total stock caught, what are the estimated relative percentages of
Western Australian commercial and recreational fisheries catches of
Australian salmon for the 1990 season?

(3) What was the weight of catch of Australian salmon by commercial fishermen
from the south coast sector of the Fishery for the -

(a) 1990 season (estimated);

(b) 1989 season;

(c) 1988 season;

(d) 1985 season;

(e) 1980 season?

(4) What was the weight of catch of Australian salmon by commercial fishermen
from the south west sector of the fishery for the -

(a) 1990 season (estimated);

(b) 1989 season;

(c) 1988 season;

(d) 1985 season;

(e) 1980 season?

(5) What was the weight of catch of Australian salmon by recreational fishermen
from the area of the commercial south coast fishery for the -

(a) 1990 season (estimated);

(b) 1989 season;

(c) 1988 season;

(d) 1985 season;

(e) 1980 season?

(6) What was the estimated weight of catch of Australian salmon by recreational
fishermen firom the area of the commercial west coast fishery for the -

(a) 1990 season;

(b) 1989 season;,

(c) 1988 season;

(d) 1985 season;
(e) 1980 season?

(7) What was the estimated weight of catch of Australian salmon by recreational
fishermen from the waters adjacent to the Perth metropolitan area for the -

(a) 1990 season;

(b) 1989 season;
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(c) L988 season;
(d) 1985 season;

(e) 1 980 season?

(8) (a) Are Australian salmon stocks in danger through overtishing;

(b) if so, why and from whom?

(9) What are the factors that deterine recruitment of Australian salmon to
metropolitan waters?

(10) Of these factors, how important is -

(a) water temperatures;

(b) the level of recreational fisheries catches along the south and south
west coasts;

(c) the level of commecrcial fisheries catches along the south and south
west coasts;

(d) the noises and lights from human activity?

(11) (a) Can the Fisheries Department scientists predict levels of Australian
salmon recruitment to the Western Australian fishery;

(b) if not, when is it anticipated that these predictions can be made and
how?

(12) What effect will setting a median historical catch level for the commercial
Australian salmon fishery have on the relative percentage shares of
commercial and recreational fisheries in years of -

(a) high recruitment to the Western Australian fishery;

(b) low recruitment to the Western Australian fishery;

(c) average recruitment to the Western Australian fishery?

(13) Is the 1990 salmon season a year of high, low or average recruitment to the
Western Australian fishery?

(14) (a) Does the Fisheries Department management regulations limiting
commercial salmon fishermen to specific beaches on the south coast
and to beaches between Augusta and Busselton on the south west
coast effectively constrain significant increased commercial fishing
pressure on Australian salmon stocks;

(b) if not, why nor?

(15) What will be the effect on the relative percentages of catch by commercial
and recreational fisheries of a further relaxation or complete removal of the
food fish classificat ion on Australian salmon?

(16) What will be the effect on canning of Australian salmon within Western
Australia if the food fish classification is removed from this species?

(17) (a) Were the Australian salmon requirements of Western Australian and
interstate canneries from the Western Australian fishery fulfilled this
year;

(b) if not, why nor?

(18) If there is a shortfall of Australian salmon for canning purposes, will the
shortfall be made up by the canneries importing New Zealand kahawai?

(19) If so, what will be the effect on Australia's balance of trade wit New
Zealand?

(20) In considering setting a total allowable catch or quota for the commercial
catch of Australian salmon for the 1990 season, did the Minister consult with
the -
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(a) scientists from the Western Australian Marine Research Laboratories;

(b) Fisheries Department administrators;

(c) Western Australian Recreational and Sports Fishing Council;

(d) south coast licensed salmon fishermen;

(e) south west coast licensed salmon fishermen;

(f) cannery interests;

and if so, what was their advice?

(21) What was the basis for the Minister's decision to set commercial Australian
salmon quota levels of -

(a) 1 200 tonnes for the south coast sector;

(b) 300 tonnes for the south west sector?

(22) Why did the Minister set a median level of the historical catch of Australian
salmon as the commercial fisheries quota for the 1990 season rather than the
historical average level or same other level?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:

(1) (a)(O
Information not available as there is no monitoring of recreational fish
catches. However, tagging return data suggests that the recreational
catch has grown over the past 20-30 years to about one third of the
commercial catch in both Western Australia and South Australia.

(2) Information not available.

(3) (a) 1990- 1380 tonnes (est)
(b) 1989- 1147tonmes
(c) 1988 - 1063 tonnes
(d) 1985 - 1843 tonfles
(e) 1980- 1132 tonnes

(4) (a) 1990 - 180 tonnes (est)
(b) 1989 -29 tonnes
(c) 1988 - 380 tonnes
(d) 1985 -574 tonnes
(e) 1980 - 128 tonnes

(5 )-(7)
Information not available.

(8) (a) The data available indicates that the total fishing pressure on the
salmon stocks is high but there is no evidence of overfishing.

(b) Not applicable.

(9) Recruitment of salmon to metropolitan waters is determined by environmental
factors, the overall abundance of salmon and the catch on the south and south
west beaches.

(10) (a)-(c)
These factors contribute to the level of recruitment to metropolitan
waters-

(d) Probably of minor importance.

(11) (a) No.
(b) It is not anticipated that the department will be able to predict

recruitment of salmon to the WA fishery.

(12) (a)-(c)
Are all dependent on definitions of "high", "low" and "average". It is
difficult to answer the question as it is too imprecise.

(13) As above.
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(14) (a) Yes.
(b) Not applicable.

(15) The bait prices vis a vis the canning prices may affect fishing effort.

(16) This is likely to be significant depending upon bait prices.

(17) (a) I understand there was some shortfall-
(b) The total catch taken and the requirements of

processing estabilishments.

(18) This is a commercial decision that would have to be taken by the canning
companies.

(19) Not known.

(20) (a) Yes, through the Director of Fisheries.
(b)-(f)

Yes.

The advice varies depending upon the perspective of each party.

(21I) A decision to impose a catch quota resulted from a request by the comrmercial
fishermen to remove the constraint on the sale of salmon as bait. This was
allowed in part but a concern was expressed that this may lead to an increase
in fishing effort because of an expected high price differential between the
bait and food fish markets. The median figure was chosen for the 1990 season
as a conservative approach to the problem pending a review for future years.
However the quota level was not specifically set at 1 200 tonnes and 300
tonnes. The Director of Fisheries had discretionary powers to allow some
additional Fishing after the catch had reached 1 200 tonnies on the south coast
and 300 tonnes on the west coast. This resulted in a south coast catch of about
1 400 tonnes. The west coast catch has not reached 300 tonries and is unlikely
to do so.

(22) See 21.

AGED - VOLUNTEERS PROGRAM

607. Mr TUBBY to the Premier:

Regarding the Premier's announcement on the volunteers program for the
elderly -

(a) is the Premier aware that there are already a large number of voluntary
and Governm-ent subsidised programs serving in this area;

(b) in what way is the recendly announced State Government scheme
going to differ from existing programs;

(c) will this scheme be duplicating resources already provided by the
home and community care program;

(d) what is the anticipated expenditure to be allocated to this program in
the 1990-91 Budget?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(a) Yes, I am aware that there are many organisations with volunteer programs in
Western Australia that perform an invaluable service for the community. The
retired and seniors volunteer program will complement such programs.

(b) Most existing programs use volunteers within their own organisation only.
The recently announced scheme will be run by the volunteer centre and will
link seniors with specific skills to organisations seeking volunteers.

(c) No.

(d) $53 000.
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HOSPITALS -PUBLIC HOSPITALS
Staff Illness - Patient Contact Responsibility

611. Mr TRENORDEN to the Minister for Health:

(1) Where a nurse or other staff member at a public hospital contracts an illness
from a patient and that illness results in a temporary or permanent disability,
does either the Health Department or the hospital accept responsibility as the
employer for the purposes of workers' compensation?

(2) If yes, on what date was the responsibility accepted?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) Liability for diseases is covered under the definition of "disability" in section
5(l) of the Workers Compensation and Assistance Act 1981. The Health
Department or the hospital is liable as the employer providing the employee
can prove that his/her employment contributed to the contraction of the
disease "to a reasonable degree".

(2) From the date of proclamation of the above Act.

NUGENT, MR PHILLIP - STOKES MURDER CASE
Acquittal

61 5. Mr HASSELL to the Minister representing the Attorney General:

(1) Further to question 901 of 1989, has the Attorney General considered the
acquittal of Philip Nugent who was charged with the murder of Jeffrey
Stokes?

(2) Has the Attorney General now received a report on the case?

(3) Has the Attorney General received advice from the Crown Law Department
yet as to its view of the case?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:

A report of the case has been received in relation to representations about
assistance to the family of the victim.

STATES HIPS - THREE NEW SHIPS

623. Mr COURT to the Minister for Transport:
(1) What are the main cargoes Scateships will be trying to attract with its three

new ships?

(2) Who will actually own and operate these ships?

(3) What is the extent of Federal and State Government assistance for the
construiction of these ships?

Mrs BEGGS replied:

(1) Two of the new ships will be deployed in Stateships' existing trade to and
from Tasmania and Victoria. Cargoes will be those currendly carried,
namely -

From Western Australia -
Imenite sand, grain, general merchandise, etc.

To Western Australia -
Newsprint, paper products, frozen and canned foodstuffs, timber,
alum-inium, zinc, pet food, machinery. etc.

The third new ship will be deployed as a replacement in the ongoing north
west service carrying general merchandise, building materials, heavy lifts,
mining equipment, etc.

(2) The ships will be owed by Westpac Banking Corporation and operated by
Stazeships as barboat charterer.
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(3) ASI obtained Federal Governent assistance under the Bounty (Ships) Act
1989 which amounted to 15 per cent of the actual subcontract materials and
productive labour costs. As part of the negotiations for the shipbuilding
contract the State Government has provided AS! with an interest subsidy on a
$2 500 000 15 year commercial loan with the subsidy being the difference
between 3.75 per cent and the commercial rate of interest payable. The
financial support was to facilitate the upgrading and expansion of AS!
shipbuilding facilities.

RADIO STATIONS - NATIONAL FM RADIO STATION JJJ
Obscene Language

624. Mr COURT to the Premier:
(1) Is the Premier aware of the public concerns about the obscene language being

used on National FM radio station 113 which now broadcasts in Western
Australia?

(2) Has the Government made any formal request to the Australian Broadcasting
Tribunal or the Federal Government in relation to this matter?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1) To the best of my knowledge, my office has received no complaints about the
matter.

(2) No.
WESTERN AUSTRALIAN COLLEGE OF ADVANCED

EDUCATION - CLAREMONT CAMPUS
Course Transfer

634. Mr COURT to the Minister for Education:

(1) What courses will the Government be transferring from the Claremont
campus?

(2) When will these transfers occur?

(3) What notice will be given to the students of the transfer of these courses?

(4) What will be the future use of the Claremont facilit ies if all the courses are
transferred?

Dr GALLOP replied:

(1) The Goverrnent will not be transfemrng any courses from the Claremont
campus.

The WA College of Advanced Education is an autonomous higher education
institution. The college council is responsible for the management of
resources and activities. The State Government does not control the internal
management functions of the college and as a consequence is not involved in
any policy to transfer students from one campus to another. I have been
informed that in accordance with its charter to manage its resources in the
most effective way, the college council has decided to consolidate mainstream
teaching activities on a reduced number of campuses. The objective is to
achieve substantial economies in order to maintain its provision of quality
educational programs. In answering these questions the college informs me
that relocation of courses currently conducted at the Claremont campus is part
of this strategy,

Courses to be transferred from Claremont are from the School of Community
and Language studies.

Courses to Joondalup - Habiltation Studies
*Youth Work
+Human Service Administration Counselling

Applied Women's Studies
+Children Studies

Working with the Aged
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Courses to Mt Lawley - Career Studies
*Health Studies
*Religious Studies
Some other low enrolment pan-time

graduate diploma courses
Note: *Paniafly or fully available in the external mode

+iAlready at Joondalup
(2) As indicated in (1), several transfers have commnenced wick the majority of

transfers planned for February 1991.

(3) In respect of the current situation, the Head of Department. Community and
Behavioural Studies, who is responsible for chose courses to be transferred to
Joondalup, advised students by letter on 18 April 1990. A series of seven
meetings between staff and students to discuss the transfer were held between
30 April and 9 May.

Other arrangements to ease student difficulties are being implemented by the
Head of School Community and Language Studies. They include the
availability of a counselling service to students on an individual basis to
enable students to continue studies under the new arrangements. In the week
30 April to 4 May staff distributed questionnaires to determine special needs
which students have and which require attention.

The college is also arranging visits to the Joondalup campus to enable
students to see at first hand the facilities which have been developed. The
visits will be organised for the period June-August 1990.

Finally, at its meeting on 17 May the council of the WA College established a
subcommittee to investigate student concerns and to identify some solutions
to the problems being expressed.

(4) The planned profile for the Claremont campus includes -

(i) Further significant development of the ELICOS program which is
currently based at Claremont campus.

(ii) A centre for professional development programs.

Selective research development and consultancy services to
complement the professional development program. Some of these
activities are already at the Claremont campus.

(iv) The college's community programs.

(v) The Museum of Childhood,

(vi) The college's extension s.!rvice which provides external tuition for
approximately 2 000 students.

In addition several other college activities, including the Alumni Association,
may be housed at Claremont campus.

POLICE - CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION BRANCH
Letter Writing Improvements

637. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister representing the Minister for Police:

(1) In view of the Parliamnentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations'
commffents in his 30 June 1989 report that he had difficulty with the standard
of letters written by the police internal investigation branch to complainants,
has the Minister approached the Commissioner of Police to improve the letter
writing capacity of officers in that branch?

(2) If so, what was the result of his approach?
(3) If not, why not?
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Mr TAYLOR replied.

(1) No.

(2) Not applicable.
(3) The Commissioner of Police has access to the Parliamentary Commuissioner

for Administrative Investigations' report and is well able to take any action
which he considers appropriate.

ELECTIONS - VOTE IRREGULA.RITES
Federal Electoral Commissioner's Survey

638. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform:
(1) Is the Minister aware of the contents of the article in The West Australian

newspaper on 4 February 1990. which was headed " 100,000 votes ini Western
Australia at Risk" and referred to the Commonwealth Electoral
Commissioner's survey?

(2) Would the Minister disclose that at the end of the survey -

(a) how many electors were found to be entitled but not enrolled in any of
the State electoral districts;

(b) how many electors were enrolled in other districts than they should
have been, based on their domiciliary qualifications;

(c) which were the districts most affected by these irregularities?

Dr GALLOP replied:

(1) 1 am aware of the article which appeared in the Sunday Times on 4 February
1990 and not The West Australian.

(2) (a)-(b)
At the completion of the Australian Electoral Commission's habitation
review conducted between July and December 1989, the following
statistics emerged for the 14 Commonwealth divisions -

Commonwealth Eligible Persons No Claim Cards
Division to be Longer Resident Collected at

Enrolled at the the Door of
Address to be the Residence
Removed from the
Roll

Brand 8 187 5609 5051
Canining 9284 6496 4011
Cowan 8992 5536 6127
Curtin 7394 7737 3453
Forrest 6917 5733 2533
Fremantle 8 163 6 183 5051
Kalgoorlie 8 445 7 627 3 756
Moore 7 905 5686 4530
O'Connor 6581 5706 3078
Pearce 5 925 4759 3 467
Perth 8219 7017 6343
Stirling 71237 6032 4 593
Swan 7212 6861 3585
Tarigney 6951 5666 4106
Total 107412 86648 59684

The Australian Electoral Commission is unable to produce the statistics specific
to State electoral districts but some indication of the spread can be gauged from
the following table which shows how the Commonwealth divisions are made
up by Sate districts -
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State Electoral Districts
Commonwealth Division

Part Included Whole Included

Brand

Canning

Cowan

Murray
Rockinghamn
Mandurah

Armadale

Kingsley

Collie
Peel
Wellington
Mitchell

Roleyscorie
Kenwick
Jandakot
Thornlie

Balcatta
Dianella
Maranigaro
Morley
Nollarnara
Swan Hills

Floreat
Glendalough
Perth
Cottesloc

Collie
Wellington
Stirling
Mitchell

Peel
Melville
Jandakot
Cockburn
Contesioe

Roe
Merredin
Northern Rivers

Balcarta
Scarborough

Merredin
Roe
Stirling
Collie
Avon
Northern Rivers

Avon
Swan Hills
Helena
Roleystone

Perth
Belmont
Helena
Swan Hills
Dianella
Morley
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Nedlands

Bunbury
Albany
Warren
Vasse

Fremantle

Ashburton
Pilbara
Eyre
Kalgoorlie
Kimnberley

Wanineroo
Whitford
Marm-ion

Moore
Greenough
Wagin
Geraldcon

Darling Range

Maylands

Curtin

Forrest

Fremantle

Kalgoorlie

Moore

O'Connor

Pearce

Perth
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Stirling Floreat
Glendalough
Diaiella
Nollaniara
Balcatta
Marangaroo
Scarborough

Swan Kenwick South Perth
Belmont Victoria Park

Tangricy Jandakot Applecross
Melville Riverton
Cockburn
Thomlie

(2) (c) The Commonwealth divisions most affected by the findings from the
habitation review were Brand, Canning, Cowan, Fremantle, Kalgoorlie
and Perth. The corresponding districts are shown in (a) and (b) above.

PARUIAMENTARY BEHAVIOUR - CODE ESTABLISHMENT
Parliamentary and Electoral Reform Policy - Open and Responsible Parliament

639. Mir MENSAROS to the Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform:

(1) What is the result of the work by the Government - stated in the Minister's
media release dated 2 February 1989 - towards establishing a code of
parliamentary behaviour?

(2) Could the Minister please describe how the main theme of the Government's
policy on parliamentary and electoral reform to create a more open and
responsible Parliament has been implemented?

Dr GALLOP replied:

(1) A code of parliamentary behaviour is discussed in the report of the
parliamentary standards committee which is referred to in the reply to point
(2).

(2) The main theme of the Government's policy on parliamentary and electoral
reform is to create a more open and responsible Parliament and the progress
towards implementing Government policy in this area is as follows -

The Members of Parliament (Financial Interests) Bill has been
introduced to require all members of Parliament to disclose their
financial interests.
In view of the history of opposition to and rejection of previous
proposals that M~s be required to disclose their financial interests, the
Government has acted independently, A requirement has been
adopted that Ministers shall disclose their financial interests to the
Premier and the Auditor General in accordance with guidelines similar
to those proposed in the Members of Parliament (Financial Interests)
Bill.

Wednesday, 2 May 1990, in a statement to the Legislative Assembly,
the Premier outlined her response to the report she tabled of the
parliamentary standards comnmittee. Further action to implement the
report will follow the decisions made by members when the matter is
dealt with in due course.

Legislation proposing that political parties and candidates be required
to disclose their donations and expenditure is in preparation.

To deal with the all too frequent situation when the two Houses of
Parliament cannot agree with one another the Government has
introduced the Acts Amendment (Resolution of Parliamentary
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Disagreements) Bill 1990. This Bill would create a Parliament more
responsible to the people because disagreements over 99 per cent of
Bills could be resolved by taking the issue directly to the people at a
special election of both Houses. For the essential three Supply Bills
each year that allow the Government to pay for the ordinary services
provided to the people it is proposed that the Governor may give
assent, if after one month the Legislative Council has failed to pass
these B ills.

POLICE - MANDURAR
Community Policing Committee

642. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister representing the Minister for Police:

(1) Is the Minister aware of my efforts, in conjunction with members of the
Maridurab community, to set up a Mandurah comimunity policing committee
to provide a further extension to the community policing concept?

(2) Does the Minister support the Mandurab community policing comnmittees'
existence?

(3) Will the Minister support the Mandurah community policing commidttee's
efforts to provide an avenue to communicate issues of concern or suggestions
to the zone level or directly to zhe Police Force for action?

(4) Will Mandurah be guaranteed a full time community policing officer in
Mandurah?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) Yes, together with the efforts of many others including members of the Police
Force from the Office of Crime Prevention and Mr Keith Read, MLA.

Yes. I support all comimunity policing comrmittees and expect that such
commnittees work in cooperation with the police.

(4) 1 am advised by the Commuissioner of Police, a police officer is currently
carrying out flil time community policing duties in Mandurah.

FISHING - SOUTH WEST FISHERIES BUFFER ZONES
Stone, Mr Bob - Access Submission

643. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister for Fisheries:

(1) H-as the Minister's office received a submission from a local Mandurah
fisherman, Mr Bob Stone. regarding access to buffer zones in the south west
fisheries?

(2) If so, what date was the above submidssion received?

(3) (a) Has any response been sent to M~r Stone;

(b) if so, when;,

(c) if not, why not;

(d) if not, when will a response be sent?

Nr GORDON HILL replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) 28 September 1989.

(3) (a) An acknowledgment was sent by my office. This issue was referred to
the southern demersal gill net and demersal longline management
advisory commnittee as it raises a numbet of policy matters with
respect to the management of the fishery. Mr Stone has met with the
committee and was made aware of the considerations by the
commnittee.

(b)-(d)
A full response will be sent to Mr Stone shortly.
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WATER AUTHORITY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - CONSOLIDATED
REVENUE FUND

Country Water and Sewerage Charges Subsidy Removal
646. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Water Resources:

(L) Can the Minister confirm that the $20 million subsidy from the Consolidated
Revenue Fund that the Government intends to remove from the Water
Authority of Western Australia will remove the subsidy of country water and
sewerage charges?

(2) Will the removal of the subsidy result in an increase in country water charges
and, if so, what will be the extent of the increase?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1) There will no longer be a Consolidated Revenue Fund contribution. for
country or metropolitan services of the Water Authority.

(2) It is not intended that this reduction in CRF will adversely effect country
operations.

DRAINAGE DISTRICTS - REVENUE
647. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Water Resources:.

What level of revenue was obtained from each of Western Australia's country
drainage districts in the years -

(a) 1985-86;

(b) 1986-87;
(c) 1987-88;
(d) 1988-89;

(e) 1989-90;

(f) 1990-91 (projections)?
Mr BRIDGE replied:

Country Drainage Districts

1985-86 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 1989-90 1990-91
$ $ $ $ S $

I Estimate I
Aibany
distrct 65804 72038 77718 67710 74622 75577

South west
region 507541 556211 604099 534568 584714 642426
Mandurab
district 298368 377748 316 168 367722 381 160 389525
Total
Revenue 871713 [ 005 997 997985 970000 t 040 496 1 107528

TRANSPERTH -NEW FERRY CONSTRUCTION
Barrack Street-Fremantle Service

649. Mr COURT to the Minister for Transport:

(1) Will the Minister inform the House whether or not Transperth is having a new
commuter ferry boat constructed for use between Barrack Street and
Fre mantle?

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

Mrs B EGGS replied:

(L) Transperth does not have a ferry under construction.

(2) Not applicable.
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AIRPORTS - BROOME AIRPORT
New Airport Development

650. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Local Government:

(1) Has the site for the new Broomne airport been finalised?

(2) If yes, where is it and what is the area of land set aside for it?

(3) When is work on the new airport likely to commence?

(4) When is the project likely to be completed?

(5) Is there an agreement guaranteeing that it wil be an open airport?

(6) (a) Is the Minister aware of a claim made in The West Ausrralion on i
May 1990 that "Negotiations for State and Federal Government
approvals have been slow and protracted";

(b) if yes, which Government is to blame for the delays?

Mr GORDON H4ILL replied:

(1) No.

(2)-(5) .
See answer to (1).

(6) (a)-(b)
State Cabinet has approved "in principle" purchase and on-sale of the
Broome Airport by the Shire of Broome. Formal approval is
contingent upon final approval by the Commonwealth Goverrnent
and the finalisation of the necessary agreements by the Shire of
Broome to the satisfaction of the Minister for Local Government.

LEGAL AID COMMISSION - KIBERLEY LEGAL AID OFFICE
Personnel Cut-back

652. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Justice;
Referring to question 415 of 1990, can the Minister advise whether or not the
Legal Aid Commission is considering a cut-back in personnel at the
Kimberley legal aid office?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:

No.

BOOKMAKERS - TURNOVER TAX REVENUE
653. Mr CLARKO to the Minister for Racing and Gaming:

(1) What was the total amount collected by the bookmakers' turnover tax in
1988-89?

(2) What is the estimated total amount expected to be collected by the
bookmakers' turnover tax in 198 9-90?

(3) What is the estimated tota bookmakers' turnover tax in 1990-91 if the rate
becomes 2.25 percent?

(4) What is the difference in revenue expected in a full yea if the new rate is
introduced as compared to the existing rate of two percent on the first $100
000 and 2.5 percent above the annual turnover?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) $4 840 209 for the period 1 August 1988 to 31 July 1989. Fifty per cent of

this amount was retained by the clubs involved.

(2) $5 128 000 when the reduced rate of 2.25 per cent is made retrospective to
I August 1989, adjusted total turnover tax will be $4 597 096.

(3) $4.8 million.

(4) Government revenue will be reduced by $265 452 based on 1989-90 figures.
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"CAPITAL WORKS PROJECT SERVICES REVIEW" REPORT - PUBLIC REPORT
655. Mr CLARKO to the Minister for Works:

(1) Concerning the report "Capital Works Project Services Review" -

(a) is this report public;

(b) if not, why not;

(c) will the Minister release the report?

(2) As this matter is causing concern among staff members of the Building
Management Authority would the Minister agree to meet a property
constituted deputation to discuss the changes as proposed by the review?

Mrs BUCHANAN replied:

(I) (a) No.

(b) It is an internal management document recommending ways of
improving the BMA's capital work project services.

(c) No.

(2) No, consultation between management, employees and the CSA is continuing.

PAYROLL TAX - TERTIARY INSTITUTIONS
University of Western Australia, Murdoch University, Curtin University of Technology,

Western Australian College of Advanced Education
657. Mr AINSWORTH- to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:

With reference to answer to question 567 of 1990, would the Minister-

(a) please approach the University of Western Australia, Murdoch
University, Curtin University of Technology and the Western
Australian College of Advanced Education with a request to allow the
disclosure of the amounts which each institution paid in payroll tax for
the 1987-88 and 1988-89 financial years;

(b) following such agreement by each institution, provide the information
to this house?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(a)-(b)
As the member is seeking the information it is more appropriate for him to
approach the institution, outline his reasons for seeking the information and, if
possible, seek their concurrence to its release.

WATER AUTHORITY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - BORES
Private Sector Drillings

661. Mr TUB BY to the Minister for Water Resources:

Further to question 350 of 1990 -

(a) if no drilling is to be carried out in the private sector why did a letter
go out with "Information Bulletin No. 2" soliciting business;

(b) to which sector of the industry were these letters and the bulletin
directed?

(c) what was the cost of this exercise;

(d) has there been any response from the private sector to this campaign;

(e) is it the intention of the driling section to seek an expanded role in the
private sector?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(a)-(b)
Information Bulletin No 2 dated December 1988 was directed primarily
cowards the various regions and branches of the Water Authority to advise of
the services that the drilling section could provide.
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In addition, approximately 100 notices were sent to other Government
agencies and local authorities.

(c) Not known - but would have been for less than 100 bulletins, envelopes and
postage.

(d) No.

(e) No.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION - POWER GENERATORS' OUTPUT
664. M~r TUBBY to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:

(1) What is the total output of State Energy Comnmission of Western Australia
power generators at the present time?

(2) At any given rime what is the average rotal capacity of power generators
which are out of comnmission due to breakdown or for cyclic maintenance?

(3) What is the average peak power demand at the present time?

(4) What was the maximum peak power demnand during the last 12 months?

Mr CARR replied:

For SECWA's South West Interconnected grid -

(1) 2 275 Mw
An additional 210 Mw are currently being installed and will be
operational by December 1990.

(2) 1988-89 annual average approximately 440 Mw. This figure is based
on average plant availability of 79 per cent for 1989. Most planned
maintenance is arranged during spring and autumn when peak loads
are least, providing maximum plant availability during summer and
winter peaks.

1989-90 estimated annual average approximately 380 Mw. This
figure is based on expected average availability of 84 per cent. This
increase in plant availability has been achieved as a result of improved
maintenance techniques and work practices. This maintenance
improvement program will be ongoing.

Average Weekday Monthly
Peak Demand (Mw) Peak Demand (Mw)

February 1990 1517 1810*
March 1990 1467 1645
April 1990 1428 1470

* 1 2 month maximum

VOTING - ELECTRONIC VOTING SYSTEMS
665. Wi MENSAROS to the Speaker:

(1) Is the Speaker aware that the Senate of the Commonwealth of Australia
instructed its President, Senator Kerry Sibraa, to prepare a report on whether
electronic voting should be introduced in the Senate, including ascertaining -

(a) which Parliaments have adopted electronic voting systems;

(b) the reasons for the introduction of such systems;

(c) the arguments for and against introducing electronic voting?

(2) Is the Speaker prepared to study the President's report when submitted to the
Senate with a view to investigating the introduction of such system in the
Legislative Assembly?

The SPEAKER replied:

(1) Yes. The paper was presented to the Senate on 8 May 1990.
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(2) The paper is on the agenda of the Conference of Presiding Officers and Clerks
to be held in the Legislative Assembly Chamber here in June this year.
Discussions on that paper will assist in considering the value of electronic
voting for the Legislative Assembly in Western Australia.

IMMIGRATION - BUREAU OF IMMIGRATION RESEARCH
Federal Establishment

668. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Multicultural and Ethnic Affairs:

(1) Is the Minister aware of the establishment by the Commonwealth Government
of the Bureau of Immigration Research?

(2) In view of the influence this bureau will have on the Commonwealth
Government's immigration policy, will the Minister have input into the
research work of the bureau with the aim of benefiting the State's interest in
the Commonwealth's immigration policy?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(I) Yes.
(2) The Government, through the Minister and the Multicultural and Ethnic

Affairs Commission, has established close liaison with the bureau. There is
therefore considerable input into the work of the bureau.

TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS - PEDESTRIALNS
St George's Terrace-Milligan Street Intersection

669. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Transport:

Averting to the reply to question 417 of 1990, would the Minister please state
the number of -

(a) fatal;

(b) non-fatal;
accidents suffered by pedestrians during 1988 and 1989 at the intersection of
St George's Terrace and Mulligan Street?

Mrs BEGGS replied:

(a) None.

(b) One in 1988.
None in 1989.

GAS FLARING - OIL AN]) CONDENSATE SEPARATION
673. Mr COURT to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:

(1) Which oil and gas fields currently in productionf flare their gas after oil and
condensate is separated?

(2) What are the current levels of gas being flared?

WATER RESOURCES - KIMBERLEY PIPELINE
Sydney Engineering Consultant

677. Mr MacKEINNON to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Why was the feasibility and economic appraisal of the Kimberley pipeline, as
proposed by the Minister, prepared by a Sydney based engineering
consultant?

(2) Were any Western Australian consultants approached with a request that they
complete the work?

(3) If not, why not?
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HOSPITALS - HOSPITAL LAUNDRY AND LINEN SERVICE
Sinking Washer System

678. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Health:
(1) Is the continuous sinking washer system used by the Hospital Laundry and

Linen Service being upgraded?
(2) If yes, has the old system been offered for sale on the open market?

(3) If not, why not?
HOMES WEST - GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES HOUSING AUTHORITY

Newman Housing
679. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Housing:

(1) What current Government housing is located in Newman?
(2) What plans, if any, does the Government Employees Housing Authority or

Homeswest have to build or acquire housing in the town in the immediate
future?

ABORIGINES - NEWMAN
Housing Problems

680. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:
(1) Is the Minister aware of the difficulties being experienced in Newman with

the itinerant Aboriginal population who have no housing facilities in the
town?

(2) If the Minister is aware, what is the Government planning to do about this
problem?

(3) When are those plans likely to be implemented?
GAS FLARING - OIL AND CONDENSATE SEPARATION

673. Mr COURT to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:
(1) Which oil and gas fields currently in production flare their gas after oil and

condensate is separated?
(2) What are the current levels of gas being flared?
Mr CARR replied:

(1) At April 1990 the following fields were flaring gas -

North Rankin
Barrow Island
Harriet
North Herald
South Pepper
Chervil
Saladin
Talisman.

(2) Total gas flared in April 1990 was 48.2 million cubic metres - approximately
1 780 terrajoules - made up of the following -

Percentage of
total flared gas

North Rankin 13.7
Barrow Island 10.9
Harriet 12.1
North Herald 2.7
South Pepper 19.3
Chervil 8.2
Saladin 32.8
Talisman 0.3
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WATER RESOURCES - KIMB13ERLEY PIPELINE
Sydney Engineering Consultant

677. Mr MacKIN NON to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Why was the feasibility and economic appraisal of the Kimnberley pipeline, as
proposed by the Minister, prepared by a Sydney based engineering
consultant?

(2) Were any Western Australian consultants approached with a request that they
complete the work?

(3) f not, why not?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1) The Infrastructure Development Corporation - Chairman, Mr George Polites
AC, CMG, MBE - is specifically established to look at large scale
infrastructure development in Australia and overseas. It has had unique
experience in the same including the Mereenie to Alice Springs oil pipeline,
and the Sydney Harbour tunnel project.

(2) As pant of the consultancy, IDC engaged expert technical advice, through the
Perth office of Wfiims Bros - CMPS Engineers. WB-CMPS is Australia's
most experienced pipeline designer/engineer/project manager. The last major
project of WB-CMPS was the 1600 kilometre Alice Springs to Darwin gas
pipeline.

(3) Not applicable.

HOSPITALS - HOSPITAL LAUNDRY AND LINEN SERVICE
Continuous Senking Washer System

678. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Health:

(1) Is the continuous Senking washing system used by the Hospital Laundry and
Linen Service being upgraded?

(2) If yes, has the old system been offered for sale on the open market?

(3) If not, why not?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) No.

(3) The Senking washing system has not been offered for sale as the service has
retained a second Senking washing system. All vital components were
removed from the discarded washing system, including complete sections, to
provide cost effective future spare parts and thus enable the retained washing
system to be maintained at minimal cost in the future; that is, no major
component replacements, no costly production downtime while awaiting
spare parts from West Germany, and no service disruptions to customers.

HOMESWEST - GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES HOUSING AUTHORITY
Newman Housing

679. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Housing:

(1) What current Government housing is located in Newman?

(2) What plans, if any, does the Government Employees Housing Authority or
Homeswest have to build or acquire housing in the town in the immediate
future?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:

(1) Homeswest stock - 31 rental units. CERIA stock - 59 units owned and a
further five units are currently leased in Newman.

(2) Homeswest's 1990-91 building program has not been determined at this stage
apart from 3 x 3 bedroom family units and 3 x 1 bedroom pensioner units for
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Aboriginal families programmed in 1990-91 by the Aboriginal Housing
Board. GEH-A is presently building one house in Newman and another 12
have been requested by departments for 1990-9 1. Resources to provide these
houses will not be known until the Budget is announced.

ABORIGINES - NEWMAN
Housing Problems

680. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:.

(1) Is the Minister aware of the difficulties being experienced in Newman with
the itinerant Aboriginal population who have no housing facilities in the
town?

(2) If the Minister is aware, what is the Government planning to do about this
problem?

(3) When are those plans likely to be implemented?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(l)-(2)

Yes.
(3) The Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority has purchased 18 Ela shelters to

ensure that temporary accommodation is available immediately. In
conjunction with the Department for Community Services the AAPA has held
discussions with the Newman Mining Company and the shire to identify a
suitable camping area. Ablution facilities will be provided once the site has
been identified. Negotiations are also taking place between AAPA and the
shire to establish a hostel which will provide interim accommodation for the
fringe dwellers until more permanent arrangements for housing and pensioner
units are considered as part of the Government's Budget strategy for the
1990-91 financial year.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

WA INC - BUILDING OWNERS AND MANAGERS ASSOCIATION
Premier's Address

90. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:

(1) Will the Premier confirmn that she recently told a Budlding Owners and
Managers Association of Australia Ltd lunch, as was reported on page 58 of
The West Australian newspaper of Wednesday, 23 May 1990, that -

(a) "The State Government made no apologies for past unsuccessful
business endleavours";

(b) "The Premier said she did not believe there was such an entity as
WA Inc, only that "several Government agencies had become involved
in a number of financial losses -

That is the understatement of the century. The article continued -

which are being repaid at $50 ilflion for five years'?

(2) Does this mean that she rejects the definition of WA Inc outlined by the
Auditor General in his First Report of 1990 when he says in referring to
WA Inc that 'Generally, the issues may be said to be those which have
impacted on the financial well-being of the State and which have a nexus with
'big business'."?

(3) Do these comments also mean that she feels no remorse whatsoever for the
hundreds of millions of taxpayers' dollars which have "gone west" and the
hardships which the people of Western Australia are suffering right now,
particularly hospital patients in Bunbury, Cieraldton and elsewhere, as a result
of those losses?
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(4) If not, what did she mean by these extraordinary statements?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

I was interested in that report of the address that I gave to the Building
Owners and Managers Association. It appeared a couple of days after the
event and, with due respect to the young journalist involved, it was a very
curious mistranslation of what I said. At no stage did I say the State
Government made no apologies for those losses. The State Government has
on many occasions indicated that it regrets chose losses. It has taken action,
and the former leader and deputy leader have taken action, which very clearly
indicates that it has taken responsibility for those losses. SO, far from
suggesting, as that article appeared to, that I was standing before a
businessmen's luncheon -

Mr Lewis: A business persons' luncheon.

Dr LAWRENCE: They were almost all businessmen.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Dr LAWRENCE: No, unfortunately they were principally businessmen. I did not
stand there and say that the State made no apology. What I did say to the
young journalist, in response to a question of hers, was that I rejected the
definition of WA Inc or the existence of such an entity. I referred to the fact
that certain events are described in the popular Press and by the Opposition in
that way. It is not a definition I have ever accepted, whether it comes from
the Auditor General or the young journalist who reported that story. So, far
from this Government's not indicating any sense of remorse or regret about
those losses, we have very clearly indicated by our actions that we do.

However, from my point of view the critical thing for this State is to get on
wit the business of' Government. The Leader of the Opposition talks about
losses to the business community. The actions he proposes - that he
threatens - in blocking Supply would be more destabilising and destructive
than any mistake§ this Governiment could have made, and that is the
responsibility that lies on his head.

Government members: Hear, hear!

SUPPLY - BLOCKADE
Attorney General's Support

91. Dr ALEXANDER to the Premier:

I refer to allegations made earlier this afternoon by the Leader of the
Opposition, when he suggested that the Attorney General supported the
blocking of Supply when he was a member of the Federal Parliament in L969.
(1) Has the Premier had an opportunity to clarify this situation with the

Attorney General?

(2) If so, what is the true position?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

I thank the member for the question. What I said by way of interjection about
the blocking of Supply was that it is, was, and always will be unprincipled. I
will make that description -

Mr& Clarko: What absolute rubbish! It is a rule. It is in the Constitution. They have
that power under the Constitution.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! Let us see if we can get through question time with a
maximum number of questions and a minimum number of interjections.
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Dr LAWRENCE: Thank you, Mr Speaker. As I was saying, I will make that
description of any party or any individual who does that, whether we are
talking about the last century or the last decade. However, I should point out
to members opposite that the Attorney General was not even elected to the
Senate until the end of October [969, and accordingly he had no opportunity
and did not vote against the Supply legislation in that year.

Mr Clarko: He was not in the Senate.

Several members interjected.

Dr LAWRENCE: It was the date the Leader of the Opposition talked about in his
statement. The proposal was raised in 1970.

Mr Court: You must have got the wrong page.

Dr LAWRENCE: I am referring to the Opposition's wrong date.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr Kierath interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! The Premier should resume her seat for a moment. I
hesitate to pick on the member for Riverton because he is not normally like
this, but I just want to indicate to him and to other members that it is entirely
inappropriate when I have called order and everyone else has come to order
that he chooses the time of that silence to make his interjection. It is
inappropriate.

Dr Gallop: He is like one of those blowflies.
The SPEAKER: Order! The same thing applies to the Minister for Education.

Dr LAWRENCE: I was trying to make the point, and perhaps I was making it
inadequately, that the statement made by the Leader of the Opposition was
that Mr Berinson was in the Senate in 1969. I was simpiy pointing out that
neither of those things was true. The proposal was raised in 1970 and
Mr Berinson did not support the proposal in the House of Representatives,
made no statement about it, and did not vote on it; so how the Leader of the
Opposition reaches the conclusion that Mr Berinson is one of the members of
the party I described as unprincipled I cannot imagine. In that year Labor
senators voted against the Budget in the knowledge that they did not have the
numbers -

Mr Macinnon: Didn't have the numbers!

Mr Hassell: And that was principled!

Dr LAWRENCE: No.

Several Opposition members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Wr Lewis: When is the coup coming?

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr Hassell: This is a psychologists' conference - be quiet, everyone!

The SPEAKER: Order!

Dr LAWRENCE: It is not a psychologists' conference, but perhaps a waiting room.
For the record, I regard it as unprincipled whether they had the numbers or
not. The point is that the members in this House attempted the same thing
knowing they did not have the numbers. However, when it is a real action the
issue becomes a serious one. That is what we need to address. Mr Berinson,
in any case, has informed me that at the time he opposed any suggestion of
opposing appropriation legislation. I accept his word. However, I underline
the point again that the action proposed by members opposite is unprincipled,
and that whoever has proposed it at whatever time can be accused of the same
lack of principle. I do not apologise for that.
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WA INC - ROYAL COMMISSION
92. Mr COWAN to the Premier:

(1) With reference to the claim that the Premier has not ruled out a Royal
Commission into the failure of the Western Australian Government's business
dealings, is the Premier prepared to acknowledge that a Royal Commission
could be established?

(2) If so, is the Premier prepared to enter negotiations with interested pantics to
define suitable terms of reference for a Royal Commission?

(3) When will such a Royal Commission be called?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1)-(3)
1 note with some interest that the Leader of the National Party has been
putting out peace feelers or peace plans in the last 24 hours.

Mr Kierath: An olive branch.

Dr LAWRENCE: An olive branch; I am pleased at the image.

Mr Cowan: Rubbish! That is not true.

Dr LAWRENCE: I have indicated on many occasions that I have not ruled out a
Royal Commission or an appropriate inquiry. Certainly a Royal Commission
could be established and as members know it can be established by one of two
means, either by a decision of the Executive or an Act of Parliament.

Mr Lewis: Or by the Governor!

Several members interjected.

Dr LAWRENCE: That is true.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Dr LAWRENCE: It has always been a reasonable proposition that serious mailers -

whether legislation, suggestions of this kind, or any other mailer, as has
occurred many times in this place - could be the subject of bipartisan or even
tripartisan, if that is a word, support and discussion. Clearly, members
opposite cannot resist the temptation to threaten. The Leader of the
Oposition came out very clearly early on Sunday morning and made
statements.

Several members interjected.

Dr LAWRENCE: The results did not let him sleep.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Dr LAWRENCE: He had a very sleepless night. The Leader of the Opposition put
into very clear terms what the Opposition has been threatening for some time,
but now unequivocally threatens. The Leader of the National Party has been
threatening for some time. There has been no question of discussion,
examination or proper procedure but, 'You will do what we say as we say it."
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition, in this House during the week before
last, said the only form of inquiry that the Opposition would accept is the one
written into its Bill; furthermore, that statement was underlined by his leader
in a subsequent speech. The position of the Opposition has been made very
clear. I challenged the Opposition today whether it accepted the statements of
the Leader of the National Party appearing to soften that position, and the
reply was that the position of the Opposition had not changed. Has the
position changed or not?

Several members interjected.

Dr LAWRENCE: The critical question for the people of Western Australia is that of
Supply.
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The SPEAKER: Order! Question time is becoming a complete farce. Unless we can
get to the end of this answer with some reasonable degree of decorum, at the
end of the answer I shall imnmediately call the member for Cottesloc. The
choice is his. The opportunity to ask questions should be given to as many
members as possible. [ do not want to stop that opportunity, but members are
bringing this about themselves. There is no point in our continuing with
question time if it continues in this manner.

Dr LAWRENCE: Members opposite, when in doubt, shout. A characteristic of their
argument is that they will raise their voices until no-one else can be heard;
indeed, they cannot be heard because the content of the interjections is rarely
worth recording in Mansard.

The important point for the people of Western Australia is that the Opposition
has taken the unprecedented step in the public arena of threatening the
Government. One would think they would threaten any Government, but they
threaten this Government with cutting off funds to supply the services of
Western Australia. There is no other way of dressing up what the Opposition
proposes. It is unprincipled; it is not wanted by the people of Western
Australia; and it is rejected utterly by the Government.

PORT KENNEDY PROJECT - FLEURIS PTY LTD

93. Mr P.J SM1TH to the Deputy Premier:

(I) Is the Minister aware of the great concern expressed by the principals of
Fleuris Pry Ltd in relation to the comments made by Opposition members
regarding the Port Kennedy development?

(2) If yes to (1), could he please comment on those concerns?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(l)-(2)
1 am aware of the concerns expressed by Fleuris Pry Ltd, I have listened to
the Leader of the Opposition for the last five minutes chanting, "We want the
truth." The truth is furthermost from the mind of the member for Contesloe on
issue after issue before this House. For years the member for Cottesloe has
used this place as a coward's castle to attack individuals, whether members of
Parliament, the judiciary. or ordinary individuals in our society. Those
individuals do not have an opportunity to reply. I was very pleased that at
least the Sunday Times gave the principals of Fleuris Pty Ltd the opportunity
to reply to the outrageous allegations made by the member for Cortesloe under
the privilege of this House. In a letter to me, Fleuris stated the folowing -

Fleuris has been given a copy of his statement -

That is. the statement by the member for Cottesloe -

-and we, as directors, are disgusted by the lies and falsehoods
contained therein.

And further on -

However we do object most strongly to having lies told about our
company from the safety of Parliament, especially when we have
taken the time to brief the Opposition on several occasions...

In relation to those briefings, first of all in 1986, Hon Phillip Pendal. MLC,
sent a letter to all members of the shadow Ministry as follows -

In recent days I have received a briefing on a multi milion dollar
recreation, resort project being planned for the Port Kennedy area
(near the Secret Harbour south of Rockinghami) which has been
initiated by a local company Fleuris Pry Ltd whose principals are
Mr Carry Sheehan and Mr Richard Lukin. The project is currently
before the State Planning Commission along with others and a final
decision can be expected shortly.
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Messrs Sheehan and Lukin extended the briefing to me as a matter of
courtesy and in the event that they are the successful venturers I would
hope to arrange a wider briefing to include all or any members of the
Pari amentary Liberal Party. It is a project which has many innovative
features and one which will have a very significant economic impact
on the State.

When Fleuris were the successful venturers, Hon Phillip Pendal sent a
telegram addressed to Mr Garry Sheehan, Fleuris Pty Ltd, stating -

Absolutely delighted to hear the good news. Congratulations on a fine
concept. Will contact you later re briefing for my colleagues. Regards
Phillip Pendal MLC Shadow Minister for Tourism.

A letter was also sent to Richard Court, in answer to which Richard Court
apologised for the comments made by, I think, Mr Bob Douglas, the Liberal
candidate for the seat of Rockingham. He apologised for various matters
which Mr Douglas had taken up. That correspondence occurred in 1988. In
January 1990. the Leader of the Opposition wrote to Mr Garry Sheehan in the
following terms -

I would like to thank you for taking the time to call to meet me
recently to discuss the question of the proposed Port Kennedy
development. I appreciate the opportunity to have such a frank and
open discussion. Be assured that if I have any further questions to
raise with you with respect to this matter I will again be in contact
with you.

Mr Speaker, once again the member for Cottesloe and his little mate alongside
went along with this issue and no effort whatsoever was made to contact the
principals of Fleuris Pty Ltd. Both members, particularly the member for
Cottesloe, have been offered a briefing on the issue. Once again the member
for Conesloe stood up and tried to take the opportunity prior to rwo
by-elections to smnear people in the community who have no opportunity to
answer. It is gutless of the member for Cortesloe. If he had the courage he
would have been to see the people involved first. He would have said to
them, "I want to raise these issues in Parliament. What do you have to say
before I raise those issues?" The member for Cottesice did not have the
courage to face the people in relation to these issues.

Several members interjected.

Mr Hassell: You are a liar and you know it!

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr TAYLOR: You have no courage!

Withdrawal of Remarks

The SPEAKER: Order! Firstly, that is the end of queition time; secondly. I ask the
member for Cottesloe to apologise for using that unparliamentary term.

Mr HASSELL: I withdraw the statement. I suggest that you, Mr Speaker. let the
Deputy Premier call me some objectionable names with no request for a
withdrawal, which I note.

The SPEAKER: Order! When a member is requested to withdraw something, he
normally does so in an unconditional manner or he incurs some further
penalty. I wonder whether the member would like to avail himself of the
opportunity to do so.

Mr HASSELL: I withdraw. There must be equal rules in this House for both sides -

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr HASSELL: - and that is not what I received ftom you, Mr Speaker, in relation to
the Minister.
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The SPEAKER: The member is trying my patience sorely. The member indicated
that I am not being impartial in the way I am conducting matters from this
Chair. I can tell the member that I anm and that I abject quite strongly to the
member's reflections on the Chair. I believe that the member should
apologise for that and call it a day.

Mr HASSELL: I apologise for any reflection on your dealings with the House,
Mr Speaker.

Mr TAYLOR: If there is any matter or word to which the member for Cortesloe
objects in my description of him, I withdraw those words, even though I do
not know what they are.


