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Tuesday, 14 June 1994

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

PETITION - INTEGRATED STEEL MILL AND POWER STATION,
EAST ROCKINGHAM INDUSTRIAL PARK SITE

MR M. BARNETT (Rockinghamn) [2.03 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We. the undersigned residents of Rockingham, in support of Rockingham City
Council, do not accept the siting of the proposed Integrated Steel Mill and Power
Station in the East Roclcingharn Industrial Park (1P14) on the grounds of health
risk, noise, visual and atmospheric pollution, in such close proximity to existing
major residential areas.
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 5 307 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
This represents only the first part of this petition. These signatures were collected within
three weeks and we needed to present the petition to the Parliament before it rose at the
end of this week.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 41 .]

PETITION - LOGGING, HESTER STATE FOREST
MR OMODEI (Warren - Minister for Local Government) 12.04 pm)]: I present the
following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We the undersigned;,
1. Consider the Department of Conservation and Land Management's current
logging proposals for the Hester State Forest are an unacceptable risk to the long
term economy and quality of life of the Bridgetown-Greenbushes Shire
Community.
2. Call upon the Department of Conservation and Land Management to hold a
public workshop open to all of the Bridgetown-Greenbushes Shire Community, to
establish and address all of the issues and impacts of logging of the Hester State
Forest upon this community.
3. Call upon the Department of Conservation and Land Management to manage
the Hester State Forest in accordance with the wishes of the Bridgetown-
Greenbushes Shire Community.
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 650 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 42.]



PETITION - URBAN BUSHLAND, KELMSCOrF, PRESERVATION
MRS HALLAHAN (Armadale - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.05 pm]: 1
present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned urgently seek to protect and preserve the unique remnant of
urban banksia. bushland from development at Kelrnscorr. We therefore request
funding assistance as a matter of high priority, from the State Government, to
purchase the land located at the junction of Cammillo Road, Railway Avenue and
Bray Street, Kelmscox: in the City of Armadale (Lots 1, 2 and 3 Carumillo Road
and Lots 4, 5 and 6 Bray Street) in line with the draft Urban Bushland Strategy.
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 64 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 43.]

PETITION - POLICE, ARMADALE REGION, ADDITIONAL ALLOCATION
MRS HALLAHAN (Armadale - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.06 pm]: I
present the following petition -

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

The petition bears 60 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 44.]

PETITION - WATER RATES, FIXED SERVICE CHARGE DELETION
MRS HALLAHAN (Armadale - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.07 pmj: I
present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned people of Western Australia request that the Minister for
Water Resources delete the fixed service charge on water rates now that the
150 kilolitre free allowance has been cancelled.
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 189 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.
JSee petition No 45.]
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PETITION - GAMING, POKER MACHINES IN CLUBS AND HOTELS,
ALLOWANCE

MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [2.08 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable cte Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned, respectfully request the West Australian Government to
change Legislation to allow the introduction of gaming/poker machines into clubs
and hotels in the State of Western Australia.
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 5 403 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 46.]

PETITION - YORK-BEVERLEY TURF CLUB, RACING RESUMPTION
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) 12.09 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We the undersigned do urgently request that racing resumes at York-Beverley
Turf Club as soon as possible.
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 1 204 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
This petition is a response from the community to the closure of the race club which it
was said they did not care about.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 47.]

PETITION - CHAPMAN VALLEY RESEARCH STATION
MR MINSON (Greenough - Minister for the Environment) [2.10 pml: I present the
following petition for 127 citizens -

To: The Honourable the Premier and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
There is a proposal to close down and sell the Chapman Valley research station.
We the undersigned therefore respectfully request the Parliament of Western
Australia to ensure that the said research station continue to operate under the
control of the Department of Agriculture and fully utilise the facility for research.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

With a slight problem at the beginning of the petition where it is addressed to the Premier
rather than the Speaker, the petition conforms to the standing orders of the Legislative
Assembly.
The SPEAKER: Order! The petition is addressed to the Honourable the Premier and
members of the Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled. Although it excludes
me, its aim is to be presented to this House.
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Dr Gallop: You are a member of the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: The petition excludes me in a formal way. However, latitude has been
given in the past to the presentation of petitions and I direct that this petition be brought
to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 5 1.1

PETITION - SCHOOL BUS FARES, PORT HEDLAND
MR GRAHAM (Pilbara) [2.12 pmJ: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned petitioners request the Western Australian Government to
cancel the proposed introduction of bus fares for children attending school in the
Port Hedland area until the appropriate level of community facilities are in place.
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 896 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 48.1

PETITION - BUS AND TRAIN FARES, INCREASE
MR CATANIA (Balcatta) [2.13 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We. the undersigned people of Western Australia wish to convey objection to any
proposed increase in bus and train fares.
We believe that at a time when the State Government is reaping the benefits of
the economic upsurge any further increase in public transport costs is totally
unwarranted.
Additionally, we believe that on environmental and social equity grounds the
Government should be doing all within its power to increase patronage of the
public transport system and that increasing fares will not achieve this.
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 50 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 49.]

PETI[TION - POLICE AIR WING EXPANSION; HIGH SPEED CHASES,
PENALTY

MR CATANIA (Balcatta) [2.14 pm]: Mr Peter Blurton of the Margaret and Shane
Foundation has presented me with a large petition. It is a crime prevention petition and it
is couched in the following terms -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We the undersigned being concerned citizens of Western Australia, on behalf of
the innocent victims of crime, call on you, my parliamentary representative to
support the funding initiatives proposed herein:
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1. The Police Air Wing be expanded to provide 24 hour helicopter coverage
of the metropolitan area of Perth.

2. The Police Air Wing helicopters be centrally located in Perth.
3. The increased coverage of the air wing be funded by a specific increase in

all fines for traffic offences in the sum of $5.00 (five dollars). Such
revenue to be specifically allocated to the Police Air Wing and be separate
and additional to the Police Budget.

4. And in addition to the initiatives the penalty for person involved either as
a driver or passenger in a vehicle pursued by Police in a high speed chase
be a specific mninimumn term of imprisonment without parole.

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 5 500 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of
die Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 50.1

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR RESOURCES
DEVELOPMENT

Pilbara Energy Project Agreement Act, Variation Agreemet Tabling
MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Minister for Resources Development) [2.20 pm]:
As members may recall the Pilbara Energy Project Agreement Act, which received Royal
assent on 15 April 1994, provided for -

(i) the establishment of at least a 100 megawatt gas fired power station at Pant
Hedland;

(ii) the construction of a 215 kilometre buried gas pipeline, 355 millimetres in
diameter, from the Karratha region to the Pant Hedland power station;

(iii) the establishment of a 220 kilovolt tranismission line between Port Hedland and
Newman or a gas fired power station of at least 70 MW and a gas pipeline linking
the Newman power station to the proposed Damipier to Kalgoorlie pipeline; and

(iv) the provision of transmission facilities from the power station to Broken Hill
Proprietary Ltd's iron ore operations under various agreement Acts.

Following a request from the company I now wish to table a variation agreement which
provides for the following -

(1) The early construction of the gas pipeline and the Pant Hedland power station.
Construction will now not be delayed while BH-P awaits a final decision on the
gas to goldfields project.

(2) The cons truction of a larger pipeline. BHIP intends to increase the diameter of the
pipeline from 355 mmn to 457 mmn or from 14 to 18 inches.

(3) The option of transmission lines from Newman to Marillana Creek - Yandi - and
Jimblebar iron ore projects as the original agreement only provided for a
tranismission line from Pant Hedland to Newman.

The decision by die company to take advantage of low incremental costs to expand the
size of die gas pipeline between Karratha and Port Hedland is significant. Favourable

conditions for the supply of pipe and an opportunity to install it while little other pipeline
construction is in progress means that the larger pipeline can be constructed and installed
for minimal additional costs. It will also have the advantage of additional free flow
capacity reducing initial compression requirements which will reduce operating costs.
The 457 mm pipe is the largest that can be routinely manufactured in Australia. All
except approximately 13 kmi of the pipe will be manufactured in Australia. The imported
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pipe will be a specially manufactured, thicker pipe for extra strength at the river
crossings. This pipe is not available in Australia.
Future use of the pipeline's capacity has been examined including options for further
processing of iron ore but no specific project has yet been adopted. However, the
provision of the larger pipeline and the lower operating costs will result in an important
addition to infrastructure for the Port Hedland area particularly as the Pilbara energy
project is expected to use only 10 per cent of the pipeline's capacity. The variation
agreement will enable the installation of the pipeline to commence in October 1994 with
completion in March 1995. The installation and commissioning of the power station will
commence in October 1994 and be completed by the end of May 1995. In practical
terms this means that the construction of the pipeline and the Port Hedland power station
will commence some six months earlier than anticipated and provide employment for
some 200 people ahead of the original schedule. In addition, a significant portion of
expenditure will be brought forward as the pipeline and Port Hedland power station
represent approximately 64 per cent or $192m of the total project investment of $300m.
I commend BHP on its decision for the early construction and expanded capacity of the
Pilbara energy project's gas pipeline as this project will make a major contribution to the
future development of the Pilbara.
[See paper No 113.]

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - ATTORNEY GENERAL
Uniform Credit Legislation

MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley - Attorney General) [2.23 pm]: Since 1987 all
Australian jurisdictions have been working on the development of new, simpler uniform
credit legislation. In 1984 some states, including Western Australia, enacted their
existing credit legislation which applies to contracts for personal borrowings under
$20 000. This legislation has been widely perceived as complex, difficult for consumers
to understand and burdensome to industry. The joint national development of new credit
legislation is reflected in a uniformity agreement between the states entered into in 1992.
By that agreement -

(i) Queensland will enact a new Credit Act in a form approved by all jurisdictions;
(ii) other jurisdictions will either -

(a) enact application of laws legislation which will have the effect of adopting
the Queensland Act; or

(b) pass alternative consistent legislation;
(iii) amendments to the Queensland legislation will not be possible unless the

Ministerial Council on Consumer Affairs by a majority vote authorises such
amendments; and

(iv) jurisdictions which enact alternative consistent legislation undertake that their
legislation will be consistent with the Queensland legislation at the outset,
although it need not be exactly coextensive-

Western Australia has chosen to enact alternative consistent legislation. The implications
of this are that the degree of regulation imposed by the Western Australian legislation
may be less than that imposed elsewhere, but where the alternative consistent legislation
regulates a matter it must do so in the same way as the uniform legislation. Two
concerns for Western Australia in choosing the path it has taken are -

(I) the uncertainty that purely national regulation will be sufficiently responsive to
local concerns; and

(ii) the very substantial caution evident in the reports of the Edwardes select
committee and the current Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and
Intergovernmental Agreements towards development of uniform legislation
schemes.
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Nationally, governments have set a timetable requiring initial enactment by Queensland,
with other states, including Western Australia, to follow within six months of the passage
of the Queensland legislation. It now appears that Queensland will require until 1
September 1994 to pass its Bill. Ocher states, including Western Australia, will then be
required to fallow by 1 March 1995.
Western Australian legislation has nor yet been prepared because of the delay in the
provision of a draft of the Bill to be presented in the other states. I have now received a
copy of the proposed Bill for introduction to Queensland, which I now table. This matter
will be referred to the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and
Intergovernmental Agreements. By this means it is intended to ensure that the legislation
receives full and proper consideration before the Parliament is called on to vote on new.
credit legislation for this State.
[See paper No 120.]

(Questions without notice taken.]

MATTER OF PUBLIC INTEREST - ATTORNEY GENERAL,
MALADMINISTRATION OF PORTFOLIO

THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko): I have received a letter from the member for Mitchell
seeking to debate as a matter of public interest the administration by the Attorney
General of her portfolio. If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it.
[At least five members rose in their places.]
The SPEAKER: In accordance with the sessional order, 30 minutes each will be
allocated to the Opposition and to the Government and three minutes to the Independent
member, should she seek the call, for the purpose of this debate.
MR DL SMITH (Mitchell) [3.00 pm]: I move -

That this House notes with alarm the scandalous situation in the court system and
in the Crown Solicitor's Office that has been brought about by the
maladministration of her portfolio by the Attorney General.

It is just 16 months since the Court Government was elected and the new Court Ministry
sworn in - which included the swearing in of the Attorney General. Without being
patronising, the Attorney General should have had a dream run with the media and her
portfolio. She was the first woman Attorney General. She could rightly claim that she
had struggled her way up by doing part-time study and eventually obtaining her
qualifications. She did a passing job in her role as shadow Attorney General. With that
background she should have rightly been portrayed by the media in quite glowing terms.
In addition, she indicated what would be her standards by promising that, as a conflict of
interest would arise when she became the Attorney General, her husband, Mr Colin
Edwardes, would have to be moved to another ministry or agency.
In addition, she was left with the Attorney General's portfolio in very good heart. Under
former Attorney General Joe Berinson the number of judges in the Supreme Court
increased from seven judges and one master to 15 judges and three masters. In the
District Court it increased from seven judges and two registrars to 16 judges and five
registrars. Approximately $33m. was spent on court accommodation and, through a
number of developments, plans were well in place to expand the court system in
particular. Some land was obtained back from the Government House precinct; the
Supreme Court had already been extended; and negotiations were under way to make the
area occupied by Council House part of the Supreme Court precinct. In addition, plans
were well in place to transfer the Magistrates' Courts to the old Taxation Office at
I St Georges Terrace. Alternatively, if the negotiations with the Commonwealth were
not successful in obtaining those areas, there was a proposition to provide additional
Supreme Court accommodation by moving those offices across the road from the District
Court - from memory, the corner of Hay and Irwin Streets. Space had also been made
available in the National Mutual building for three Supreme Courtrooms, and
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arrangements were made to takce over the accommodation left by the royal commission.
In that situation, especially as in January 1993 the previous Attorney General obtained
the approval of Treasury and the Premier of the day for a blitz to occur in the Supreme
Court in August -

Mrs Edwardes: When was that?
Mr D.L. SMITH: In January 1993; the previous Attorney General, not the present
Attorney General, ats she claimed, obtained approval for an August blitz to help
ameliorate the backlog of cases at the Supreme Court. With those proposals under way,
together with the other developments that occurred across what is now the Justice
Ministry, the Attorney should have had a dream run in being able to carry on with the
good work that had begun under the previous administration. But no; for some reason or
other the first thing she does is decide that there will be a Ministry of Justice which will
include the court administration section and the whole Crown Law Department. That
decision flew in the face of the McCarrey commission which recommended that court
administration be an independent body similar to the High Court and the Federal Court
and the courts in South Australia. It flew in the face of recommendations from the
judiciary. In all of the correspondence she received from most of the judiciary at the time
of the formation of the ministry they told her that court admninistration should not be part
of that new ministry. They also warned what the creation of that new ministry would do.
That decision also flew in the face of the advice of the Law Society and of the Opposition
at the time- The Attorney General took that action not only despite all that contrary
advice, but also without any real investigation of the consequences of what she was
doing. The only investigation that was ever done into that proposal was how to
implement a decision she had made in opposition. Of course she has never made that
report public; therefore, we do not know whether it recommended what she said it did.
Everyone who gave her advice at that time told her that the real problem with merging
the administration of the courts and Crown Law with Corrective Services was that
Corrective Services and the prison system would drive the whole Justice Ministry. That
was soon evidenced by the fact that she made it clear to Mr Don Doig, the former Under
Secretary for Law, that there was no place for him in the new administatiort She also
made the Director General of the new Justice Ministry the person who was formerly the
head of the Corrective Services Department, clearly indicating that the Corrective
Services Department would be the real source of control of the new Justice Ministry.
That is certainty how it has turned out.
When the Attorney General was first appointed and began the creation of the new
Ministry of Justice, all sorts of rumours were circulating concerning the motivation
driving her in relation to the creation of the Justice Ministry. Quite frankly, I did not
wish to give the worst of those rumours very much credence because I thought that they
were incredible. The worst of those was of course that she and her husband had worked
out a hit list of people who had offended her husband during his career in the Public
Service and that that hit list would be adversely affected by the creation of the new
Justice Ministry. The rumour at that time was that that hit list included his Honour Hal
Jackson, the then President of the Children's Court; Don Doig, the then Under Secretary
for Law; Mr Glen Coffey, and Mr Ross Monger. Other people were rumoured to be on
that list and I will add a few names during my speech, if I have time. As I said, when I
was first confronted with that rumour, I was not prepared to concede that it could
possibly be true; it could not be that, just because those four people in particular had sat
on the interview panel when her husband had applied for the executive assistant's
position in the Children's Court, anyone would set about developing a hit list to be got at
on behalf of the Attorney's husband. All I can say is that after 16 months of this
Attorney General in the position, I ans beginning to waver in my disbelief.
The conduct of the Attorney General, her lack of judgment, the destruction of careers and
the low morale of many people in her ministry adds a great deal of weight to my
believing that rumour. It is clear that the morale in the Ministry of Justice is so low that
people are either leaving, or wanting to leave, in droves. The Ministry of Justice and the
broader agencies for which she is responsible are leaking so badly to the Opposition and
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the media their concerns that even more volunteers are coming forward to give evidence
of her maladministration than are coming from Wanneroo to complain to
Mr Marlborough about Wanneroo Inc. All I can say is that in the Crown Law
Department there are simply dozens of people coming forward with information and
documentation that proves what the Attorney is doing. It is clear that in her personal
relations with people, including the judiciary, she cannot engender loyalty and trust; that
no matter how expert the advice she gets, she wants to second guess it with her own and
her husband's opinion; and chat she is prepared to be quite vindictive and judgmental
about whom she appoints and from where she takes her advice. As the Attorney General
will be await, there is one letter I want to deal with at length. I do not think that
members on her side have become fully awnr of the contents. It demonstrates that some
of the judiciary do not. nrst her word and do not believe she will support them in what
they are about.
Mr Prince: It must have fallen off the back of a truck.
Mr D.L. SMITH:, It has not fallen off the back of a truck. There has not been just one
letter from the Chief Judge but at least two, the second of which is dated 17 January
1994. For the benefit of members opposite I will come back to that. The Chief Justice
has written two letters in which he sought the appointment of an extra judge. The firs: of
those letters was not responded to until some four months after it was received. There
has been a letter to the ministry from the President of the Children's Court and there have
been letters from the Director of Public Prosecutions to the ministry. All of that small
group of letters centre on the question of court administration. Loads of people have
been prepared to offer assistance and advice to the Attorney about the delay in court
administration. The Chief Justice, through Mr Justice Pidgeon and his committee on
reducing delay, provided a report; the Law Society provided a report; Mr Rowe provided
a report; and, of course, there were previous reports which were available to the
Attorney.
It is being said about her that she will simply not take the advice given to her, that she
says one thing to the judges and something quite different to her own staff. The best
example of that is the letter dated 17 January 1994 to her from the Chief Judge of the
District Court. I will seek leave to table it. In that letter the judge says that he had a
meeting with her on 5 January 1994. He then sets out what he understood to be the
outcome of the meeting, which was that he should provide her with the particulars to
convince the Treasury of the need to appoint additional judges, and to have a blitz and
that Mr Will Rowe, the executive director of courts development and management,
would be asked to prepare particulars of the cost of the appointment of the
commissioners and provision of accommodation and staff for them, and the provision of
further resources through the Director of Public Prosecutions and the Director of Legal
Aid to cope with the increased demand for legal representation resulting from the blitz.
The Attorney General knows there were three matters the judge asked of her: One was
the appointment of two additional District Court judges; the second was the appointment
of a number of commissioners; and the third was for there to be a blitz similar to that
which was initiated and approved by the former Attorney General in January 1993 which
took place in August 1993 in the Supreme Court to try to get the backlog down. The
judge's clear understanding was that the Attorney General would support his application
to the Treasury; that she wanted him to do some of the work in gathering facts and
figures together, and that she would take them, get the assistance of Mr Rowe's work,
and then take the Chief Judge's and Mr Rowe's work to the Treasury to get the necessary
funds. What does the Chief Judge say about that meeting? He is really saying that that is
what she told him: The Attorney General, speaking to a judge of the District Court of
Western Australia, said she would get him to do that work, get Mr Rowe to assist, and
then go to the Treasury for the funds. The Chief Judge in the District Court, despite the
pressures that court is under, did his work and arranged to see Mr Rowe. He says that on
13 January 1994 Mr Rowe duly visited his chambers. Here is the damning part:
Mr Rowe mentioned that after, but on the day of the judge's visit to her rooms, the
Attorney General had spoken to Mr Rowe about the proposed judges and commissioners
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when, in his role of acting director general, he had consulted her as to the formulation of
the ministry's judgment.
The judge went on to say that much to his dismay Mr Rowe said that the Attorney
General had told Mr Rowe, immediately after seeing the Chief Judge, that no blitz on
criminal cases was necessary, nor would tre be any extra judges. The judge states that
the Attorney told Mr Rowe thac in view of the cost and other considerations, including
the likely increase in the prison muster which it would bring about, there would be no
blitz and no judges or commissioners would be appointed. In other words, the judge
quite clearly said that the Attorney General said one thing to him in that room and then
went out and gave Mr Rowe strict instructions that there would be no blitz and no extra
judges and that he was to investigate other means of trying to reduce the Workload and
delays in the District Court. If the judge thought the outcome of' his meeting was as the
Attorney General described, why did he say, after he heard what Mr Rowe said, that he
was desperately disappointed by the outcome of his meeting with the Attorney General?
He says that the proposals contained in her letter to him of 12 January 1994 will, in his
opinion, merely postpone the inevitable. Then he says that the causes for court delays are
well known and must be identified. He continues by saying that the remedies likewise
are well known, and that save for one or two which are of doubtful value, those that can
be implemented by the court have been implemented already. He concludes that this had
been made clear in his letter to the director general of 24 August 1993 and the recent
report of the court delays reduction committee.
Clearly, the Chief Judge was angry when he wrote this letter, saying that he was
desperately disappointed at the outcome of his meeting with the Attorney General, not
because of what she had told him, but because he now knew from Mr Rowe that what she
said at their meeting was simply untrue. The Attorney General had no intention of
helping the judge, but sent him off on a wild goose chase by asking him to do the work in
the knowledge that she would give his submission no support when it was received. The
Chief Judge went on to explain how the delay in the criminal trial system of the District
Court had blown out. As of October 1992, the delay was eight months. By the time of
his letter it was 11I months, and he said he understood it was now 12 months and blowing
out further. The only reason it is not greater is that the court does not list beyond
November 1994, because it regards it as unfair to those on indictment to go to tria to be
told they cannot have a date before November 1994.
The extraordinary fact is that the reason the Attorney General gave Mr Rowe as to why
she would not support the judge's submission for extra resources to end the delay was
problems with the prison muster. One does not have to be a genius to work out, as
clearly the judge did, what she meant by that. The Attorney was saying to the judge that
the prisons were full, and that if criminals were processed any quicker in the District
Court the prison system could not accommodate them. That is an ample demonstration
that the Attorney General was putting the interests of the corrective services division of
the Justice Ministry before judicial administration and justice. The whole corrective
services wing of the ministry was wagging the tail of what should happen in the courts-
The effect of that is amply demonstrated by the second last paragraph in the judge's letter
which states that the old phrase "justice delayed is justice denied" should be remembered
in these circumstances.
Mr Pendal interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I direct the member for South Perth that if he wishes to interject
he should do it from his own seat. I also remind him that all interjections are disorderly.
Mr D.L. SMiTH: The letter further states that the delay of 12 months which accused
persons and other litigants face in the court is intolerable; that not only is the resolution
of matters delayed, which will lead to increased cost, the disappearance of witnesses,
memory failure and so on, but also the community must contend with the presence in its
midst of a large number of offenders who have been charged but who have not been
brought to justice - many of whom represent a continuing danger to the property and
lives of innocent members of the community. Simply put, despite the Attorney General's
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promise to end the revolving door syndrome, under her administration people do not even
get in the door, they are not dealt with by the justice system at all. They are left in the
community where they can commit further offences while they await trial, and they
represent a real danger to the lives of innocent people. The judge states in his letter that
the court delay means that justice is denied to all who are served by the courts. He makes
the extraordinary statement that it is only after such delays have been eliminated that
there is any point in wirning attention to those who still are disadvantaged in any way.
Until then, the judge states, we are all grossly disadvantaged. The chief judge is speaking
as the person responsible for the administration of justice in the District Court. He is
saying that everybody there is so disadvantaged by the current malaise for which the
Attorney General is responsible that no attention can be given to those who are most
disadvantaged - everyone is grossly disadvantaged. He is right in his conclusion, and the
motion is right. The present situation is scandalous. Emergency measures and a blitz of
some form are required.
What happened to Mr Rowe, who was honest enough to tell the Chief Judge that the
Attorney General had misled the judge in their meeting? Mr Rowe prepared a report
which was to be headed "Delay in the Administration of the Criminal Justice System of
Western Australia". When he presented that report to the director general Mr Grant, he
was told that he should replace the word "delay' with "efficiency" because Mr Grant was
concerned about the response of the Attorney to the use of the word "delay". On a later
occasion the director general suggested that Mr Rowe's name as the author of the report
be deleted from the report because the director general knew what would be the reaction
of the Attorney if Mr Rowe's name appeared on the report. As soon as the Attorney
General became aware that Mr Rowe had brought her into disrepute with the judiciary by
Mr Rowe telling the judge the truth about her intentions and lack of support, she
launched into him and made it clear to everybody in the department that he was no longer
persona grata and that anything he submitted to her would not be read or supported by
her. She allowed her personal embarrassment to override the fact that Mr Rowe had been
brought from Victoria especially to oversee the review of the administration of the court
system in Western Australia.
I do not have the time to present all the matters relating to the Solicitor General's Office
which I think are of concern, but I want today to touch on the review of the Crown
Solicitor's Office. Mr Rowe, because he had been involved in a review of a similar
office in Victoria, was asked to prepare a submission about how that review should be
undertaken, and at what cost. My understanding is that he proposed a certain form of
review and estimated that it would cost $60 000. Advertisements were then placed for
people to take on that work. The Premier's office insisted that Mr Richard Elliott join the
review team. When it went to tender the terms of the tender were ignored and in the end
the highest tenderer - $180 000 compared with the budget estimate of $60 000 - was
accepted. It was accepted against submissions from legal Firms which complied with the
tender conditions. However, the Attorney General insisted, I think on instruction from
the Premier's office, that the highest bid involving the agency where Mr Hassell would
be working as a consultant would be given the job.
When the matter went before the Tenders Board it was sharply critical of what had
occurred. It wanted the whole situation reviewed, and it was only when the Attorney
General and others went about applying pressure that they were able to persuade the
board that the highest tender should be accepted. It is clear in the process of the
development of that review that although the Crown Solicitor, Mr Peter Paniegyres, is
nominally on the committee, he was not involved in the selection process of the
consultants - that was done by Mr Grant and the Attorney General alone - and that Mr
Panegyres feels very insecure about his position. He is just another person who feels that
he is being targeted, no doubt as one on the hit list. There is so much information about
and confirmation of what is wrong with the Attorney's ministry and its maladministration
that I assure her today is but the first of the release of information which will put her on
the slow burner for some time.
MR PRINCE (Albany - Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) [3.27 pm]l: I oppose the
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motion. I remind members opposite, particularly the member for Mitchell, that among
the few lawyers who sit in this place, I am the one with the most recent practice before
the courts because others have been here far longer than 1.
Mr D.L. Smith: Are you aware of the meeting of the Law Society last night?
Mr PRINCE: No, I ami not; I was working.
Mr Taylor interjected.
Mr PRINCE: I presented certificates to people who had completed a music course at
Clontarf Aboriginal College. I then went to dinner with the Chief Executive Officer
ofthe Department of Aboriginal Affairs. I saw the Leader of the Opposition there as
well, and I hope he enjoyed it.
Mr D.L. Smith: Are you aware of the subject matter at the meeting of the Law Society
last night?
Mr PRINCE: I am not aware of that because I was doing other things. I will tell the
member for Mitchell a few things about why we have a problem at the moment that is
being addressed.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Mitchell.
Mr PRINCE: Members will remember that in the late 1970s - I will deal only with the
way in which the criminal practice system works because I do not have enough time to
deal with the civil system in detail - the committal system was changed from one where
everyone who was charged with an indictable offence went before the Magistrate's
Court, and evidence was given which was recorded in the court and so on, to one where
papers were prepared outside the court and given to persons for election of a preliminary
hearing. No doubt the member for Mitchell will recall that. That system was introduced
to reduce delays in the time between a person's arrest and his coming before a trial or
sentencing judge. That system worked well. However, in the 1980s, under the
Opposition's administration with Hon Joe Herinson as Minister, the time increased partly
because -

Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
Mr PRINCE: I gave the member for Mitchell the privilege of listening to him in silence
and he should give me the same.
The SPEAKER: Order! I deliberately direct my remarks to the member for Mitchell.
He was heard in virtual silence. When a member on my right interjected I took it upon
myself to make sure that he was encouraged to desist, which he did. I recall that the
member for Mitchell continued without any further interjections. It is singularly
inappropriate that when the Minister rose to his feet, and after he had clearly indicated
that he did not want any interjections, the member for Mitchell took the opportunity to
commence his second speech. I ask the member not to interject.
Mr PRINCE: Under the administration of the Labor government in the 1980s the time
between arrest and coming before a court to elect to have a preliminary hearing
increased. That occurred because the police had to prepare the statements. We have
highly trained and reasonably well paid police officers sitting behind desks typing out
witness statements when they should be out on the streets dealing with crime, because the
Police Force does not have the resources to employ people to type the statements.
Therefore, it is not less than six weeks from first appearance in a Magistrate's Court to
election date and often it is longer. I am not talking about exceptional cases - for
example, cases involving people like Connell in which vast quantities of paper are used -
but about the more run of the mill, ordinary criminal cases which come before the courts
on a daily basis. Members opposite talk about justice delayed being justice denied. That
is where it begins because there has been a lack of proper resources in the Police Force,
and that statement has been made for years. That was the first problem members
opposite created - this problem did not exist 15 years ago or even 12 years ago. The
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second problem which arises is that when a person comes before the Magistrate's Court
and says he wants a preliminary hearing there is a further delay and months can elapse
before he is given a preliminary hearing. I am reminded that the Chief Justice said in a
press statement last year when he was talking about the August blitz in the Supreme
Court in civil matters that anything much longer than about six months tends to become
really untenable. For years the situation in the Magistrate's Court has been that it could
be three months or longer from a person's arrest to a preliminary hearing. In some
country centres it is longer because magistrates visit, and that is another inequity between
the country and the city.
Mr D.L. Smith: There is no real delay in the Magistrate's Court.
Mr PRINCE: Rubbish!
We then come to the situation when a person is actually committed to trial or for
sentencing. The member for Mitchell knows that in Bunbury there are approximately
five sessions a year.
Mr D.L. Smith: We get more than that. In the Supreme Court -

Mr PRINCE: I am talking about the District Court.
Mr D.L. Smith: Bunbury gets about five.
Mr PRINCE: Albany gets four and mast other country centres get four or thereabouts,
depending on the amount of work. Bunbury gets more than any other centre and in the
city it runs on a month by month basis. The normal waiting time in most country
sessions for someone to be dealt with on trial is in excess of one year because there is not
enough time or money. It has been like that since the mid-1980s.
Mr D.L. Smith: It has not. It has increased 50 per cent under your administration.
Mr PRINCE: There is no point in the member for Mitchell protesting now. It is a
fundamental problem which has been there for years. not for less than a year which is the
time the Ministry of Justice has been in existence. The problem is further compounded
by the time delays if one is representing a person who is due to appear and one tries to
talk to the Director of Public Prosecutions - in the past the Crown Law Department - to
sont out evidence on which agreement can be reached and to determine whether a plea to
a lesser charge might be acceptable. My experience a few years ago was that if one rang
anything more than a week before a trial date one would be lucky to find a lawyer who
had been given the file. This occurred because there were not enough lawyers or there
was not enough money to engage outside counsel. In addition, there was not enough
supervision of the file and we ended up with prosecutors who did a very good job despite
a lack of preparation. I can give members one instance of a man whom I represented:
This man was charged with murder, and 48 hours before the trial commenced an
indictment was issued for wilful murder, and that was the first time I saw it. One would
have to accept that that is a very serious matter. This sort of thing happened frequently.
Another thing that happened frequently was that indictments would appear on the day of
the trial and not beforehand. Frequently they differed from the charges the police had
laid. I experienced these sorts of things only a few years ago in the criminal jurisdiction
of the District Court. I know from others who were in my partnership that they had
significant frustrations with listings in the District Court, which is the main court where
these cases are heard. The delays continue.
In the year ended 30 June 1992 in the Supreme Court civil cases were on a delayed
period of 16 months from listing to trial, and on criminal matters it took four months to
obtain a trial date. It was left to someone else to sort out when the trial would be. For
the year 1993-94, the Supreme Court civil delay has gone to between two months and 20
months - it depends upon the length and complexity of the case as to how much time is
allocated. In criminal cases the longest delay between committal for trial - which is what
happens in the Magistrate's Court and not in the Supreme. Court - and trial is seven
months. That takes it back to the situation which existed in the late 1970s and early
1980s but never existed in the last six or seven years the Labor Party was in government.
In 1993-94 the longest civil delay in the District Court is 10 months and in the criminal
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jurisdiction the longest time between committal and trial is 17 months. It is not good
enough and it should be a great deal quicker.
For far too long the problem has been a lack of resources. I brought this matter La the
attention of Hon Joe Berinson when he was Attorney General. HeI and I were at
university together. I spoke to him on a visit he made to Albany about Magistrates'
Courts, resources, delays, alternative dispute resolutions and a number of other things.
He was very receptive to what I said. Indeed, he knew more about it than I did and that is
hardly surprising because he was running it. He was most amenable to trying to correct
the problem so ahe delays did not occur. However, the delays have increased and I speak
from personal experience.
The added jurisdiction that the member for Mitchell brought about when he was
representing the Attorney General in this place and introduced the Acts Amendment
(Jurisdiction and Criminal Procedure) Bill in 1992 made it even worse in the District
Court because no additional resources were allocated to it. The District Court is the
essential court for dealing with the bulk of crime and civil cases. The member for
Mitchell introduced an amendment to the range of cases in the Magistrate's. District and
Supreme Courts with which I agreed - it should have been done a long time before that.
However, adequate resources were not provided. We now have the problem of how to
cope with it. We are paying five per cent of the consolidated fund in interest on debt.
Where did the Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd money go? If that had gone into the
Justice portfolio we would not have these problems. When will we get a transcription
service into country indictable courts - the District and Supreme Courts? When will we
get the facilities for video evidence for child sex abuse cases in the Supreme Court in the
country? These questions were asked of the previous government in this House in 1992.
The resources have been wasted.
Several members interjected.
Mr Taylor: You are now in government, or have you forgotten that? You have hundreds
of millions of dollars in extra revenue.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I am allowing a reasonable level of interjections
because they enhance the debate. If the Minister is clearly not takting the interjections
and there is a barrage of them, they are out of order.
Mr PRINCE: The previous government put us in a position where the interest on the
debt this state owes is greater than the amount spent on police and justice.
Mr Taylor: You have sataon your hands for a year and a half.
Mr PRINCE: It has nothing to do with sitting on hands, because this Government
inherited a disaster that will take years to fix.
Mr Taylor: You have not tackled this issue.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition.
Mr PRINCE: The actions of the previous government with regard to the third party
injury system are so reprehensible, they are not funny. An amount of $460m was
available to pay for the hospital costs of and compensation to people hurt through no
fault of their own, and the previous government lost the lot.
Mr Taylor interjcted.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition well knows that
interjections are disorderly, particularly if they continue unabated.
Mr M. Barnett: You really believe what you are saying.
Mr PRINCE: Yes, I do. If the money were available, the resources would have been
allocated, If the money were there, it would not have been necessary to have an August
blitz in the Supreme Court last year, nor for Hon Joe Berinson to go to the previous
government a matter of weeks before the Labor Government ceased its term of office
seeking funds for the August blitz. It can only be seen as an indictment of a system that
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had been underfunded for years. If it had received proper funding, the blitz would not
have been necessary. The fact that it had to be done simply proves that the Labor
government did not resource the area of justice properly. Itris utter nonsense to say that
the Department of Corrective Services now drives it and gets some son of preference, If
people who.ar criminals must be placed in gaol to protect society, they must be treated
with a certain degree of attention that does not degrade or humiliate them.
Mr D.L. Smith: Have you read the Chief Justice's letter?
Mr PRINCE: The member could not find it so I could not read it. If he will give me a
copy, I will read it.
A few of the people in prison will never leave prison, but the vast majority will, and
those people cannot be degraded to the point that when they leave, they re-offend and go
straight back in. The member for Mitchell and I know that has happened in the past with
so many people who have been charged with criminal offences. The Government cannot
take money from the basic level of human resources in the Department of Corrective
Services, but it must resource the rest of the justice system properly. That cannot be done
with a number of agencies that spend vast amounts of time and money trying to
coordinate with each other. Putting them together is the first basic and largest step in
achieving an efficiency of coordination. This reform is so long overdue, it is hardly
surprising that it is taking a long time to bed down. Many people have their own agendas
to push and have difficulty accepting the position.
Mr Taylor: If that is the support you give the Attorney General, she should be worried.
Mr PRINCE: If the Leader of the Opposition had visited the courts when his party was in
government, he would have been absolutely appalled. He was Minister for Police at the
time.
Mr Taylor: You have your eye on the job. That is the situation.
Mr PRINCE: Save me from the problems!

Amendment to Motion
Mr* PRINCE: I move -

To delete all words after "Houset' with the view to inserting the following -

supports the initiatives being taken by the Attorney General and the
Government concerning plans being put into place covering the
administration of the courts and the operations of the Crown Solicitor's
Office. The House commends the Attorney General for these initiatives.

Points of Order
Mr RIPPER: The amendment moved by the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs is a direct
negative of the motion moved by the member for Mitchell. Under our standing orders I
do not believe it is possible to amend a motion which criticises the Attorney General for
the maladministration of her portfolio by commending her on the moves she has taken.
Mr TAYLOR: You, Mr Deputy Speaker, will have had the opportunity to examine the
motion and the amendment to it moved by the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs. In my
view it is impossible under our standing orders to move an amendment commending the
Attorney General when the original motion notes with alarmi the scandalous situation
brought about by her maladministration of the portfolio of Attorney General. If the
Government seeks to congratulate this Attorney General, let it move its own motion of
congratulations to the Attorney General which the House can debate. However, in this
case the motion criticises the Attorney General and her responsibility for her portfolio,
and this amendment is a direct negative of that motion.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I will take some advice and consider the matter carefully.

Deputy Speaker's Ruling
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: When considering the question of a direct negative, the clue
is in words such as "not", which directly turn the motion around. Words that are very
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similar but have an inverse aim or meaning must be clear to cause there to be a direct
negative.
Mr Taylor: From criticising to congratulating is not a direct negative?
The DEPUTY SPEAKCER: The motion before the House notes with alarm a scandalous
situation. The amendment moved refers to supporting initiatives taken. That is not a
direct negative. People may have their views and, in fact, they are expressing their
views, but in this case I rule that the amendment is not a direct negative.

Debate Resumed

MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [3.49 pm]: Firstly, I want to place on the Table of the
House the letter to the Attorney from the Chief Justice of the District Court dated 17
January 1994. Secondly, I want to embrace this salient fact: Since the member for
Kingsley became the Attorney General, the delay in criminal hearings in the District
Court has increased by 50 per cent It is clear from the Chief Justice's letter that he does
not trust the Attorney General. It is clear from Mr Rowe's resignation that he could not
gain her support for any of the initiatives he was trying to implement.
It is clear from the way the Government wangled the tender for the review of the Crown
Solicitor's Office that there are two ulterior motives. The first is to make sure that the
Government's friends get jobs at an excessive cost of $180 000. as opposed to the
$60 000 proposed in the original cost. Secondly, the Government's aim of getting rid of
Mr Panegyres is met. The Attorney wefl knows, because discussions were held in her
presence, about the position with Mr Panegyres. It is so obvious.
The former Under Secretary for Law, a long serving and most loyal servant of the Crown
Law Department, was told by this Attorney that there was no place for him, that he could
go. The President of the Children's Court was transferred back to the District Court. The
real expertise of the other two people was overlooked. Mr Will Rowe, from Victoria,
who was hired as the gun to review the court system, after a space of a few months
simply felt he must resign, and is quite happy for his job to be readvertised because he
can no longer work with this Attorney. Other people in this Attorney's administration,
whether it be Jeremy Allanson, Ms Christine Wheeler, Narelle Johnson or others, have
resigned because of their belief there was no future for them in their positions. The cost
to the state has increased. Ms Wheeler is now being paid 51 500 a day to do the job she
used to do for the Crown Law Department for a salary. It is a much greater cost to the
taxpayer, with no advertence to the public interest, and a denial of a real concern for
justice.
[The member's time expired.]
MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley - Attorney General) [3.52 pm]: The comments made by
the Opposition are arrant nonsense, particularly in view of the fact that the member for
Mitchell was known as the minister for rumours. The points he has been making are
exactly that - rumours. The Government embarked on a reform agenda within the
administration of justice in Western Australia. We came to power on that platform. I
make no apology for the reforms introduced. This Government has done more in 16
months than the previous government did in the previous 10 years.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.,
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs EDWARDES: I will deal with some matters raised by members opposite, then with
particular matters where the Government has made major changes. The member for
Mitchell said that I do not accept reports or advice from the department. I do not simply
take advice from the department; I ask a lot of questions. It is appropriate for a Minister
to ask questions, particularly when one is accountable for taxpayers' funds. For instance,
during a briefing on court accommodation we were discussing the terms of reference of a
contract for an independent body to evaluate what was needed. At that time it was not
mentioned that a further tender for a design brief was independently being let out by the
courts division of the Ministry of Justice. A court accommodation review must include
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details on the numbers of courts, floor space and the like, so it should have been
automatic to advise me about a separate tender dealing with die design brief. I raise
questions to make sure chat the departments within my portfolios are accountable to the
taxpayers of Western Australia. In relation to the budget meeting I had with Mr Will
Rowe, from where he went to talk to die Chief Judge, it is true that I asked about the
costs associated with accommodation for the Director of Public Prosecutions and for the
commissioners; the effect on musters if we proceeded with six commissioners a month
over a six month period; what medium term measures - not a short term measure for
dealing with a blitz - were in place for practices and procedures; and what other things
we could do in terms of penalties in providing summary jurisdiction to deal with
indictable offences only. I asked for the coatings. I do not think that is unreasonable.
This Government went to the electors on two mactens which are the subject of this MPI.
The first is a review of the Crown Solicitor's Office in an endeavour to introduce a user
pays principle;, and the second is a reduction in delays in the courts. Last year die blitz
on the civil list in the Supreme Court was put in place, and was successful. This year a
blitz on die criminal list will be implemented. At the budget meeting in January those
figures were not available for the Treasury. My comment, of which the Chief Judge was
misinformed, did not include those figures because we did not have the costs. Mr Rowe,
as acting director general, was asked to obtain those figures. and I would take them to the
Cabinet estimates committee. When I received a letter from the Chief Judge within 24
hours of that meeting, I telephoned him immediately from home. I explained the
circumstances as I had put them to Mr Rowe at that budget meeting. The Chief Judge
said it was a matter of history.I
Mr Taylor: The Chief Judge also said he stood by his comments.
Mrs EDWARDES: I do, too. The Chief Judge and L. as well as the majority of the legal
profession, regard the extent of the delay in criminal matters as appalling. We do not
accept that delay.
Mr Taylor: He regarded your inaction as scandalous.
Mrs EDWARDES: No; we regard it as being a serious matter. It was raised by me in
1992 with the then Minister for Justice who could not provide this House with the cost
and effects of the changes of jurisdiction from Supreme Court to District Court and
District Court to Magistrate's Court. He could not provide that because he had done
nothing about the coatings.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Members on both sides of the House are no doubt
interested in the debate, and have contributed to it, but we cannot have a barrage of
interjections like that.
Mrs EDWARDES: The Government appointed an extra District Court judge last year,
and there is clear indication that two more are required. We must sort out the question of
court accommodation. That report has been handed to me and, in conjunction with the
Premier, because of his involvement with the city heritage precinct, we will be able to
make a decision in relation to that. It is a fundamental question. We will be appointing
commissioners to carry out a blitz on court delays towards the end of this year. It will
take some three to four months to bring it together. Those commissioners will handle
civil matters in order to allow the more experienced judges to handle die criminal
matters.
Members opposite raised the Crown Solicitor's Office tender review process. The
Opposition is fed on rumours. The tender was advertised and processed in consultation
with the State Supply Commission, strictly following its guidelines and rules. The
process was as follows: The tender was advertised in The West Australian newspaper
and The Weekend Australian on 10 and 11 December 1993: tenders were officially
received and summarised by the ministry's assets management branch; tenders were
evaluated by the director general and a recommendation was submitted to the tenders
committee at the State Supply Commission.
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Mr D.L. Smith: Only to the director general and the Minister.
Mrs EDWARDES: I was not involved. The tenders committee deferred the
recommendation pending the receipt of further informnation. Following this a short list
was established and reviewed The review proposals were received and evaluated by a
committee comprising Mr David Grant, director general, Mr John Mitchell, executive
director, corporate services, Mr Les Cooper. manager, information technology, and
Mr Don Saunders, acting Chief Executive Officer, Ministry of Premier and Cabinet.
Mr D.L. Smith: Where was the Crown Solicitor?
Mrs EDWARDES: He was involved in the development of the terms of reference in the
first instance. The document continues that the recommendations from the short listed
tenderers was forwarded to the State Supply Commission and subsequently approved by
the tenders committee on 4 February 1994. Again, all of the information which the
members opposite have put forward is absolutely incorrect and arrant nonsense.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I know the member for Mitchell is playing a leading
part in the debate; but the number of intrjections he is trying to get in will entitle him to
almost one hour's speaking time, which is not on in this debate.
Mr D.L. Smith: We really need a few hours.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I am allowing the member for Mitchell quite a large
latitude to get in his interjections but if they are not taken up, he must accept that. I ask
the member to curtail the level of interjection.
Mrs EDWARDES: I suppose the previous government failed to act and we have had to
put in place major changes to improve the whole administration of justice. Change is
never easy, particularly in an area such as the former Crown Law Department, which was
very conservative, and change will upset some people. My concern is for all of those
professional public servants who are employed within the Ministry of Justice and who are
doing a tremendous job - except for one individual who decided to go off on his own path
rather than being a member of a team. This person's statements have impacted on all
other public servants who have been totally committed and have worked very hard to
ensure that changes are put in place. I acknowledge there is still more to be done about
the management of the courts, and that was acknowledged by the President of the Law
Society of WA, Mchael McPhee, during a radio interview on Friday night. The
President of the Law Society and I have regular meetings. The Law Society will finalise
a report to come to me by the end of the montch.
I will run through some of the things we have put in place since we camne into office. In
16 months we have turned around the administration of justice to one that is unique. We
inherited a stagnant system. All of the reforms put forward by the previous department
had been left on the top shelf. In 1989 the Department of Corrective Services put
forward many proposals, including an integrated amalgamation of the juvenile and adult
systems, It did not happen. At the same time the work and development order system
was introduced to alleviate imprisonment, by reducing the number of fine defaulters who
had been clogging up the system. It failed to meet its objectives because the fines
revenue fell dramatically and the work and development order became a growth system
with no resources being provided. Following an overseas trip by then government
members, the criminal justice policy was assessed and a recommendation was made that
a criminal justice department be instigated. It did not eventuate. Instead a criminal
justice court and counselling were proposed. Again, that was never instigated.
We have established a justice coordinating council with members taken from a range of
government agencies. We have put in place an executive judicial liaison committee
which meets with the Premier, me, all heads of the relevant jurisdictions, the Under
Treasurer, and the chief executive officers of the Premier's office and Ministry of Justice
to ensure an integrated justice system in Western Australia. In line with our election
platform, those policies will be implemented.
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That transition took less than six months; it was fast. For some who are of the old school,
it was too fast. However, there was a need for a new outlook at all levels. The courts
needed to recognise some other customers, as well as those whom they traditionally
thought of as their client base. The courts had to recognise victims and women as being
part of the system, and to meet the needs of those people. They had to recognise the
needs of witnesses.
A dramatic turnaround was needed in the way in which people such as court orderlies
carried out their duties, following an incident where a court orderly told a very old lady,
who had spent all day in a court as a witness in a case, that she should not unwrap a
barley sugar, as she was doing because she was feeling a little faint. I do not apologise
for making sure that those changes are implemented. That is my role as the Attorney
General.
MR SHAVE (Melville) (4.05 pm]: I notice with somne interest that the member for
Mitchell has carried this debate on behalf of the Opposition; I ask him whether his heart
was in iL

Mr D.L. Smith: Absolutely.
Mr SHAVE: When he spoke it was as though he had had influenza for three days. I
cannot believe how solicitors can get up in this place and be so hypocriticalt when they
talk about the legal system. Let us look for a moment at the member for Mitchell. He
was the Minister for Justice when 20 000 people were outside this place demonstrating to
get some action to look after the victims of crime. What did the former Minister do about
fixing the problem? Nothing;, absolutely nothing. He sat on his butt and left 20 000
people with no answer. I though they would storm the place. The member for Mitchell
was the Minister who was supposed to improve the legal system. He now talks about the
current Attorney General and the backlog in the system. When we came into government
there was a backlog, so much so that we needed to have a court blitz to try to remove the
delay in people coming before the courts.
'The other night on television and radio interviews, and in the newspaper, people from the
legal fraternity were saying that they were disappointed that there was a backlog now
because they had worked so hard as a result of the former Minister's mismanagement and
the queues of people waiting to get into court. They said that they had worked all night
to try to rectify the problem. Today the member for Mitchell stands under his shining,
white halo suggesting that all of these problems have occurred only since we came into
office.
The problems within the court system are no different from those in the health system,
the education system or any other system. It has been shot to bits because of 10 years of
Labor mismanagement, and the member for Mitchell was a principal player in that
government. The money has not been available in these areas. The Government and the
Attorney General were left with a bare cupboard, with no money for the necessary
resources; yet, the member for Mitchell now turns around and, because of same dummy
spitting senior public servant who is not happy with the system, starts to blame the
Attorney General. The member for Mitchell should wake up to himself. if he is to say
something in this matter, he should at least tell the truth.
Amendment (words to be deleted) put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (27)
Mr Ainswoush Dr Harnts Mr Prince
Mr Ci. Barnett Mr House Mr Shave
Mr Blake Mr Johnson Mr W. Smith
Mr Board Mr Lewis Mr Trenorden
Dr Constable Mr McNee Mr Tubby
Mr Court Mr Nicholls Dr Turnbull
Mr Cowan Mr Omodei Mrs van de Klashorst
Mr Day Mr Osborne Mr Wiese
Mrs Edwardes Mr Pendal Mr MarshallI (Teller)
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Mir MA. Barnett
Mr Bridge
Mr Brown
Mr Catania
Mr Cunningham
Dr Edwards
Dr Gallop
Mr Graham
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Noes (23)
Mr Grill
Mrs HAW=ha
Mrs Henderson
Mr Hill
Mr Kobelke
Mr McGinty
Mr Riebeling
Mr Ripper

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

Amendment thus passed.

Amendment (wonts to be substituted) put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (27)
Mr Ainsworth
Mr CJ. Bmrnett
Mrlaikie
Mr Board
Dr Constable
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Day
Mrs Edwanles

Mr M. Barnett
Mr Bridge
M~rBrown
Mr Catia.
Mr Cunningham
Dr Edwards
Dr Gallop
Mr Graham

Dr Hazes
Mr House
Mir Johnson
Mr Lewis
Mr McNee
Mr Nicholls
Mr Omodei
Mr Osborne
Mr Pendal

Noes (24)
Mr Grill
Mrs Hallaban
Mrs Henderson
Mr Hill
Mr Kobelke
Mr Marlborough
WrMcGinty

Mr Riebeiing

Mr Prince
Mr Shave
Mr W. Smith
Mr Trenorden
Mr Tubby
Dr Turnbull
Mrs van de Kiashorsi
Mr Wiese
Mr Marshall (Teller)

Mr Ripper
Mns Roberts
Mr DI-. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
Ms Warnock
Dr Watson
Mr Leay (Teller)

Amendment thus passed.

Motion, as Amended
Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (27)
Mr Ainsworth
Mr C.J. BaMWt
Mrfllaikic
Mr Board
Dr Constable
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Day
Mrs Edwardes

Mr M. Barnett
Mr Bridge
Mr Brown
Mr Catania
Mr Cunningham
Dr Edwards
Dr Gallop
Mr Grah'am

Dr Harnes
Mr House
Mr Johnson
Mr Lewis
Mr McNee
Mr Nicholls
Mr Omodei
Mr Osborne
Mr Pendal

Noes (24)
Mr Grill
Mrs Haflahari
Mrs Henderson
Mr Hill
Mr Kobelke
Mr Marlborough
Mr McGinty
Mr Riebeiing

Mr Pince
Mr Shave
Mr W. Smith
Mr Trenorden
Mr Tubby
Dr Turnbull
Mrs van de Kiasliorsi
Mr Wiese
Mr Marshall (Teller)

Mr Ripper
Mrs Roberts
Mr DJL Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
Ms Warnock
Dr Watson
Mr Leahy (Teller)

Question (motion, as amended) thus passed.
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COMMISSION ON GOVERNMENT BILL
Assent

Message from the Governor received and read notifying assent to the Bill.
REAL ESTATE AND BUSINESS AGENTS AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley - Attorney General) (4.18 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This Bill deals with amendments to the Real Estate and Business Agents Act that will
allow the borne buyers assistance scheme to be reactivated. Ar the same rime the Bill
provides for updating of penalties and the inclusion of standard provisions relating to
statutory boards which follow the recommendations of the Bun Commission. The
existing Act established a scheme for home buyers subject to criteria in the Act and to
other discretionary criteria formulated by the Home Buyers Assistance Advisory
Committee. The Act provided for grants of $1 000 to be made to first home buyers who
met those criteria. As the discretionary eligibility criteria regarding income were not
varied to keep pace with property values and wage movements, the scheme became
inoperative after 1986. When attempts were made to reactivate the scheme it became
apparent that the current provisions of the Act dealing with the home buyers assistance
scheme contravened the provisions of the Equal Opportunity Act 1981 in that single
persons were ineligible for grants.
This amendment Bill removes discriminatory provisions relating to the allocation of
grants from the home buyers assistance scheme. Funds to finance the home buyers
assistance scheme are already provided from part of the interest from real estate agents'
trust accounts. No government funds are involved and there is no new impost on real
estate agents. Other amendments have been included to simplify administrative
procedures for the approval and payment of grants. A time limit has been specified to
ensure grants are available only to recent first home buyers. New provisions have been
included to increase the level of the maximum grant to take into account alterations in
market conditions and changes in the amount of money in the fund. The fund currently
stands at $4.8m. As a result of the reactivation of this scheme, first home buyers who
meet the eligibility criteria will again have access to prants which, while not large in
monetary value, will relieve some financial pressures associated with the purchase of a
first home.
Since 1978, penalties under this Act have not been adjusted and therefore do not
constitute an effective deterrent. However, this Bill provides for penalties to be increased
in line with those imposed for similar offences under other legislation. The move to
increase penalties is strongly supported by the supervisory board and by the real estate
industry. The provisions relating to giving of directions following the usual provisions
have been inserted since the Bunt Commission on Accountability. I commend this Bill to
the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr M. Barnett.

TRUSTEE COMPANIES AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley - Attorney General) [4.22 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This amendment Bill serves two functions. It provides that trustee companies can enter
interest rate swaps and a number of similar anangements under certain conditions, and
updates the relevant sections of the Trustee Companies Act 1987 which refer to the
Companies (Western Australia) Code by substituting equivalent provisions from the
Corporations Law. In addition, a reference to the Unclaimed Moneys Act 1912 is
substituted for a reference to the Unclaimed Money Act 1990.
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'The cornerstone of any trustee company's approach to investment should be to minimise
risk and maxirnise income through disciplined investment management of the funds
under supervision in the best interests of investors. Factors such as interest rates,
currency levels and inflationary pressures should be taken into account and every effort
made to ensure that select individual assets perform well despite the varying economic
cycles that form the basis of investment strategy. The assets of most funds are made up
of a mix of bank bills and mortgages. In general, the interest paid to investors and the
interest received from the investment of the investment funds would move in line with
movements in general interest rate markets. With interest races presently at low levels it
is becoming common for borrowers to request fixed rate mortgages, and since the interest
paid to the investors varies with movements in interest rates, a risk exists to the income if
interest rates were to rise again.
It is important that trustee companies be able to protect their investments against this risk
through an appropriate hedging mechanism. They can do this by entering into interest
rate swap transactions, not only to optimise the income of, and minimise the risk to,
investors but for the efficient management of the funds in today's financial markets. A
trustee company might be placed at a competitive disadvantage if it were unable to
compete with fixed rate montgages.
An interest rate swap transforms one type of interest obligation, say, fixed, into another,
variable, and thereby enables a swap user to manage its interest obligations and
exposures to meet the needs of investors and borrowers in a given interest race
environment and can be used to hedge against future interest rate movements.
A swap forms an agreement between two parties whereby they agree to exchange
periodic payments to be paid on a notional principal amount and calculated on the basis
of specified interest rates for a specified term and payment frequency. Interest rates
swaps are simple and straightforward to negotiate and can be easily reversed by entering
into an offsetting swap transaction, and the rights and obligations of bath parties to the
swap are clearly established and protected by the standard terms and conditions
governing interest rates swap transactions.
Doubt has been expressed as to whether trustee. companies can enter into swap
transactions and it is thought that an express power is desirable. The doubts initially
arose on the basis of a House of Lords decision in Hazell v Hammersmith and Fulham
London Borough Council reported in the Law Reports Appeals Cases 1992, volume 2,
commencing at page 1, where the question of the power of a potential counterparty
planned to enter a swap transaction was considered. The House of Lords found chat the
Hamnmersmith and Fulham London Borough Council had limited powers of investment,
none of which authorised it to enter into swap transactions, and no such power could be
iniferred. The effect was that the bank involved was exposed to risk and lost heavily.
There have been recent amendments to overcome this decision by conferring express
power to enter into swaps on statutory authorities when no such express power was
previously conferred. The Western Australian Treasury Corporation Act 1986 has been
amended to confer express power on the Western Australian Treasury Corporation to
enter into swaps and the Commonwealth Transport and Communications Legislation
Amendment Act 1991 has ensured that the Australian National Railways and the Civil
Aviation Authority have., and always have had, the power to enter into a number of
financial management risk transactions.
As I said at the opening, a number of conditions have been placed on trustee companies
seeking to enter interest rate swap transactions. The power in question can be used only
as follows -

For managing exposure arising out of adverse variations in -

(1) The cost of borrowing or raising of money or
(2) the revenue obtainable by the company from investments made or

financial accommodation provided by the company.
Not for any speculative purpose.
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In accordance with its equitable and other duties as a trustee; and
the company has formulated a prudent credit policy setting out the manner in
whicb, and the control subject to which it may exercise its powers.
The credit policy and its application are subject to review by a registered
company auditor.

Trustee companies are involved in the safe custody and control of moneys held in estates
and on investment. It is important that they be given the power to enter interest rate swap
transactions in order that they may compete in an increasingly competitive market The
Government is await that the funds involved are held in trust and, accordingly, as many
safeguards as possible have been incorporated into the amending Bill. The Bill provides,
as well as the safeguards, extensive powers to auditors to review the exercise of the
powers and to report discrepancies and deficiencies to the board.
As I noted above, a number of additional amendments have been made to incorporate
reference to the Corporations Law in substitution for reference to equivalent provisions in
the Companies (Western Australia) Code and related codes. The relevant provisions do
no more than substitute new material for old material and are not intended in any way to
vary the thrust of the Act. The amending Bill is to commence on Royal assent. The Bill
will incorporate into the Trustee Companies Act 1987 express power to enter into interest
rate swap transactions. It does no more than give trustee companies the powers a number
of other pieces of legislation have conferred on corporate bodies as a result of doubts
expressed on the basis of the Hazel[ v Hanmmersmith and Fulham London Borough
Council case ((1992) 2 A.C.l1). I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Ms Warnock,

PUBLIC SECTOR MANAGEMENT BILL
Report

Report of Committee adopted.
Third Reading

MR COURT (Nedlands - Minister for Public Sector Management) [4.28 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a third time.
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park) [4.29 pm]: The Opposition has made it clear that it does
not support the Bill. Nothing has been said in either the second reading speech of the
Minister for Public Sector Management or in the Committee stage to convince us to think
otherwise about this piece of legislation. I begin by repeating the central point that I
made during the second reading debate - a point which I believe was expanded further by
the Committee debate - that is, that the Public Sector Management Bill is a composite of
two sets of influences. Two agendas are at work in this piece of legislation. The first is
that of the royal commission, which is the agenda that faithfully represents the
Westminster principles of government; that is, that we need an objective and neutral
Public Service reporting to and serving the Government and the people of Western
Australia and a Public Service which is imbued with the proper principles of integrity and
accountability so that we can be satisfied that the administration of the state is conducted
properly. The royal commission then suggested a way in which some of those issues
could be addressed.
The second agenda that is inherent in the Government's Bill is that of the McCarrey
report. That agenda is based primarily on management principles - what in the public
administration literature is known as managerialism. The Government of the day has
taken on board that agenda so that it can control the public sector and make the changes it
regards as necessary. Interestingly, when considering the Bill and the Minister for Public
Sector Management's comments during the Committee stage, it is the McCarrey agenda
which in the final analysis is the dominant part of the legislation. In effect, the
Government of the day will take control of our public sector, rather than the control being
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mediated by an independent Public Service Commissioner. Importantly, under the
current system the commissioner is the employer of the public servants and is the major
adviser to the Government on the Public Service and a wide range of matters relating to
the proper administration of the public sector in Western Australia.
It may very well be that two agendas were at work in the development of this legislation.
However, the final drafting of the legislation indicates that the McCarrey report agenda
clearly won; namely, the agenda of managerialism and government control over the
public sector. When I say government control, I mean the government of the day, not the
government generally.
This obviously leads to the question of whether government control is necessary. it
became clear throughout the Committee stage when the Minister was responding to
questions raised, that his view of control was fairly straightforward;, that is, that the
Government needed the control so that minimal obstruction would occur to his agenda of
privatisation and rationalisation.
Two clear examples of that conclusion were raised during the Committee stage: First,
chief executive officers will be beholden to the government of the day, and they will not
enjoy, should they be dismissed, the same rights as other public sector employees.
Unquestionably. CEOs under this legislation, should they be dismissed, will not be in the
same legal and industrial position as other employees, and that puts them in a weaker
position vis-a-vis their employer, that should not be the case if we are to ensure that they
offer advice without fear or favour.
Second, other public sector employees will be subject to the powers of the CEOs, and
many matters which are currently the subject of workplace negotiations will be the
subject of Executive decree and regulation. This shift of many matters which are
currently the subject of industrial negotiations into the sole province of the Executive arm
of Government should be a matter of great concern to all public sector employees, and it
certainly makes a mockery of any commitment the Government may have had to the
principle of industrial democracy. The reference to those issues illustrates clearly the
type of control which the Government wishes to have over its public sector.
We also raised during the Committee stage the powers and authority that the
Commissioner for Public Sector Standards is to have. The Commission for Public Sector
Standards is referred to in the royal commission report as the central agency to guarantee
integrity in our public sector, that is, to guarantee the proper standards of management,
ethics and conduct which are to apply throughout the public sector. The theory was that
the commissioner would play a key role in ensuring that proper standards applied
throughout the public sector, and niot just within the public sector as defined by the Public
Service Act.
What do we see in the legislation relating to the Commissioner of Public Sector
Standards? As confirmed during the Committee stage, three aspects of the
commissioner's position led us to conclude that he or she will not have the power and
authority to act in the manner recommended by the royal commission. Firstly, the
Commissioner for Public Sector Standards will not be the employer. We put forward the
proposition during the Committee stage that it was necessary for the Commissioner for
Public Sector Standards to be in that position to back up and enforce any standards which
he or she may develop under his or her powers in that regard. If the commissioner is not
the employer of public sector employees, undoubtedly his or her role is diminished when
compared with the role currently played by the Public Service Commissioner in respect
of those matters.
Secondly, we noted that the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards must take into
account the impact which standards might have on the efficiency and effectiveness of the
public sector. That was a very important qualification, which leads us to wonder whether
the Government intends to appoint a person to that position who will develop standards
which ensure that integrity is given primary place within the system, rather than
questions relating to efficiency or effectiveness.
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Thirdly, and most importantly, we painted out during the Committee stage that the very
standards which the commissioner might develop can be overridden by regulations issued
by the government of the day. That is a very important qualification in relation to the
commissioner's role. Even if the commissioner developed standards to apply across the
public sector, the government of the day may issue regulations which would have
precedence over the commissioner's own standards. Therefore, the Opposition can only
ask these questions: How much authority will that commissioner actually have? Will the
royal commission's objective of a degree of standardisation with the certainty of integrity
applying throughout our public sector be achieved? The answer to that question is that
given the dominance of managerial - as opposed to royal commission - objectives within
the Government's agenda, we can be certain that the Commissioner for Public Sector
Standards will probably end up as a toothless tiger in the Western Australian system of
public administration.
The real power in the Public Sector Management Bill goes to the Minister for Public
Sector Management, and the Government of which that Minister is part. When we look
at the power which will finish up in the hands of the Minister, real concerns arise in the
minds of not only Opposition members, but also the State Public Service Federation,
previously known as the Civil Service Association.
I now refer to the four further areas about which the Opposition expressed concern during
the Committee stage. Firstly, powers are available to the Minister for Public Sector
Management to create special inquiries into the public sector generally, or into specific
parts. Obviously, any government needs to have some mechanism by which it can
conduct inquiries into its public sector. However, the representatives of public sector
employees, quite properly, have pointed out to the Opposition and the Government that
the Minister - we are not talking about the Public Service Commission, which is an
independent statutory authority under our current system of law - will be given powers to
initiate inquiries into the public sector which will have the authority of a royal
commission. Schedule 3, which outlines the range of powers that will be available to
special inquirers, indicates that the ability of public sector employees to defend their
interests, should they be subjected to questioning, will be severely weakened. The
Government has moved an amendment to guarantee the right of public sector employees
to have legal representation, and that is one concession that is supported by the
Opposition.
Secondly, the government of the day will have the power to overrule any
recommendations of the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards in regard to the
appointment of chief executive officers, and it will also have enormous power to
influence the way in which CEOs conduct their activities. Should CEOs be subject to
dismissal proceedings, the industrial rights which they enjoy under the current Public
Service Act will be taken from them, and their legal rights will be diminished
significantly.
Thirdly, the government of the day will have the power to make regulations in regard to
the public sector, and those regulations will have priority should they contradict any
standards that are drawn up by the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards. Therefore,
effective power over the public sector will go to the government rather than to the
commissioner.
Fourthly, the government of the day will have the power to make regulations in regard to
redeployment and redundancy that will override the general order from the Industrial
Relations Commission. It is important to note, as did the Opposition in the second
reading debate, that the general order that currently exists in regard to redeployment and
redundancy has worked. It has enabled the government of the day to bring about change
in the public sector and, at the same time, pirotect the rights and interests of public sector
employees. We pointed out during Committee that even in the extreme case of the
privatisation of the State Government Insurance Office, the former government was able
to negotiate an agreement with the Civil Service Association that guaranteed the rights of
those public sector workers. We did that according to two principles: Workers were free
to choose whether to go or stay; and those who chose to go could return to the public
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sector within two years. Therefore, nothing within the current system would prevent a
governmnent of the day from bringing about change and at the same time respecting the
rights of those people who are affected by that change. However, we have a government
that wants to go further and establish complete control over its public sector employees.
not only within the public sector but also when conducting privatisation.
The basic aim of the Government in wanting to override, through regulation, the general
order of the Industrial Relations Commission is to facilitate privatisation in a manner that
will bring the least discomfort to the government of the day, but it will result in
potentially maximum discomfort for public sector employees. We established clearly at
the Committee stage that public sector employees who are made surplus to government
requirements through privatisation and who refuse a "suitable offer' of employment in
the private sector will be subject to the disciplinary powers of this Bill and can be
dismissed. There is no doubt in our mind that the concept of a caster Public Service is
undermined more in that pant of the Bill than in any other. Given the Government's

-agenda in the health, welfare and transport systems, people who take on employment in
the public sector cannot feel in any way that they are part of a career Public Service when
their positions can be undermined so easily.
This Bill will also lead to a big change in the nature of industrial relations in the public
sector. Two aspects of that change are of extreme concern to the Opposition. Firstly,
CEOs will be given powers over work practices in their particular areas of responsibility
subject only to the standards set by the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards and the
regulations that may come from the Government. Those standards and regulations,
which will bind them, will be onerous on them as managers, but they will do very little to
protect the rights and conditions of workers as is provided by our current system of
industrial awards. Therefore, onerous responsibilities will be placed upon CEOs as
managers, but not in regard to their ability to control their workers. This will probably
lead to different practices and procedures being applied in different departments and
agencies. It has been pointed out, quite properly, that this will make more difficult any
transfer and movement within the public sector. That will further undermine the concept
of a career Public Service within which people can move and for which there is a degree
of standardisation across the sector overall. That will be the case particularly in regard to
industrial conditions.
Secondly, this Bill excludes many matters from enterprise bargaining and workplace
agreements. Public sector employees will have only limited space within which to
negotiate with their employers; that is, the chief executive officers. But of course they
will have very little power to negotiate anyway because of the other changes made to
their positions, changes that give more power to the Executive arm of government to
deternine what happens to them, and other changes to the industrial relations systems
passed through this Parliament in earlier days.
Managerialism has won out over Westminster in this piece of legislation. No doubt the
real aim was to give power to the government of the day, and the legislation has certainly
achieved that objective. That is shown by the diminished position of the Commissioner
for Public Sector Standards when compared with that intended by the royal
commissioners and enjoyed by the Public Service Commissioner. Finally, we have real
concerns that the type of industrial relations that will be possible within the public sector
will mean that any possibility of true and proper industrial democracy for the thousands
of people who work in the public sector will be virtually absenL. For those reasons,
nothing that occurred at the Committee stage of this debate would lead the Opposition to
do anything but continue to oppose this legislation.

MRS HENDERSON (Thomnlie) [4.51 pm]: I do not plan to canvass the wide range of
issues that the opposition spokesperson for the public sector has canvassed. We had long
and wide-ranging debate on the Bill during Committee. I want to comment briefly on
two areas of the legislation: The first relates to redundancy and the opportunity for the
Government to use regulations to override general orders on redundancy. I was pleased
to hear, during the Committee debate on that pant of the Bill, the Minister comment that it
was not the Government's plan to use those regulations to reduce the benefits and

1628 [ASSEM[BLYJ



[Tuesday, 14 June 19941 12

provisions available currently under the general order. He gave a clear undertaking that
it was his view that any regulation - other than those currently under the legislation -
would not apply to people being made redundant in the normal course of events in the
public sector, and that the only circumstance in which it would apply was where an
agency or organisation was being privatised or put up for sale either in whole or in part.
He indicated that in those circumstances the regulations would be used not to reduce the
scale of benefits but to change them so that if a person were going to a new job there
might be a transitional arrangement whereby part of the moneys otherwise to be used as
redundancy payments, I presume, would go with the employee to the new employment.
That is, an officer would retain his redundancy benefits and they would be related to any
redundancy from the new employer. However, that was not clear. I would appreciate a
comment from the Minister regarding how that would work.
Another area on the same topic, where it was not clear how this would work, related to a
company bidding for contracts to take over a part of a government service, such as a
company putting in a bid for State Print or the Hospital Laundry and Linen Service. It
appeared that the Minister was keen to reassure us that in those circumstances the new
employer would be required to give an undertaking about the length of time a person
would be employed in order to obtain a benefit from the tendering contract by accounting
in a positive way the transfer of the employees. However, the Minister did not appear to
be clear about the detail regarding how that would be handled by the tender process. For
example, would the tender be called on the basis that the employer would employ all the
current employees, or half or one-third of them; and if different bids offered to take
different numbers of employees how would those bids be compared with each other? It
seems that those sorts of things need to be established before the tendering process
begins, otherwise there could be questions about what kinds of undertakings the new
employer would give on the length of employment, and how that would translate to a
monetary benefit to assist the calculation or comparison between the different bidders. It
is a complicated matter and it needs to be clearly understood by all people tendering
exactly what it is they must undertake when employing people, and what kinds of
positive benefits for each employee will be included in the tender document.
The Minister said in strong terms that any suggestion that people taking a position in the
private sector would have no security, and might be dismissed in a matter of weeks or
months of the transfer, was completely untenable to him. The new employer would have
to give a clear undertaking about the employment of those persons. What will be those
undertakings? What action will the Government take if the employer breaches such an
undertaking? If a company were successful in its bid to take over a government agency,
and as part of its bid it undertook to provide employment for 100 people for a year or
two, and the company decided six months later that it would lay off half the staff, what
sort of redress will the Government have? Will it mean that the persons who had been
given an undertaking of 12 months' employment in the private sector will be able to
transfer back to the public sector for the remainder of the time? What sort of security
will be people be given at the point the documents go to tender?
Even though I seek that detail, if one thinks about the reverse situation to this legislation -
that is, the capacity for people who joined an organisation, in this case the public sector,
to be transferred in their employment to the private sector, just like a chattel - the
corollary would be where a small business person running his own business is told by the
Government that from next week he will become an employee of the government or his
business will be dissolved. That situation would be considered untenable and almost
laughable for anyone to imagine. However, this is the exact parallel: A person who
made a conscious decision to gain expertise in a particular area - for example, by
studying agricultural science to ultimately work for the Department of Agriculture - and
dedicated a substantial part of his life to doing just that, may be told at age 50 that the
Government has decided to privatise that part of the department. That person has the
choice to go to the private company or lose his job. In a democracy, that is a completely
untenable situation. It is not fair or reasonable for that to happen to people.
The other area which I canvassed at some length during Committee related to the special
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inquirer. I was pleased that the Minister seemed to be perplexed that we were concerned
that the special inquirer might inquire into individuals. The Minister was anxious to
reassure us that the inquirer would be inquiring into government agencies and bodies;
that is, inquiries in general terms into how a government agency carries out its affairs,
He indicated chat inquiries into individuals were not precluded by the Bill, but that was
not the intention of these provisions. I was pleased to hear that, but it does not remove
the notion that a section of the Bill which allows the possibility of a special inquirer
inquiring into individuals seriously undermines the rights of those people.
I was pleased chat the Minister for Public Sector Management agreed to amend the
legislation to include the right for those people to have legal representation. However, I
remind the Minister that those people being investigated still will not have the right to be
told exactly what it is alleged they have done or what negative information might be held
against them, or to see the final repont that goes to the Minister or elsewhere. The person
conducting the inquiry can use any manner of informing himself as he sees fit. That
means the investigator can listen to things that would not otherwise be considered
appropriate to form part of the evidence for the person conducting the inquiry, such as
second or third hand infornation, gossip, innuendo and other vague matters that could be
taken into account. It concerns me that, even if this inquiry did nor inquire into
individuals, with respect to an agency - necessarily the report will reflect on the capacity
and work of those individuals who work in the agency, particularly those who head it -
the inquirer can listen to whatever innuendo or hearsay he or she chooses. The Bill does
not require that an investigation be conducted in the normal, professional manner in
which we expect someone to conduct these inquiries. They are my main concerns, to
which I hope the Minister for. Public Sector Management will respond.
MR BROWN (Morley) [5.03 pm]: I raise a number of concerns because the second
reading debate and particularly matters dealt with in Committee have clarified a number
of issues I have about the manner in which this Bill is framed. First, this Bill removes
rights and entitlements of employees; secondly, it provides management of public sector
bodies with undue authority and control; thirdly, it does not implement a fundamental
recommendation - indeed the central recommendation - of the Royal Commission into
Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters; and founthly, it is secretive in
that it does not specify exactly what provisions, rights and entitlements will apply in a
variety of arrangements yet to be put in place in the public sector.
I refer to the first point: The Bill removes certain rights and entitlements of employees,
the most blatant and obvious of which occur in clauses 93, 94 and 95 which relate to
redeployment and redundancy of employees. The House has been informed throughout
this debate that in operation at present is a general order of the Western Australian
Industrial Relations Commission which governs the entitlements and rights of employees
who are made redundant. That general order comes into operation by virtue of an
application that can be made by what are generally referred to under the Industrial
Relations Act as "section 50 parties" that is, a general order can be made by the
Industrial Relations Commission on the application of the Government, the Trades and
Labor Council, the Western Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry or the Mines
and Metals Association.
That some years ago the Industrial Relations Commission in its wisdom saw the need to
grant such a general order is indicative of the fact that the commission, as did the parties,
recognised that there was a need to provide some general terms and conditions for
employees whose positions were to be declared redundant in the public sector. Under
this legislation, the right of the parties - the union movement and unions representing
public sector employees - to have a say in the terms and conditions of employment to be
applied to employees faced with redundancy will be removed. The Government, by
virtue of this Bill, has allocated to itself the exclusive right of determining what is or
what is not a fair and appropriate provision for employees to be made redundant,
Why has the Government taken the step to remove from the purview of an independent
tribunal the right for it to determine matters relating to redeployment and redundancy?
Redeployment and redundancy have been recognised as industrial matters within the
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industrial relations sphere for many years. There is generally no disagreement between
unions and employers that matters relating to redeployment and redundancy are
appropriate matters for awards today. There is generally no dispute that such matters
should be settled by negotiation between the parties. If that is a general view - I believe
it is - why is it that in 1994, in Western Australia, the Government wishes to provide for
itself the exclusive right to determine what is reasonable?
One can assume only that the answer to that question is that the Government wishes to
impose terms and conditions of employment on employees facing redundancy which are
significantly inferior to the current terms and conditions of the general order. It is either
that or the Government is unable to put forward an argument based on merit that it can
win before the Industrial Relations Commission to change the general order that is now
in-place. It would be interesting to hear from the Minister for Public Sector Management
why the Government takes this path. The general order does not provide for
permanency - no general order can provide for that. It recognises that redundancy occurs
and that some employees may have to be redeployed into positions for which they are not
qualified. The general order recognises that if people are able to be moved into positions
for which they have skills and qualifications, but are unable or unwilling to undertake
training, they can be dismissed. Therefore, the general order does not fetter the
Government's discretion to move people around as government priorities change.
However, as the McCarrey commission pointed out, it provides for certain rights and
entitlements to employees so that they cannot be moved at will. There are various tests
that government is required to meet in order to satisfy itself that employees should be
moved from one position to another, or reclassified or offered retraining. Nothing has
been said in this place as to why that general order is inappropriate. The only indication
is in the McCarrey report, which was scathing of the general order for one reason only;
simply because the general order provided too many rights for employees and too
cumbersome a process. Other than that, nothing has been put here to explain why it is
necessary.
One would believe on reading H-fansard, particularly the Committee debate on this Bill.
that the Government has not formulated a position on redeployment and redundancy in
the public sector, that all the Government has decided is that it is appropriate to remove
these provisions from the purview of the Industrial Relations Commission; and that at
some later time after the Bill has passed through the House - in what the Minister referred
to in the Committee stage as possibly two months down the track - the Government will
decide what provisions are appropriate. How can one have any confidence in that sort of
decision making process when we are told that it is necessary to supplant a general order
of the Industrial Relations Commission that has been in place for many years but the
Government still does not know itself what provisions it intends to apply when
employees are declared redundant?
A series of questions were asked in the Committee stage which the Government has not
answered. They were not unreasonable or particularly difficult questions, but questions
we thought the Government should be able to answer. For example, if an employee is
made redundant and is required to transfer from the public sector to the private sector
under clause 94, what rate of pay will be considered suitable for that employee? Is
suitable alternative employment defined by the Government as employment which may
result in an employee receiving a reduction in pay? Will the situation arise where a
Public Service employee is instructed to take a position in the private sector which carries
terms and conditions of employment which are inferior to his or her existing terms and
conditions? They were not unreasonable questions to ask in the Committee stage of the
Bill. The Bill will potentially affect thousands of employees. However, what are we
told? We are told in the Committee stage that the Government does not know; that it has
not made up its mind and it will do so later. How do we debate that in this place?
If we are going to quash a general order of the Industrial Relations Commission and set
aside all of those provisions by virtue of an Act of Parliament, we might at least debate in
this place the detail of what will replace that general order. However, we are simply told
that no decision has been made on that matter at this juncture and that a decision will be



made by the Government some time in the future at the Government's leisure, away from
the scrutiny of this House, away from the scrutiny of the Industria Relations
Commission, and away from any independent scrutiny at all. One is left to ask what
exactly will occur. What fate will befall employees working in the public sector?
The Opposition also asks what will be the test of alternative employment if an employee
is to be transferred from the public to dhe private sector? I note that the Government,
prior to this Bill being debated, went through a public softening up exercise to try to say
that public servants were rorting the existing system. In The West Australian on 23
March a backhander was given to public sector employees about using the existing
general order to refuse jobs. An article suggests that under the changes to be introduced
redeployed workers will lose their option of rejecting job offers; that they will get only
one chance to accept an alternative job, and if they refuse that, they will be out.
Interestingly, this is not a comment by the Minister. An anonymous spokesperson has
released this spicy bit of information to the Press. At no time after that statement was
made did the Government say that it was incorrect. One can only surmise, because we
have not been told in this debate, that that is to be the test; that employees will, when they
are declared redundant, get one job offer, and if they do not like that offer, they will be
on their way. Perhaps the Minister can clarify that. Perhaps he would like to put public
sector workers' minds at rest that it is an accurate representation of what the Government
intends to do. We have not heard anything in the Committee stage or in other debate on
this Bill to clarify that matter.
In the Committee stage the Opposition sought to ascertain what entitlements an employee
might be provided with if he were declared redundant. Under the general order it is
publicly known what those entitlements are. It is simple; one does not need to be a great
mathematician to work it out. It is two weeks' pay for each completed year of service to
a maximum of 45 weeks. The question was posed in the Committee stage as to what will
be the payment to an employee who is forcibly removed from the public sector to the
private sector. That is not a particularly complicated or difficult question. One does not
need to be a genius to answer it. We are told a payment will be made, but what will it
be? Under what conditions will it be paid? Will all employees be eligible? Will it be
less than the current general order provides? This Bill seeks to change dramatically the
whole question of permanency in the public sector. It seeks to introduce a different
notion of redundancy from that which has previously been accepted in the public sector.
However, when we ask for the detail from the Government it is not forthcoming, either
because the decisions have not been made or because there is a reticence on the part of
the Government to disclose its intention, If that is the case it indicates the Government is
seeking simply not to allow these matters to be argued on their merits in this place.
The second matter of concern to the Opposition is that the Bill gives management undue
authority and control. During the Committee stage the role of the special inquirer was
debated at length. Members on this side of the House were pleased the Government was
prepared to accept an amendment which provides for individuals to be represented if they
seek representation when they appear before the special inquirer. However, other natural
justice provisions relating to special inquiries are absent from the Bill. The Bill does not
include a provision which requires the special inquirer to inform an employee in advance
of any allegations made against him. In addition, the Bill does not contain any of the
provisions which one would expect to find applicable to normal inquiries.
Perhaps the most atrocious denial of natural justice is evident when one reads clause 13
in conjunction with clause 87 and schedule 3. Let us consider what it means for public
sector employees. Under clause 13, a special inquiry can be conducted into an agency or
a public sector department. Under the same clause, if an employee is called before that
inquiry he is required to attend and give evidence. The employee must answer the
questions put to him in an inquiry- If he refuses to answer a question he commits an
offence and is liable to incur a penalty of' $1 000. If in the answer he gives to any
question he incriminates himself, then to the extent that information may incriminate him
in any court of law it cannot be used. However, any information he is required to give
under that provision which incriminates him can be used against him under clause 87.
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What rights of natural justice are there in the Bill? The Bill provides that an employee
does not have the right to remain silent and is required to answer the questions. If he
incriminates himself in his answer to a question the information contained in it will be
used in disciplinary proceedings against him and it may well be used to terminate his
services from the public sector. Any notion that this Bill provides some form of natural
justice is clearly a notion; it is not a reality.
The extraordinary powers which the Government has given itself as an employer are of
concern to the Opposition. I understand that in common law these powers are not
available to private sector employers. However, the Government has decided that it will
use these powers in a way that is a complete denial of natural justice. The Bill gives the
management of public sector bodies undue authority and control.
Another concern the Opposition has goes to the manner in which chief executive officers
and members of the senior executive service are employed. These people will, for the
first time, be engaged on term employment and that could be up to five years. When the
Opposition asked what was the rationale behind that the answer was not clear. Elsewhere
in the Bill provisions are made for performance appraisals. If a member of the SES or a
CEO were performing adequately under the performance appraisal mechanisms there
would be no need to dispense with that person's services. However, the Bill provides for
term appointments. I cannot reconcile the two and I do not believe they were reconciled
in the Committee stage.
Notwithstanding term employment, a CEO or a member of the SES can be removed at
any time and without any right of appeal by a simple decision of the employing authority,
which could be the Minister. Two issues arise from that. Firstly, in most walks of life1
employees, whether or not they are at a senior level, have some rights, but under this Bill
a CEO or a member of the SES has no rights. Secondly, how does one reconcile the need
to have such harsh provisions in the Bill when the view of the Royal Commission into
Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters and the view often expressed
by the Minister for Public Sector Management is that this state needs a professional and
independent public sector? Therefore, under this Bill, why will Ministers of the day have
the power to make a decision to move someone on without challenge and without a
reason? If the Government were concerned about providing a professional and
independent public sector, such provisions would not be necessary. However, these
provisions are in the Bill and they throw doubt on the question of how politically
independent the Government wishes the public sector to be.
A further matter which has not beenzrexplained anywhere during the Committee stage is
whether the Bill properly implements a key recommendation of the royal commission.
The report of the royal commission - I have referred to this before and do so again in the
hope of getting an answer - at page 6 - 5 states with reference to the Commissioner for
Public Sector Standards -

..the office should be constituted as an independent parliamentary agency. The
Commissioner must be required both to report to the Parltament and to be
accountable to such committee of the Parliament as is concerned with the
organisation and operations of the public sector.

It continues -

We recognise that in constituting an agency with the supervisory role we believe
essential, careful attention will need to be given to the precise relationship such a
body should have to the Government, .. .

The royal commissioners were clearly, indicating in their report the degree of
independence that necessarily should be given to the Commission for Public Sector
Standards. They used certain words in their report deliberately when they referred to that
commission being accountable to a parliamentary committee. That was the intent of the
royal commission an~d yet that intent appears to have been ignored. I was hoping to deal
with one further matter, but that must wait until another appropriate time.
[The member's time expired.]
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MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [5.32 pm]: This Bill fits into the category of Bills of
which I have despaired since this Government came to office. The other such Bills were
the Workplace Agreements Bill, and that removing the ability of workers to sue their
employers for negligence. We are now debating this Public Sector Management Bill
which deals with the relationships between the Executive and Public Service employees.
The fir'st thing it does which disappoints me, and which the Minister did not justify
during the Committee stage of the Bill, is abolish the Public Service Commissioner
position and its involvement in the employment of public servants. Currently the
commissioner assesses the appropriate level of remuneration for new positions to be
created, and for senior positions sets up or recommends members of panels to interview
applicants for jobs. To that extent brakes have been held on the number of people
employed by individual agencies, through Treasury and the Public Service
Commissioner, the level of remuneration paid, and the selection process itself. That has
been a very valuable division of responsibility between the Minister, the Public Service
Commissioner, the chief executive officer, and the agency. The role of the Public
Service Commissioner is to make sure the persons appointed are suitable, their
remuneration appropriate to their qualifications and experience, the selection process is
impartial, and there is no political intervention.
Despite the recommendations of the royal commission, this legislation has the reverse
effect to what the commissioners recommended. In future chief executives of agencies
will be the direct employees of the Minister, and the Minister will have a great deal of
involvement in the determination of the level of remuneration, the period of the contract,
and the process undertaken in the course of engagement of those chief executives. To my
mind, even though the Minister appointing will not necessarily be the Minister
responsible for the agency concerned, this proposal places politicians in a very powerful
position to determine, firstly, the nature of the job and who gets it and, secondly, the
remuneration. In my view that places the Government of the day in a position in which it
can play the role of patron to individuals and can bring in people from outside the public
sector over the heads of people who have served the public sector very well for long
periods. I regard that as an abrogation of the royal commission's recommendations,
rather than any implementation. The limited power of the new Commissioner for Public
Sector Standards will be in the area of setting standards and quality of performance type
promnulgations. The worst aspect of this legislation is that so little is contained in the Bill
about the nature of those standards, and so much is left to the discretion of the
commissioner. I said in the second reading debate and during the Committee stage that I
was concerned that, despite the content of those standards, under section 99 there will be
an opportunity for the standards promulgated to be overridden in the contract of
employment, if that is provided for in any regulations prescribed for particular positions,
or generally. Therefore, not only is there no real assurance about the performance and
morality standards in the public sector, because they aire not contained in the legislation,
but also the Minister has the capacity to prescribe by regulations or notice that the
standards promulgated by the commissioner can be avoided in workplace agreements
with individuals. That seems to give an enormous capacity to the Minister responsible
for this legislation to bypass the standards, where the Government of the day deems
appropriate-
The other aspect it seeks to control is the relationship of ministerial staff with the public
sector. I am concerned that the actual agreement in relation to protocols for contact
between officers working for the Minister and those working for agencies or departments
will not be published. Therefore, no-one will know whether it is being breached. More
importantly, on occasions it can allow ministerial staff the power to direct agencies.
Quite clearly, the Minister should be able to do so, but I am concerned that if ministerial
staff direct agencies, it could provide an opportunity to disregard some of those
provisions in legislation which require departments and agencies to report when
Ministers are directing them. In any event, I do nut believe ministerial staff should have
the capacity to direct public servants.
Beyond that, the biggest worry is our treatment of public servants as employees. The

1634 [ASSEMBLY]



[Tuesday, 14 June 1994])63

enormous change in the security of their employment and the number of controls to
which they will be subjected as a result of this legislation, means we are treating public
servants as second-class employees and second-class citizens who are not given any of
the natural protection they should have. The legislation contains no protection of the
civil rights they should be accorded, as is any other citizen. The whole structure of the
Bill is to make all public servants insecure in their employment to such a degree that they
will naturally do the bidding of their political masters, unless they are people of
outstanding courage, just because they know if they do not do so they can be disciplined
and inquired into in so many different ways. Under this legislation it will be impossible
for public servants to continue to provide the sont of independent and courageous advice
they should be providing to Ministers who are hell-bent on making wrong decisions,
either by abiding or not abiding by the standards of integrity which Ministers should
meet.
This legislation has absolutely no opportunity for whistleblowing, or any protection for
doing so, where a CEO or Minister is being aberrant in a way that should be brought to
the attention of the public. That is a very sad omission. 1 understand the argument that
the Commissioner on Government will be looking at that issue and that is a matter we
can reconsider after the Commission on Government reports. Nonetheless, there should
be interim protection in this legislation, which we could have reviewed when the
Commission on Government finally reports,
This legislation places a public servants in an enormously invidious position, where
every day they go to work they will feel insecure in their employment and they will be
much more susceptible to doing the bidding of their political masters. That is simply a
rejection of all the royal commission recommended in encouraging a distance between
the Executive arm and those who pmovide services in government, and between the
politicians and those who are Liven the duty of advising politicians against making
mistakes before they happen.
Beyond that, my major concern, which was not ameliorated by the Committee debate,
despite the minor amendments which were moved to some clauses in the course of
debate, is the nature of inquiries that can be undertaken under this legislation and the
restriction on the rights of individuals in dealing with those inquiries. As I have
mentioned before, the Minister will have the power to launch a special inquiry. That
special inquirer then has the powers conferred by various clauses of the legislation and in
schedule 3. That did not include a clear right to legal representation. That has been
attended to in part in Committee; nonetheless, it does not enable the persons being
inquired into to know the nature of inquiries and what allegations are being made about
them, and they are not permitted to refuse to answer questions which might incriminate
them. The nature of those powers is far too sweeping, especially when they are
conferred, if you like, on the political arm of government to initiate such inquiries. In my
view, if there is a need for such wide, sweeping powers, they should be solely reserved
for the commissioner or some other independent person who is not pant of the Cabinet -
of the political government of the day - but is sufficiently independent to be able to say
no when his political masters ask for a particular inquiry to be initiated. Under the
legislation the commissioner is given a further power to initiate such an inquiry, and for
that commissioner, or his or her delegate, to exercise all of the powers conferred in a
ministerial inquiry in the same manner. That obviously is the second tier of checking
which enables the public sector to control its own in the same way as politicians will be
able to control the public sector under this legislation. We have the possibility of a chief
executive doing the wrong thing instead of a Minister trying to do the wrong thing. The
threat of an inquiry to prevent full communication between the public sector and the
Minister might be possible by the use of these sorts of provisions.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Members, the level of background conversation
is getting to the stage where I cannot hear the member on his feet, and I am sure the
Hansard reponter is having difficulty. If members want to have conversations, please
move outside the Chamber.
Mr D.L. SMITH: The protection in this case is that those inquiries must be initiated by
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the commissioner. I can imagine some cases where that might be a good thing, but the
rights of the person being inquired into under this legislation should be greater than they
are. The other two forms of inquiry are disciplinary inquiries and inquiries into
substandard performance. This legislation is seriously deficient in not providing the
proper mechanisms for the rights of people to be protected and the rules of natural justice
to be adhered to in the course of those inquiries. It worries me that any information that
might have been the result of the special inquiry under clause I11 will be available to both
the disciplinary and performance inquiries, and that is not proper. It is not proper that the
consequence of a disciplinary or performance inquiry could be the dismissal of that
public servant, yet that public servant may have been required to say something which is
likely to lead to his being charged and that information being used against him in the
course of the disciplinary or performance inquiry. If people allege there has been some
misconduct on the part of an official, or some lack of credible performance by a public
servant, that should be the subject of a single inquiry that looks at that issue and we
should not be enabling information gathered in other inquiries to be used in some way
that could contravene the rules of natural justice. All of this notion of the Minister being
the employer of the CEOs; of five year contracts for the senior executive service - which
is anyone above level 9; that short term contracts will be made available to everybody
below level 9 and it will be a decision of the CEO as to whether the position will be
permantent or a contract position; the powers of inquiry and the like, are all about
building up the power of the Executive in relation to its employees. It is making sure that
the Executive can change the strength of particular agencies, can change the personnel in
particular agencies, and can require public servants, in particular, in those agencies to do
their bidding. That completely contradicts what the royal commission recommended.
I said at the beginning of the second reading stage of the debate that the legislation is a
fraud. It purports to be about the royal commission, but it is really about the McCarrey
report. it has much to do with the philosophical and ideological views of those opposite.
It has that far right objective of making sure that every public servant, when they go to
work each day, will feel insecure in their employment to the stage where they will be
willing to do the bidding of their masters, and the opportunity for political patronage, far
from being removed, will be substantially increased. In the light of the royal commission
reports -

Mr Blaikie interjected.
Mr D.L. SMITH: Does the member for Vasse want to say something? We are always
happy to hear from him. How long has the member for Vasse been a member of this
place?
Mr Pendal: A distinguished 23 years.
My D.L. SMITH: A fairly indistinguishable 23 years. The only contribution the member
for Vasse makes to this place is by way of interjection. They are usually inane and more
a result of his vascular state than anything else.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: I remind members to confine themselves to the Bill.
Mr D.L. SMITH: This legislation is aimed at political control of the Public Service. It is
about being able to sack public servants at will and the implementation of ideological and
philosophical views of those apposite. This legislation is one of those pieces of
legislation that makes me ashamed of myself and of this Parliament. The thing that most
attracted me to this place was to ensure that people in this country and the state have a bit
of security, a few civil rights and equality of opportunity. This legislation is another nail
in the coffin of that idea. We used to be a country that cared, that relied on the
performance of old fashioned public servants who knew how to do the job, and who
knew what integrity was about. Now we are ruling ourselves with the notion that
somehow or other the only thing that is important in public sector administration is how
cheaply we can do it. This Government considers Public Service delivery should be
cheap. That attitude is cheap, and the result will be the Government will get monkeys in
the public sector rather than the people of integrity who have been there for generations.
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MR COURT (Nedlands - Minister for Public Sector Management) [5.50 pm]: A wide
range of points have been raised during the third reading debate that were also raised at
some length during Committee. I cannot support the position taken by members opposite
that the whole thrust of this legislation is for the Government of the day to take over the
running of the Public Service. The legislation sets out clearly the powers and
responsibilities of the inisters, the Minister responsible for Public Sector Management,
CEOs and the role of the Public Sector Standards Commissioner. It will bring about
reforms to the running of the public sector which will ensure that that most important part
of government will be more efficient and accountable. No doubt there will be some
teething problems with the legislation if it is passed through the other House, but all in all
it will make for a better public sector in this state. Members opposite are concerned with
the privatisation proposals that may be put forward by this Government or any ocher
government. As I said during Committee, our first priority is to ensure that the position
of government employees is properly protected. We will not agree with anything unless
they am properly protected in a change. That will be the cornerstone of any negotiations
that we enter into. I thank the members for their comments in relation to this legislation.
We have had a lengthy debate in this House, but I believe it is legislation that will work
effectively.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.

SUPPLY BILL
Second Reading

Resumed from 12 May.
MRS HALLAHAN (Armadale - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.53 pm]: I make
the point that I an' not the designated Opposition speaker on this Bill. I make my
comments in the days after this Government's second Budget, when it is closing schools,
raising charges, trampling on local authorities and decimating our public transport
system. It seems to me that we should be moved to ask some questions. Has the
Treasurer brought us the promised land? Has this visionary reformer turned around the
economy as he claims he has? Are the electors being totally conned? As this
Government continues to deal out the pain, who might we ask shares in the gain? Is it an
approach which sees, as a central purpose, inferior services at a greater price for fewer
people? It seems to me that that is the outcome of two Court Government Budgets. Who
are the accomplices in promoting the emerging myth that the Government has brought a
new age of recovery and prosperity? Amazingly, it is created by a very much increased
media machine of these champions of small government.
Mr Pendal: You lot would know all about that.
Mrs HALLLAHAN: It is one of life's little ironies. The member for South Perth
interjects. When in opposition, the present Government was very critical of the former
government putting forward its position, and promised to do away with the media office.
In fact, all of the indications are that that area has been strengthened and enlarged. We
are dealing with masters of double standards and cover-ups and the antithesis of open and
accountable government.
Underpinning this Budget is a substantial economy, the recovery of which is not at all
attributable to this Government. Excluding external factors, some of the key elements
that have led to the strong economic recovery in Western Australia have come from wage
restraint over a long period, brought about by a compact with the union movement. That
compact was achieved at the expense of building up the infrastructure and support for
Australian families, which we now see being totally undermined by the measures of this
Government, and certainly by this second Budget. We see inflation under control and
very low by international standards; a competitive exchange rate; very painful, but
generally agreed necessary, and successful industry restructuring; the benefits of
ruicroeconomic reform and innovation in the private and public sectors. We are also
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reaping the benefits of reform in education and training. All of those factors were
inherited by this Government. It played no constructive role in achieving those
successes, yet it now wants to claim responsibility for the total benefits which are
flowing.
This Government's motto could be. "Take the credit and then take a holiday". I am sure
that it all looked very much easier for the Treasurer from his hotel room in France.
Clearly any observer of the direction this state would be saying that we are galloping
back to 1982. People need to remember that the government of 1982 was one that was
out of ideas, out of compassion and soon to be out of office and on the opposition
benches. It is apparent, and rather regrettable, that that philosophy has been revived a
decade later and lives on very strongly with this Government. It is about going nowhere
in style and causing a great deal of pain for all of those who are not travelling alongside
in conservative comfort.
The second Budget marks the end of phase one of this Government's goals which
involved, more than anything, three key elements. These have emerged since the election
in 1993. They are, firstly, revenge on perceived enemies, be they in the public sector or
anywhere within the private sector. The second area has been the extraordinary rewards
for mates: Union busting builders or passed-over public officials. We have seen some
extraordinary examples of that. We have had debates in this House about builders who
have constantly knocked the union movement and been rewarded with planning benefits;
and public servants, one of whom I spoke about in this place only last week. I understand
he was confirmed in a substantive position last Friday. Then we had the outrageous and
extraordinarily bizarre appointment of the Chairman of the Kings Park Board. We could
also look at a previous Liberal candidate who now chairs the Totalisator Agency Board,
and at a range of other bodies which are chaired by once endorsed Liberal candidates, if
not branch presidents or branch secretaries of the Liberal Party. At the same time the
National Party simply transfers all of the benefits and wealth that it can to its country
electorates.

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm
Mrs HALLAHAN: The third goal of the Court Government is to bury the
recommendations of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government
and Other Matters and to remove any unfortunate expectations of accountability. The
Government must be counting on the electorate either forgetting what it said with great
frequency while in opposition or, indeed, counting on people being conditioned to expect
untruths from conservatives. Whatever the expectation, it clearly is a case of double
standards, cover-up and the antithesis of open and accountable government.
As the Government enters the second phase of its first term, it would be fitting if new
ministries were created to match what the Executive arm of government is doing, rather
than what it claims to be doing. I suggest that a ministry of market distortion be set up,
which would be well suited to privatision of the State Government Insurance
Commission. One could say that the champions of free enterprise have spruced up the
family sedan before advertising it in the Readers Mart. Workers' compensation and third
party entitlements have gone out of the window to reduce the exposure of this model,
while a scandalous levy has been put in place to punish the whole community - innocent
consumers. Of the range of investors across Australia in the 1980s who took risks that
went sour only one has been able to call on the public purse for relief. Why would that
be? it is as if we all must chip in to refurbish the family car, but we cannot use it much
because it is to be sold and we are to be left on the footpath waiting for an ever
increasingly expensive bus system.
Mr Cowan: We all have to chip in to recover the debts you incurred. If you can't
understand that you should not be here.
Mrs HALLAHAN: I am glad that someone in the Government is alive and interjecting.
If we look at the prognostications from the champion of small business, Hion George
Cash -
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Mr Cowan: That nonsensical behaviour was the sort of thing that caused all the trouble
in the first place. You are continuing with it!
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs HALLAHAN: Theft is no doubt that his recent good idea would be a key project
for this ministry. I am talking about the ownership and management of airports in
Western Australia. These free marketeers who love these labels cannot resist a sale. I
imagine it was the last thing on the Federal Government's mind when it sought to
privatise the Federal Airports Corporation that it would stir up a spending frenzy amongst
these confused, born again intervention ists.
Perhaps we should also consider establishing a ministry of ruinous conflict; there is
plenty of evidence to show that such a ministry would have a lot of work to do. If we
took at the way unions are being treated and Aboriginal people ar being treated; at the
way there is a box-on with the Federal Government over every conceivable issue; at the
way we relate to other state governments, even governments of the same political
persuasion as ths one; and at the way some cities, towns and shires are treated, we see
that the list of groups of individuals in this community who see themselves as being at
ruinous conflict with this Government grows on a daily basis. It goes on and on. It is my
hope that the aggregation of the dissatisfactions that are created daily will be enough to
run this Government right out of office in 1997 with a huge majority on the Labor
government benches and a lesson taught these conservative, callous, cover-up, crass,
government members on the other side, who are in some sense not liking the prospect,
but thinking at this stage that is probably not likely. They will learn to live with the tale
of their own creation.
It seems that potential partners in business or in any community endeavour are spumned as
ideologically unsound, as dangerous or, indeed, as difficult to understand. There is
plenty of evidence to suggest that people who finally get an appointment, after waiting
for months, are not heard but are lectured. That is a common complaint that is made to
moe by people from all political persuasions in this community. If I may go back to the
ministry for ruinous conflict, clearly its motto would be quite simple: When in doubt,
confront; when confounded or confused, litigate. This Government has a keen appetite
for the most expensive and protracted litigation. That is offset to some extent by the
settlement on the Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd deal. There was $lm. out the window,
even though all the legal advice said there was no case to answer. We had the heralding
of this very important settlement, the outlaying of taxpayers' dollars in some way that the
Government thought brought credibility to it, and then we had the sad story afterwards
that nobody thought the case had any legs anyway and the money could have been saved.
If we touch on the area of litigation, which is expensive, ongoing and a deterrent to
industry and, therefore, a deterrent to jobs and a danger to the quality of life in Western
Australia, we have only to look at the Court Government's response to the High Court
ruling on Mabo. The Opposition has had industry groups coming to see it, indicating
their concern about the effects of this Hfigh Court decision; and their concern that they
must operate under two sets of laws - state and federal. The Opposition has offered
assistance in order to have some sense restored to this extraordinary situation, whereby
investment is being seriously discouraged and all the benefits that should flow from
investment are not flowing for Western Australian families. All that is at the feet of the
Court Government, the Deputy Premier and the members on the government benches.
The Government seems to be of the belief that to litigate is good and to confuse is good,
but to have a genuine desire to resolve a matter is not a requirement.
The Deputy Premier would have to be the central focus in the department of lost
opportunities. Impressive work was done under this heading in that a major research and
development facility was lost to South Australia! It was lost to a government of a similar
ilk to the government of this state. How could we have lost that facility? This is serious.
Also serious is how a high tech manufacturer closed its doors before anyone, including
this Government, was aware of what was going to happen.
Mr Cowan: Will you let me explain to you what happened?
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Mrs HALLAH-AN: That was bizarre. That happened with Rolls Royce. The Deputy
Premier can miake his speech when I have finished. This is a debate on the Supply Bill
and all members can speak on it. Determination of whether a rescue mission or an
assistance package is to be put together seems to rest entirely on the number of personal
friends this Government has on the boards of companies which require it. That is highly
unsatisfactory.
I move on now to the ministry of smokescreens. The Budget would be the largest
smokescreen under that ministry. This Budget's ability to confuse and bore qualifies it
well for the ministry of smokescreens. A good Budget is like a well constructed classic
chair. What we have in this Budget is a beanbag. It can be pushed into whatever shape
one likes. It is spineless and formless. However, volumes of print require trees from the
forests without providing anybody with the opportunity to analyse the content. What is
also worrying about the Budget is that the Treasurer has not even tried to explain to the
electorate the figures in it. Instead, it has been implied chat the electorate would not
understand the figures. More worrying than that is the frightening reality that maybe the
Treasurer does not understand them. In that, we have a repeat of last year when clearly
the Treasurer did not understand the figures that he gave in this House. How else could
we be expected to interpret it when this Government's first attempt at forward estimates
gave revenue projections that actually bore no resemblance to the projections of the
economy's growth and which are pegged at something less than half the average of other
states? It is a very concerning situation and there has been no satisfactory explanation in
the days since the Budget was handed down. In my view, we are looking at a portrait of
a very worrying government as the Parliament goes into recess for the winter period and
public servants and the community are left to grapple with the implications and the
extraordinary allocations in the second Court Budget.
There has been a reduction in education expenditure in the Budget. That flies in the face
of an expanding school population which exists in this state as in no other state in this
country. This Budget actually reduces expenditure to that sector. No allocation has been
made to meet the very high profile promise of 800 additional police officers. Instead,
there has been an allocation for 100 civilians to enter the Police Force. Is it possible for
100 civilians to take the place of what was expected to be an allocation of 400 police
officers? It is an impossible ask. Nobody, not even this Government, with all of its
distortions and misrepresentations, should put that forward. There is no way that 800
additional police officers can be provided in the two remaining Budgets of this
Government.
Mr Strickland: You must admit that 100 professional typists can type better than the
police who have to do it now.
Mrs HALLAHAN: That is an extraordinary interjection by the member for Scarborough.
First of all he referred to 'professional typists". He should update the term a bit and refer
to keyboard operators.
Mr Strickland: They will be professional people who will assist with writing reports.
They will be able to do it better than a policeman who effectively now spends only four
and a half hours a day policing because the rest of his day is tied up with writing reports.
Mrs 1-ALLAHAN: The case the member for Scarborough has outlined may be a sound
one, but additional police officers as well as administrative support are needed. We
cannot expect professional keyboard operators to do the work of police officers. It is
dangerous to expect that administrative people can somehow make up for 800 police
officers of which none, as yet, has been allocated. The net increase last year was very
low. The member for Scarborough can defend his reprehensible government in a speech
after I sit down.
I turn now to the $50 levy. This is one of the real examples of this Government's view
on equity for the community. It is paid on every vehicle. That means that a family with
two Mercedes Benzes pays the same amount as a family with two exhausted motor
vehicles. Is that fair? It is most unfair and it places a huge burden on the people in my
electorate as it does on those who have a third clapped out vehicle for their trade which is
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used to obtain an income for their families. The wealthy pay the same amount on very
expensive, late model vehicles as those people to whom I have referred. No-one can tell
me that that is fair or an attractive aspect of this Government's policies.
This Government has had an income surplus. It was not expected last year when the
Government introduced its Budget. It has had a windfall which no-one would regret.
However, how has the relief of the burden been shared? It has not been shared across the
community. Water charges have been increased and fares have been increased twice. An
average family in Armadale is now $604.80 worse off as a result of the charges imposed
by the Court Government.
Mr *Thomas: It is a high taxing government.
Mrs HALLAH-AN: Not only is it high taxing, but also it is callous by visiting die high
taxes disproportionately on the poor and particularly on young families. Let us have a
look at the figures of this high taxing Government that the member for Cockburn so
rightly drew to the attention of the House. The figures comprise a payroll tax addition of
$64m and taxes on property of $ 145m. A lot of that revenue comes from the improving
property market.
Mr Cowan: Payroll tax does not come from the property market!
Mrs HA1.LALHAN: I am talking about the $145m. The Deputy Premier is dopey, but not
that dopey!
Mr Cowan: If you think that payroll tax comes -

M~rs HALLAHAN: Be quiet and listen!
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Cowan: I know that the Speaker wants some order in the House, but if the member
thinks that payroll tax comes from improvement in the property market, then she -
The SPEAKER: Order! I call on the Deputy Premier to significantly reduce his
interjections. However, I was a little disappointed in the "dopey" comment.
Mrs HALLAH-AN: It was very apt.
The SPEAKER: I thought with the member's wide vocabulary she could have come up
with a beautiful synonym.
Mrs HALLAHAN: You and I will differ on that, Mr Speaker, as 1 thought it was very
apt.
Before I was rudely interrupted, I was indicating the tax on property was largely due to
an improved property market as many families on lower incomes axe buying their first
homes, and others with growing families are moving to larger homes. This taxing
measure is placing a disproportionate burden on families, particularly young families, in
Western Australia at the hands of the Court Government.
The provision of goods and services tax take is $52m, motor vehicle and franchise taxes
represent $153m, and $17m is collected in fees and fines. These figures are outlined in
the Leader of the Opposition's media statement, which encapsulated many of the
problems faced by the community as a result of this high taxing Court Government. We
hear rhetoric from the Government about family life, but every tax and charge increase
undermines family life. It is a serious situation.
The Ministers of this Government are very inaccessible. The comment is frequently
made that people who want a hearing with a Minister on behalf of themselves, their
organisations or the state of Western Australia. must wait for months for an appointment.
If they are lucky enough to obtain an appointment, they are not heard - they receive a
lecture. People resent that very much indeed. Apart from that, people cannot approach
these arrogant inisters in social situations.
Mr Wiese: People want to see us now.
Several members interjected.
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The SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs HALLAHAN: People tell us all aver the state of the inaccessibility of Ministers,
and they say that they feel cut off from the Government. People are aggrieved about
decisions which reduce their quality of life with reductions in disposable income as a
result of taxes to be paid.
The Treasurer has an absolutely mindless pursuit of restoring the state's AAA credit
rating, which the previous Government was well on the way to restoring. In the
Treasurer's pursuit, people are sacrif iced through charges, increased costs and high taxes.
Western Australian battlers are penalised by many policy directions, and suffer the so-
called benefits of these policies.
In conclusion, Western Australia is a very wealthy state as we have wonderful natural
assets and a well educated population, yet we are in grave danger of creating a society in
which class becomes a factor, a decade of Labor government militated against such a
system. This does not bode well for the future. It is a great danger with a conservative
government in office for a long time - nobody believes that will actually be the case - that
this growing economy which provides many benefits to many people will not produce an
equitable share for the population. This Government is pursuing policies in an
unprincipled manner, and does not take account of the various circumstances of Western
Australians. The Government is not supporting families, especially those with young
children, is not addressing a number of social problems and is not presenting
opportunities for young people.
This Government is not accountable and open. The Government covers up issues, and
does not communicate well with the electorate. This Government is the antithesis of
what was promised to be fair and open government. The People for Fair and Open
Government organisation has disappeared, and that body was in partnership with Liberal
Party members prior to the last election. Many families in Western Australia are in for a
tough year. when some of their burden could have been lifted. The policies of 1982 are
revisiting this state with a high taxing and callous Government.
MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [7.56 pml: I shall use this opportunity to refer to
planning issues and Commonwealth-state relations. I record my support and
congratulations to the Minister for Planning on the decision he made, which was outlined
in a press statement of 27 May, as follows -

... the Government has rejected a plan by the Federal Airports Corporation ... to
build a massive 38 557 square mnetre bulk retailing outlet on the Commonwealth-
owned land.

This was the correct decision, and it is appropriate that the Opposition commend the
Government for making such decisions. The Opposition policy on airport land has been
developed over some years: We support the maximum use of available airport land when
it fits into the overall planning strategy for Perth and the state. However, we have
concerns when those developments take place outside the planning regulations and
policies. A new building has already been erected on the approach to the international
terminal, and this is part of the Gold Corporation Mint. This was constructed during the
time of the previous government, and it was seen as an appropriate place to position that
facility.
In the proposal to which I referred earlier, the Federal Airports Corporation planned to
construct a large scale development involving a major retail outlet. The Perth central
airport project entailed a $200m development on I 3Oha of airport land in two stages over
five years. When the proponents first sent out a press release and letters, one of which I
received, they indicated that the project was to begin in early 1994 with the first stage
consisting of a $50m bulk retail centre. The letter reads -

This includes a lead tenant who will offer a limited range of mixed goods in bulk
sale conditions at competitive prices (approximately 4 000 lines compared with
20 000 or more lines of a conventional supermarket). Customers will pay an
initial membership fee to shop at this facility. Other bulk retail outlets will offer
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products such as hardware, toys, furniture and white goods. A small number of
convenience shops such as a delicatessen, chemist and newsagent will also be
provided, together with a service station and fast food outlets.

With that range of activities, it was proposed to be a fairly major shopping centre. The
letter continues -

Accordingly, Perth Airport Central will not compete directly with local shopping
centres.

Arguments have been waged over that issue. It appears that the Government sized up the
issue in the same way as the Opposition; that is, that the proponents' statement was not
true.
Such a large commercial development would draw away business from other shopping
centres - Belmont Forum, Carousel, and perhaps as far away as Galleria Morley, which
will open in a few months. Those centres would be impacted upon by the development
of such a large retail centre.
Stage two of the project envisaged an investment of a further $150m, incorporating a
resort-style hotel, with an adjacent 1S hole championship golf course and other sporting
facilities. It was suggested that it would also provide for the development of aerospace.
export and oilier industries which might be attracted to an airport site with the range of
retail, accommodation and recreational facilities to be offered by the Perth Airport central
project. The two stages of the project were envisaged to generate an estimated 2 300
permanent jobs. The proposal put forward by the Federal Airports Corporation seemed
to be very attractive, but we found on further investigation that it did not meet a range of
considerations which were very important in judging such a development. It was
suggested that it would be a power centre and take on the role of such centres in the
United States, where a person would have to be a member in order to shop at the major
store. It was to be a club-type centre and that was to be a new concept in shopping in
Perth. Perhaps we will see in the near future a move cowards a different style of
shopping. However, closer analysis of this proposal suggested that that was a way of
dressing up what was to be a major shopping centre and that we could not expect that in
future people would have to maintain membership in order to shop there, because there
would be no legal guarantee that that would be the case.
Thte Federal Airports Corporation is embarking upon this type of development
throughout Australia. It is part of the charter which the Federal Government has given to
the FAC to ensure that there is a maximum return on the assets which it holds, which are
considerable and which have taken a large investment from Commonwealth funds over
many years. It is right and proper that we should see efficient use of those facilities and
of that investment. The Federal Airports Corporation, in taking up that charter, has
sought to maximise the use of its land and to return to the Commonwealth Government a
profit on its operations. It makes good sense then to put in place various types of
investments on the free and available land which presently forms part of the
Commonwealth land on which the airport is situated.
Parr of the culture of our society is that we expect commercial enterprises to be
competitive and to succeed. If they are not competitive, they slip by the wayside.
However, we expect that there will be, to use the jargon, a level playing field, where
people in the same industries in the same area compete on an equal footing.
Unfortunately, that is not the case here, because enterprises which locate on
Commonwealth land are not subject to state laws, regulations or planning procedures.
The Act which governs the Federal Airports Corporation requires it to seek to comply
with state legislation, but at the end of the day it is not legislatively bound to comply.
The Opposition disagrees totally with that, and I will relate later the steps which have
been taken by the Labor Parry in this state, when in both government and opposition, to
put its position to the Commonwealth Government and to try to have this situation
remedied.
Mr Lewis: Then why did you not put that position to the Government?
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Mr KOBELCE: The Minister is in government, and he is supposed to be doing things for
the state.
Mr Lewis: If you are so honourable and fair minded, why did you not write me a letter
and say that you support the position that we are taking?
Mr KOBELKE: It may be because the bulk of the letters which I have written to the
Minister have not received responses which I have found cooperative.
Mr Lewis: That is unfair.
Mr KOBELKE: Why? It is true though, is it not?
Mr Lewis: You have written to me only three times in the last 15 months.
Mr KOBELKE: It may be a selective area, but the responses that I have received to that
correspondence have not encouraged me to think that the Government would take up
suggestions from the Opposition. Be that as it may, the fact is that the Government's
stated policy is that the Commonwealth should not interfere in state matters. We also
made that very clear to the Commonwealth Government. Last year. the Opposition met
with the Deputy Prime Minister, Brian Howe. and put to him our position. The then
Leader of the Opposition, Carmen Lawrence, wrote to Brian Howe, stating that we did
not think Commonwealth land should be used for government trading enterprises in a
way which gave them a commercial advantage over other businesses in the same area
which were not on Commonwealth land. Thai is very much in line with this
Government's policy, but the trouble is that this Government does not necessarily act
according to its stated policy. We were fighting the fight, in the same way that this
Government said it was, in terms of standing up for this state and trying to have in place
proper planning legislation and state laws applicable, where they should be, to
commercial enterprises situated on Commonwealth land. The Minister should listen, and
he might learn. We went on record with that. I spoke to the Press about it. The fact that
the Press did not carry it was because it did not regard the Opposition as having a big role
to play in this matter. The Opposition was taking a leading role in saying to the
Commonwealth that it did not want it to allow the FAC to override valid state legislation.
The fact is that such a major shopping centre should conform with the metropolitan
centres policy. The Federal Airports Corporation suggested that such a development did
conform. I do not think anyone other than the FAC thought that it did. I see from the
Minister's press statement that his judgment clearly is that it did not. That is one good
reason why such a development should not take place on that land. The other reason is
that even if one did agree that such a development conformed with the range of planning
policies and allowed it to go ahead, one would have no guarantee that the continuing use
of such a development would be that which was stated initially, because the FAC does
not have to comply with state legislation. Therefore, a building might be built as a major
retailing centre and then be turned into a sports centre, a warehouse, or whatever, without
the need for state approval. Commonwealth legislation states that the FAC should seek
to have that approval, but, at the end of the day, it does not actually need to have that
approval. That is my judgment, and some of the statements from the FAC show clearly
that that is also the way it believes it can operate.
Another reason that the Opposition has problems with the Commonwealth Government's
jurisdiction over such land is that although such a development may have to comply with
the requirements of the Commonwealth Environmental Protection Agency, there is no
requirement for it to comply with the requirements of the Environmental Protection
Authority of Western Australia. Currently, on that Perth Airport land there are wetlands
of considerable environmental significance. Those areas will not be affected by this
development, but future developments could lead to interfering with or changing those
areas of environmental significance, and they would not require to be cleared through the
state Environmental Protection Authority.
Another area of concern is the building and fire control regulations. A spokesperson
from the Western Australian Fire Brigade indicated at a public meeting last year that he
had considerable difficulty in enforcing fire regulations at Perth Airport because as it was
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on Commonwealth land, there was no requirement for the FAC to comply with the fire
regulation requirements of this state. The spokesman for fire brigades in this state has
clearly stated that publicly.
Another area with which we find difficulty is trading hours. One of the competitive
advantages for the centre was that it would not have to meet the trading regulations
which are presently a matter of some contention. Thfey bypassed the need to meet the
trading hours regulations because this enterprise would be located on Commonwealth
land.
Mr Lewis: The Federal Government would have to support regulations to allow that. It
was not a matter of right. Although they protested it was a matter of right, they could not
have done that unless laws were passed.
Mr KOBELKCE: The point is they could override state regulations.
Mr Lewis: If they wanted to.
Mr KOBELKE: One of the proponents for a major store was touting that they would be
able to trade for extended hours because it was on Commonwealth land. Whether that
was put in place, the Minister suggests, is a matter of fixing up the legalities at the
Commonwealth end, but ultimately state legislation could have been overridden.
Another concern which does not apply in this area is that the pollution of ground water
can occur without the state pollution control authorities - whether the Environmental
Protection Authority or the Water Authority - having direct jurisdiction. In areas where
there is a need for underwater storage tanks for fuel, for aeroplanes or for the service
station which was suggested to be located on the land, we could have a leakage into the
ground water which may turn out to be used as part of our water supply, either domestic
or on a larger scale. We could have difficulty with state authorities having jurisdiction to
police those facilities and to minimise or stop such sources of pollution. So, we have a
range of issues where it is totally appropriate for state legislation to have force, but that is
not the case. The Opposition has approached the Federal Government to make it happen,
and we hope this Government will take up that issue. It may have done so behind closed
doors, but we have seen no public statements requesting that of the Federal Government.
What I think turned the tide with this project was the formation of a group, Retailers
Against Government Enterprise, which argued its case forcefully and well. It put out a
range of newsletters which continued to arrive at my office over the past year. The group
claimed to represent 2 000 retailers and 27 000 retail employees. It was able to draw on a
thorough report, put out by a company called Ibecon ty Ltd which investigated the
impact of such a development on retailing in Perth. The result of that survey suggested
that such a development would destroy 300 retail businesses and result in the loss of
1 600 jobs, contrary to the figures given by the Federal Airports Corporation. It was
based on the view that there would be a transfer of business rather rhan the creation of
new business.
Mr Lewis: It was at the request of the ministry that we seek that position. We were
presented with the market research from Federal Airports. As a Minister, I saw the need
for other professional advice to consider the situation. I spoke to the state planners and
that was the most popular body.
Mr KOBELKE: I accept that interjection suggesting that Ibecon has the credentials in
this situation, but it was the shopping centres and retailers who put together the funds to
fight the campaign. It was a considerable amount.
Mr Lewis: That was done of their own volition.
Mr KOBELKE: Yes, because they were protecting 300 retail businesses and 1 600 jobs -
their jobs and their businesses was what it was all about. They went through that process
because the proposed development could subvert state legislation and be put in place
without requiring the necessary clearances. Commonwealth legislation should be
changed to require all commercial activity, all wrading enterprises which are located on
Commonwealth land, to comply fully with state legislation and planning policy. They
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should not be able to get out of it in this way. There should not be such a way to provide
unfair, competitive advantage to certain operations simply because they are located on
Commonwealth land. It is a totally inappropriate and improper way for Commonwealth
enterprises to do business. We have stated our position previously to the Commonwealth
Government and to the Press, although it did not receive much coverage. In such an
approach obviously difficulties occur. We have substantial difficulties when a
government likec the Court coalition Government wishes to take on the Commonwealth
Government and fight for political purposes, without addressing the substance of the
issue.
Mr Lewis: Come on, be fair!
Mr KOBELKE: It has been established clearly that this Government seeks to use the
Commonwealth Government as a whipping boy in order to promote the state's standing
in the electorate, and in doing so it has failed to address the issues of substance. We need
to work cooperatively with the Commonwealth Government if we are to convince it to
put in place the legislation to require commercial enterprises located on Commonwealth
land to meet all state legislative requirements. It is not an easy thing to do, but it needs to
be done in a constructive way by the state working with the Commonwealth.
Provision is necessary in Commonwealth legislation to give an out where a development
is of national significance. For instance, the third runway at Sydney airport was a
controversial decision, and in a case like that the local and state governments may oppose
something which the Federal Government considers to be of major significance and in
the national interest. In that case, the federal Minister may need powers to override state
legislation, but for ordinary commercial enterprises situated on Commonwealth land
there must be legislative reform so that such enterprises fully comply with state
legislation. We have instead a good neighbour policy, where the Federal Airports
Corporation says it will try to fit in with local and state governments and try to do the
right thing -

Mr Lewis interjected.
Mr KOBELKE: Under Commonwealth legislation, namely section 7(2)(d) and (e) of the
Federal Airports Corporation Act, the board of the corporation is required to seek to be
allowed by state and relevant local authorities when proposing to use airport land in a
way not directly related to aviation. I am not a lawyer, but some lawyers have argued
that it must get approval in the fuller sense. On my reading, that is not the case. The
board must go through the procedures and, ultimately, go its own way. That argument is
supported by the actions of the Federal Airports Corporation, because when it discussed
with the Minister how it could deal with conflict over this development they came to an
agreement to put a proposal through the planning procedures of the state - but from my
reading of the press statement it indicated clearly it was not subject to that decision; it
could still go its own way.
Mr Lewis: They were saving face.
Mr KOBELKE: The board's statements indicated that although it would put this
proposal through the State Planning Commission by the normal process it would not be
considered it was subject to that process, and the decision was not binding on it. In the
end, it backed off because if it were to take on a fight with the State Government it would
open a range of problems which it did not wish to enter into, and therefore it would move
the money to an airport elsewhere.
Mr Lewis: Theme was another reason. The position was squarely put to them that if they
wanted to take on state responsibilities we would contest the matter in court.
Mr KOBELKE: That was what I alluded to. Those sorts of issues would be involved. In
his press release of 27 May the Minister indicated he would not allow the development to
proceed. The first paragraph reads -

Stat Cabinet has given in-principle support for a multi-million dollar resort-style
hotel, sports stadium and golf course development at Perth airport.
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But the problem I have with chat is chat it runs into some difficulties. I support the
Minister in wanting to get the development up and running. Real scope exists for that
sort of development, but the problem is chat the proponents are not subject to state
legislation. Further on, the press statement reads -

Mr Lewis said the Government's in-principle support was subject to a number of
conditions, which included:
+ further details of the proposed uses, the siting of buildings, drainage and

the proposed traffic and access arrangements be submitted and approved
before any development is started;

That is very commendable, but it misses the fundamental point of the issue. The
developers do not have to conform or comply with any of chose requirements with which
any other instrumentalities or commercial operations that were not on Commonwealth
land would have to comply. The fundamental issue is sidestepped by the Minister. He
says they are to meet those conditions, but there is no legislative requirement that they
should. The Minister's statement went on -

+ chat no retail sales take place from the proposed developments; and
+ the proposed development complied with any requirements and conditions

set down by the Commonwealth Environmental Protection Agency.
The point is that the Minister in this Government who has railed long and hard about
Commonwealth interference is saying those proponents can get Commonwealth
environmental clearance - they do not have to get state clearance - and that there is a
restriction on retail sales when he knows he has no power to enforce that. The
Opposition congratulates the Government for making the correct decision but, in doing
that, it has failed to address the fundamental issue regarding uncompetitive use of
Commonwealth land by certain retailing enterprises and the opportunity of the Federal
Airports Corporation to cake advantage of that.
Mr Lewis: It has been addressed. You do not know what I am doing.
Mr KOBELKE: The extent to which the Minister addressed this issue was a dorothy
dixer during question time today. It was the first statement this Minister has made in this
House on this issue which the Opposition considers important, despite the waffle from
the Government. The first statement to this Chamber was not even a short ministerial
statement.
Mr Lewis: It is not true -

Mr ICOBELKE: The Minister has not dealt with the matter on the fundamental issues.
Mr Lewis interjected.
Mr KOBELKE: If he shows it to me I will apologise. He did not address the
fundamental issue. In a dorothy dixer today, the Minister mentioned that at state level he
was drawing up a memorandum of understanding to cake to the meeting of the Ministers
for Planning and to the Commonwealth so that this issue can be furthered.
Mr Lewis: I have spoken about a memorandum of understanding for nine months.
Mr KOBELKE: In 1991 the issue of Commonwealth Government agencies, including
government tading enterprises not being subject to State Government legislation, was in
part considered at the Planning Ministers' meetings. As a consequence, a
Commonwealth interdepartmental committee was formed to consider these issues and
drafted guidelines for Commonwealth departments, government trading enterprises and
statutory authorities on the "Urban Policy Implications of Commonwealth Development".
This matter has been progressing for some time and this Minister has failed to carry it
any further. He may have thought he was doing something, but our position has not
changed. I am not saying it is an easy issue. Irrespective of whether it was a Liberal or
Labor government, obtaining the agreement of the Commonwealth Government on
something - in this case in the state's interests - in the interests of better planning, would
be a difficult fight to take on.
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Mr Lewis: Ic would be most difficult to achieve those changes.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Minister.
Mr KOBELKE: This Minister has not been able to progress it any further than it was in
1991. For all the huff and puff of this Court Government in taking on the
Commonwealth, when it comes to a fundamental issue that directly affects the people of
Perth and which overrides our planning, fire protection and environmental legislation and
has the potential to override our tr-ading hours legislation, this Government has done
nothing. It has not been willing to take up with the Commonwealth this fundamental
issue of Commonwealth-state relations. This is one more example of where this
Government is long on rhetoric, but not all that successful with making progress.
The Commonwealth is considering the sale of some of the airports under the FAC - an
issue that has been in the wind for some months now and further required the resolution
of this fundamental issue which this Government should be giving some priority. It will
not go away. We will have to tackle it. The Government will have the support of the
opposition if it wishes to take a bipartisan approach to the Commonwealth Government,
as we already have, and point out the current ludicrous situation whereby enterprises can
be situated on Commonwealth land and be able to avoid state legislative requirements.
The Government will not be able to implement proper planning procedures - something
which the Commonwealth wishes to have in place - unless we can overcome this
problem. I hope the Government will now address it seriously.
[Quorum formed.)
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [8.26 pm]: As Leader of the
Opposition, it is not my intention to take the opportunity during this week to reply to the
Treasurer's Budget speech. I make that point because I believe the information before
this House is totally inadequate. Although the Government may have felt rather
bludgeoned by the media response to its Budget, it was a well deserved response. In
every respect it is a mushroom Budget that feeds a line in a few areas where the
Government will feel most comfortable, but certainly in a range of areas, provides very
little information whatsoever. It provides almost no comparable information on a range
of estimates and Budget outcomes.
I find it quite extraordinary that the Federal Government can bring down a budget earlier
than this and still have the ability to make the necessary comparisons. I understand that
not only has it been able to do that, but already its Budget has passed through most of the
processes in the House of Representatives and has been dealt with. The same applies
with bther states that have brought down early budgets. They were able to make
available the information we need to make sense of a budget; yet it could not be done in
Western Australia. Interestingly enough, it could be done in some areas where we are
readily told there has been a major increase in funds. In a couple of other areas the
Government was happy to claim there have been increases. However, in some of the
most critical areas of government expenditure, especially the Health and Education
budgets, there was total and utter confusion over expected outcomes and the current
estimates- The Health budget is a remarkable example of the confusion within this state
Budget.
The West Australian newspaper was told by the Minister that the Health budget had been
slashed by 2 or 3 per cent in real terms. This is at a time when Western Australia's
population needs a greater Health budget. The next day, a contradictory story came out.
In the Budget lockup prior to the official release of the Budget, the media were told by
Treasury officials there had becn a 3 per cent downturn in the Health budget. The same
officials later contacted the media to say the Health budget was up by 0.9 per cent. The
Budget outcome was all over the place. No-one, whether Treasury officials, Ministers, or
the Treasurer himself, was able to point to the Budget and say what was the outcome.
This is what is going on in Western Australia in relation to budgetary matters.
it is for that reason that, as Leader of the Opposition, I feel it is my responsibility to deal
with the Budget when we know what is going on and we are sufficiently aware to be able
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to make sense of the outcomes in this Budget on behalf of other Western Australians. As
it stands, it is virtually impossible to make any sense of it.
I also point out that we would normally get with the Budget papers - we did so last year,
and it was implemented by a previous Labor government - a variety of program
statements that outline what is happening in a range of ministerial areas. Those
statements provide detailed outlines which are absolutely essential if we are to make
some sense of this Budget. I have been told that dhe program statements have in fact
been written and are available, but have not been printed.
Mrs Hallahan: More cover-up!
Mr TAYLOR: That is tight. The Government has found it very convenient indeed not to
make the information available to the Parliament.
Mr Lewis interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: Has the Minister's department completed its program statement in
relation to this Budget?
Mr Lewis: The program statement has been to me, and I have signed it off. I do not
know where it is in the system.
Mr TAYLOR: I ask the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs whether his department has
completed its program statement in relation to the Budget.
Mr Prince: I have seen the drafts. I do not believe they have been completed.
Mr TAYLOR: Has the department of the Minister for Police completed its program
statements?
Mr Wiese: Not that I am aware of.
Mr Lewis: What is the point you are making?
Mr TAYLOR: I have been told the program statements are available, but have not been
made available to this Parliament.
Mr Lewis: That is not true.
Mr TAYLOR: The Minister has signed off his program statement, and no more is
required. Let me give the Minister an example from last year's Budget papers. I refer to
the Fisheries Department at page 241, under major achievements for 1992-93. I
guarantee that the Fisheries Department has completed for its Minister die major
achievements in 1993-94 for its program statement. The same comment could be made
in relation to the major planned achievements for 1994-95. It has been completed and is
available, but Parliament has been left in the dark.
Mr Lewis interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: This information is available. It has been made available in other
Parliaments throughout Australia, and certainly Estimates committees in other
Parliaments have been able to deal with these sorts of issues. We do not have the
information, and it is most certainly available. This is the Government which was going
to be open and accountable, but which brings to the Parliament a Budget we cannot make
any sense of.
Mr Lewis: You are just going on for something to say.
Mr TAYLOR: Far from it! The point I amn making is we cannot make sense of this
Budget. As Leader of the Opposition I am not in a position to respond to this Budget in a
sensible way. Members opposite know full well that the information is available. It is a
disgrace. Ihe opportunity for me to respond to the Budget is this week, but the
information has not been provided. It has been done elsewhere and it can be done in
Western Australia, but it has not been done here.
The Treasurer's comment about the Government's increased tax take is also substantially
and deliberately underestimated. It was only on 9 June that the information available
from Access Economics and people who have been used by the Government and over the
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years by the Liberal Party was that in relation to Western Australia, without any changes
to settings, taxes and charges would rake in an extra 7.9 per cent, or $178m, this coming
financial year. I issued a statement when the Budget came out and said that on Budget
taxes such as payroll tax and stamp duty the Court Government would rake in an extra 22
per cent in revenues in its first two years in office and the total tax grab for this financial
year and next financiall year - and this is including charges for water and bus and train
fares - would be something like $441mi. This is at a time when the Government is telling
us that the figure will be a lot less than those amounts.
The Treasurer in his Budget speech also said -

There will be no new taxes, no increase in existing taxes, and we have been able
to make some reductions in payroll tax to small businesses.

That statement is about two-thds true: There are no new taxes and there has been a very
small reduction, about $l2m, in payroll tax to be paid by small businesses. But to say in
the speech that there has been no increase in existing taxes is totally untrue. There have
been substantial increases in water rates and bus and train fares, and if they are not taxes I
will go "he" for chasey. Members opposite should ask the people who have to pay them
whether they are taxes or charges; they will be told they are. Remember, this is at a time
when the Government is saying that there has been no increase in existing taxes. There
have certiinly been substantial increases in taxes. Merely because the Government gets
them in a week or two before the Budget is brought down does not allow the Treasurer to
claim in his Budget speech that there have been no increases in existing taxes. There
have been.
I want to make a point about why it has been necessary for this Government to hide
where it is going and what it is doing with this Budget.
Mr Lewis: What are we hiding?
Mr TAYLOR: The Minister might best be able to answer that.
Mr Lewis: What are we hiding?
Mr TAYLOR: I will give an example. The Minister has been saying all day, 'Be fair.
Be fair." I refer to the coalition's sport and recreation policy that it went to the electorate
on in 1993. These are the sorts of things the coalition said. Apart from saying it would
abolish the Department of Sport and Recreation and replace it with a sport and recreation
commission, which we have not seen yet, thank God, the coalition's policy was -

Establish a training foundation to develop the skills of referees/umpires and
administrators, particularly at the local club and league level;
Reverse Labor's policy of reducing the emphasis on sport skills and physical
education in schools;

There was no such policy. To continue -

Increase the overall level of funding for sport and recreation facilities through the
Community Sport and Recreation Facilities Fund;
Ensure that where a major sporting or recreational facility is funded, there is
adequate provision for ongoing maintenance costs;

Thle coalition also said that it would make certain that the amount of funding available
through Healthway would be increased. Last year a cap was placed on those sorts of
funds, and sport and recreation missed out substantially. I say that, having come from a
government which I consider had an outstanding and proud record of support for sport
and recreation in Western Australia. Its record includes setting up the Western
Australian Institute of Sport which is, without doubt, the best institute of sport of any
state and probably sets the example for the Australian Institute of Sport. The former
government set up the foundations for coaching women in sport and for Aboriginal sport
and recreation.
Mr Lewis: Self-praise is no praise.
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Mr TAYLOR: I am still going to say it. We also played a major role in the spants fund
program in the development of junior span, which has now been adopted by the
Commonwealth Government We were involved in substantial development initiatives in
Aboriginal span, the development of the Superdrome, the Western Australian Cricket
Association ground, Whiteman Park, the Brigadoon Equestrian Centre, the
Commonwealth hockey stadium and the velodrome at Midvale, and in the restructuring,
in part at least, of Australian Rules football. A close working relationship was developed
between local government, sporting and community organisations, and government
through the community sporting and recreation facilities fund. People can go throughout
Western Australia these days and see a variety of facilities being developed through that
fund. It was one of the best initiatives in sport and recitation developed by the former
government. I add to that list of initiatives the large number of major world events that
were brought to Western Australia, including the World Swimming Championships, the
World Shotgun Championships, the World Lacrosse Championships, Rally Australia and
the Hopman Cup. In every sense it is an enviable record in sport and recreation. It is a
record which I hope the Government will seek to emulate in some way.
Without wanting to be too unkind, the Minister for Sport and Recreation is overloaded in
his ministerial responsibilities. The responsibilities as Education Minister and the other
portfolios Hon Norman Moore has are vast and require a great deal of attention and time.
Perhaps in considering the make-up of the Ministry in the light of the workload the
Treasurer should decide whether Sport and Recreation should be taken on by another
Minister so that some focus and attention can be given to issues associated with sport and
recreation in Western Australia. As I talk to people in this area it is obvious that
concerns exist about the lack of attention to some of the issues associated with it.
I make that paint with regard to the Budget to emphasise my earlier point about the lack
of detail in the Budget. I must turn to the consolidated fund estimates for 1993-94 and
make a comparison between the expected outturn for 1993-94 and the expected outturn
for 1994-95 in order to make a little sense of this Budget. It may well be that the final
results from the Ministry of Sport and Recreation in Western Australia are that it has
spent more than was expected for 1993-94; it may well be that it has spent less. Either
way, real concerns exist about the funds that are made available for sport and recreation
in this state. The amount provided for recurrent services for the 1994-95 financial year is
$6.055m, whereas the amount provided in the 1993-94 estimate was $6.093m. My
biggest concern relates to the community sporting and recreation facilities fund where
last year $7m was provided but in this coming financial year only $3m is provided, flat
is an important fund. Already I have heard from people in Geraldton who have been
most concerned that they have been left out. People in sport and recreation are saying
that there is no guarantee on the part of the Government that the fund will even continue.
Although the triennial program that was put in place may go into 1994-95, there is no
guarantee that it will be picked up.
Mr Court: Tell the Parliament how you locked in all the programs for three years. Your
former Ministers prior to the election locked in all the expenditure to fund your promises.
Mr TAYLOR: We did lock in the programs for three years. I will give an example of
one of the promises which I hope the Government will fund in my electorate of
Kalgoorlie where the former government made a commitment to contribute one-third to
extend the basketball stadium.
Mr Court: You committed funds three years in advance.
Mr TAYLOR: Yes, this is the third year. The former government committed funds three
years in advance because it gives an opportunity for local government and community
groups involved to make certain that they know what is coming down the track so that
they will have in place the funds necessary to ensure that that program goes ahead.
Mr Court: You have spent the money; we now must pay it out .
Mr TAYLOR: That is right; the Government is committed to paying it out.
Mr Court: Don't go criticising us; you made the commitment.
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Mr TAYLOR: I anm saying that the Government has the opportunity to put a rolling
program in place. There is nothing to stop the Government from doing that.
Mr Omodei: What kind of willing program?
Mr TAYLOR: A program so that the Government ensures a funding commitment for the
financial years 1995-96 and 1996-97 so that people who are crying out for sport and
recreation facilities know that they have the opportunity to put those facilities in place.
Mr Courv How about telling the state how you committed all the funds?
Mr TAYLOR: We certainly committed the funds. I have just explained why we
committed those funds. If the Treasurer wants to tell people around the state that he did
not approve of that and that he did not support that -
Mrt Oniodei interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: The Minister for Water Resources, the Southern Processors man, should
not talk about pork barrelling when he provided free sewerage in his own electorate.
That episode in the member's ministerial career is far from finished. There will be more
to come about that down the crack.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Day): Order! It is extremely hard for the Hansard reporter
to make sense of what is going on. I ask members to bear that in mind and extend their
cooperation to the reporter.
Mr TAYLOR: The community sporting and recreation facilities fund has been critical to
Western Australia. The results of that program can be seen throughout the state in town
after town. It was a magnificent program in that it involved a one-third contribution by
each of the State Government, local government, and the sporting and recreational
bodies. Everyone was involved and felt a part of it. We see the bricks and mortar results
of that program. The program for 1993-94 in this Budget shows an estimate of $7mn but
only $3m for 1994-95. That is of grave concern. I can only go on the estimates for last
year and this year. The overall grant total in sport and recitation for 1993-94 was
$18.148m. The suggested grant total for 1994-95 is $16.143m. That is $2m below what
'.may be" the expected outturn for this program in this mushroom Budget.
Outside that community sporting and recreation facilities fund, the only major program
for capital works in education is a sports hall-performing arts complex. I guess that will
be built at Como Senior High School. I add to that the $3.lm which has been set aside
for a state tennis centre, of which $lIm is for proposed expenditure in 1994-95. That is a
fairly poor outturn given the substantial amount of funds that went into community
sporting facilities in Western Australia when the Opposition was in government.
The next grave concern I have goes to the issue of the consolidated fund's forward
estimate for 1994-95, 1995-96 and 1996-97. The forward estimate for sport and
recreation recurrent services for 1994-95 is $15. 143m, but the Government suggests that
by 199&-97 it will drop to $14.1llm. Members should remember that these forward
estimates have been made at a time when people and governments are being encouraged
to focus on sport and recreation for all sorts of reasons - not only for good health care, but
also given that the Sydney Olympics will be held in the year 2000. if this state is going
toplay its role in bringing forward young athletes to participate in that great competition,
there must be a far greater focus on sport and recreation in Western Australia than this
Government is prepared to give it. I urge the Government to make certain that it
rccognises that all sections of the community can be brought together through sport and
recreation. The Deputy Premier is looking anxious.
Mr Cowan: I arn sorry]I was not here to listen to you.
Mr TAYLOR: I will go over it if the Deputy Premier wishes.
h& Cowan: If you can do it in seven minutes I look forward to your meeting that
challenge.
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Mr TAYLOR: My concern is that the Government has not shown a focus in sport and
recreation. It has not paid any attention to the needs of the sporting community and that
is necessary in a young state like Western Australia; a state which has a very proud
record in spant and recitation. The Deputy Premier does not appear to be overburdened
by work and I do not see him coming into this place with two or three black bags to keep
him busy at night. He certainly appears to have the opportunity to move around a fair bit.
Perhaps the Premier will take Sport and Recreation from Hon Norman Moore and give it
to his deputy because he appears to have a relatively light workload in comparison with
some of his colleagues on the front bench.
Mr Court: He is looking far too reinxed.
Mr TAYLOR: He is, and he has already picked up the nickname of Rip Van Winkle.
Mr Cowan: Are you talking about me?
Mr TAYLOR: Yes. When the Premier is considering a reallocation of portfolios he
should give same thought to the Deputy Premier who has a genuine interest in sport. In
time and every other sense he could well afford -

Mr Court: He is not up to your calibre as a basketball player.
Mr TAYLOR: No, he is not, but I would not want to play footy against him! He is a
person who could easily pick up the extra workload. I notice a few Ministers smiling -
there may be some feeling among them that he could take up the responsibilities of one
or two more portfolios in order to keep him out of mischief. I am giving the Premier this
unsolicited political advice in terms of the role of the Deputy Premier.
It is not my intention to reply to a Budget which, at the very best, is a halfhearted attempt
to provide this Parliament and Western Australians with a real picture of exactly what is
going on.
Mr Omodei: Do you read only the front page of The West Australian?
Mr TAYLOR: I start with the back page and then I go to the front. I must admit that the
front page did attract my attention the other day. I hope and I expect that by August the
Opposition will have enough information to enable me to make a considered and sensible
reply to the Budget. I must have the detailed information so I can make some sense of
what is going on.
DR WATSON (Kenwick) [8.55 pm]: There is not a time that I rise in this place that I
do not wish that half the faces on each side of the House were those of women. Action
should be taken to recruit more women into Parliament.
Mr Cowan: If any woman had my face she would be in a terrible predicament.
Dr WATSON: The Deputy Premier should be very careful because his comments will be
recorded in Mansard.
Australia was one of the first countries to develop a comprehensive policy to improve the
stewus of women, and that has been done through the development of a National Agenda
for Women. The agenda has been devised by various action plans aimed at, for instance,
improving employment, training and education opportunities, decreasing violence against
women and children, improving the status of non-English speaking, Aboriginal and
Torres Strait women as well as through international cooperation between various
women's groups in government and non-government organisations. Many key
consultative committees have been developed and I refer to the National Women's
Consultative Council, the National Committee on Violence Against Women and the
National Working Party on Portrayal of Women in the Media. Broadly speaking, the
agenda supports women in the workplace, policies and practice for child care, parental
leave for women with family responsibilities, equal opportunities and affirmative action.
Over the last two decades, these kinds of programs have resulted in a redefinition of
gender roles in Australia and radical changes in mainstream attitudes towards women.
These factors have changed most aspects of the Australian way of life over 20 years,
including the nature of' politics. However, the gender imbalance in political life is viewed
as a problem.
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This year 100 years of women's suffrage is celebrated in South Austraia. I remind
members it was only at the second election of the Federal Parliament, the 1903 election,
that women were enfranchised to vote. While Australia was a pioneer of women's
suffrage, it has had the greatest time lag of any country between the eligibility of women
to stand for the national Legislature and their arrival in it. It rook until 1943, when Dame
Enid Lyons and Dorothy Tangney were elected. Kathy Martin-Sullivan, a Queensland
MHR, who is the longest serving member in the federal House, having formerly been a
senator, recently pointed out that until recently no women MHRi had ever been given a
safe seat Every woman, no matter what party she was a member of, had been endorsed
for a marginal or unwinnable seat and taken it from her opposition party. It rook until
1990 for Janice Cria, the now member for Prospect and an ALP candidate, to be
elected to a safe seat in the House of Representatives. In 1993 Judi Moylan, a Liberal
member, was similarly elected as the member for Pearce to that House. The rights to
vote and to stand for Parliament are, by themselves, not enough to see women in
Parliament. Conservative women had a number of firsts. It was conservative women
who were first elected to every state Assembly before any women ffrm the Labor Party.
Of course, Edith Cowan was the first member elected to this Parliament in 1921, but the
men made sure she was effectively not endorsed come the next election. Thiat probably
had something to do with the fact that conservative women had more access to cash -

Mr Cowan: She was defeated.
Dr WATSON: I understand that two conservatives stood for that seat -
Mr Cowan: That is right.
Dr WATSON: The Western Austaldian Labor Party has itself had a number of firsts, and
the first Labor member elected to any House in Australia was May Holman in 1925. She
was also the first woman in the British Empire to have held her seat for more than 10
years. Dorothy Tangney was the linst senator elected from Western Australia in 1943,
and she was the only female Senator in that House for 25 years. Ruby Hutchison was the
first woman ever to be elected to the Legislative Council in this state in 1954 at the grand
age of 62. Carmen Lawrence, of course, was the first woman Premier, who was elected
by her party in 1990. Wendy Farmn, the member for Canning and then member for Brand,
was elected in 1983 as the first Western Australian woman member of the House of
Representatives.
In Western Australia, of 500 members elected to this Assembly - Mrs Roberts, the
member for Glendalough, being the five hundredth - 17 have been women, of whom I11
were Labor Party members. Of 271 members elected to the Legislative Council, 11I were
women, and eight of them Labor. Kay Hallahan was elected to each House. More than
1 400 members have been elected to Federal Parliament, but only three Labor women
from Western Australia to the House of Representatives and three to the Senate.
While people may be basking in the glory that women in local government have made
significant inroads, I remind members that 13 per cent of elected councillors in 1986
were women, and currently just 20 per cent are women. There are marked gender
imbalances in most world parliaments and in Australia. Strategies, such as improving
education and the socioeconomic status of women, have seen only slow progress in
increasing the participation of women in decision making and in the political process.
Following the End of Decade for Women conference in Nairobi in 1985, there has been
increasing focus on the role of women in parliaments. Representation and membership
of political parties does not equate with the way in which women have entered parliament
but neither does political action because women lobby, demonstrate and protest. In
Australia, women between the ages of 25 and 35 years are the key group of swinging
voters and they watch issues very closely. We are all keenly aware in this House of their
views of the policies presented during a political term and certainly during political
election campaigns. An interparliamentary union survey carried out in 1993 showed that
the proportion of women members worldwide had fallen in five years from 14.6 per cent
to 10 per cent. The Seychelles has the highest proportion of women members at 46 per
cent, Finland has 39 per cent, China has 21 per cent, and Australia has 8.2 per cent in the
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House of Representatives and 21 per cent in the Senate. All told, it amounts to 15.7 per
cent in Australia. I seek leave to table statistics which demonstrate the proportion of
women in every House of Parliament in Australia.
[The material in appendix A was incorporated by leave of the House.]
[Sec p 1702.]
Dr WATSON: Different quota systems have been adopted by various democratic
socialist parties in Canada, Norway, Denmark, Germany, Sweden and France to try to
improve the participation of women. For instance, Denmark has a quota of 40 per cent
and has achieved 35 per cent participation; Sweden has a quota of 30 per cent and has
achieved 38 per cent participation. At the current growth rate of adding one woman
member per election to the Federal Parliament, Senator Powell has calculated it would
rake 300 years to achieve equal representation. However, Kay Setches, an ex-member
from Victoria, has calculated it would take 60 years for ALP women to achieve that
representation. Both estimates are far too long and it should be noted that currently both
Liberal and Labor women are being preselected at the same rates for federal and state
safe sears. The United Nations supports affirmative action for public office, and in its
Convention on the Elimination of all forms of Discrimination Against Women, it affirms
that "adoption by state parties of temporary special measures aimed at accelerating de
facto equality between men and women shall not be considered discrimination". It also
affirmed that "these measures shall be discontinued when the objectives of equality of
opportunity and treatment have been achieved".
There are a number of reasons for this gender imbalance. Largely, they are historical,
where women's entry into public life was seen to be a threat to public and social order
and fth economy. Those questions arise about who will do the housework and who will
mind the babies. When Edith Cowan was elected, The Age ran a generally favourable
editorial but expressed concern that her example might encourage too many women to
stand for Parliament, and saw it as the "latest craze of fashion". It forecast there would
be "many a dreary and neglected home throughout the country sacrificed on the altar of
political ambition". They are historical statements but we still hear shades of them today.
I cannot canvass in the time remaining all the reasons for gender imbalance. However,
family responsibilities, the expectations of ourselves and the community, and available
supports for women who have children or disabled spouses or are responsible for the care
of an ageing or frail parent, are certainly obstacles. Sitting times and hours should need
no further elaboration in this place; neither should the confrontational style of politics-
The political processes we see in this place - and which I understand are practised in the
other place - are not relevant to the lives of women and we must make enormous
adaptations to be able to practise in the way the men have set for us. I am sure that many
of the new male members would find those confrontational styles antagonistic to their
normal style of life and negotiation. Unsympathetic treatment of women by the media is
also a very important reason why women are reluctant to stand for political preselection.
The preselection procedures in all the major parties are indeed a barrier.
A theory put forward by some political analysts has become known as the femninisation of
politics. As far as I know it was first coined by Rod Cameron in 1990 when he was
describing a trend as a social response to three factors: Firstly, increased community
disillusionment arid cynicism about politicians' behaviours, motives and promises, about
the media, and the complex problems which seem to have no solutions; secondly, that
people although they had a better understanding of economic issues had a feeling of
impotence; and, thirdly, that through the 1980s we have seen a more divisive social
issues agenda with much less consensus, more polarisation and increased conflict. These
are issues such as immigration, family values, growth of cities and the environment. Rod
Cameron developed this theory from his focus groups, questionnaires, and polling
techniques. He said that a new style of leadership was needed meaning that people
wanted a shift from masculine aggression and confrontation; that strong leadership must
be redefined. People do not want aloof, doctrinaire, aggressive, brutal leaders. Women
have an increased role in politics, business and the professions and a new focus on
children's issues such as education, child bearing and child care, with an increased
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valuing of leaders who are honest, intelligent, sensitive and creative. People warnt
politics of inclusion not exclusion. Cameron established that women are clear vote
winners. It is not a minus, not a neutral, but in fact 2 to 3 per cent more women are likely
to vote for a women candidate, and for men it would be about 50:50. Perhaps the clearest
expression of this camne out of the last British election, which showed that women
candidates had a clear 1 per cent advantage.
Jewel and Whicker, two American political scientists, recently published a paper on the
feminisation of leadership. They identified a number of enhancing and suppressing
factors which affected the participation of women in politics. I am happy to refer
members to that article, should they want to read it. They interviewed 90 legislators in
22 American states. They identified three dominant types, in the way that social
scientists and psychologists do, not surprisingly, male, female and hybrid. The women
leaders repeatedly told Jewell and Whicker that they were interested in building
cooperation and consensus and in creating a harmonious workplace. While there were
differences between the men and the women, what was surprising was that 70 per cent of
the men had adopted a female type. In other words, they had responded to the needs of
their constituents. These two researchers concluded that the number of women in state
legislatures in the 1980s had resulted in the femninisation of state leaders by increasing the
number of women leaders, and by men gravitating to female leadership types. Itris a very
interesting article that I would recommend.
What does feminisation mean? It does not only mean an agenta to encourage women
into Parliament; it also means that parliamentarians respond to community concerns and
the adoption by men as well as by women of different styles. A broader range of issues
transforms the political debate and the structures of both political parties and the
Parliament. I believe that behind femninisarion is the fact that women voters and women
parliamentarians have forced these changes, and we have built on the changes that were
started by the women's movement of the 1970s. Many, many arguments support the
increased number of women in Parliament. These go from the democratic argument,
where we are just over half the population, to the argument that women should have the
right to full participation in processes of citizenship, and that in a true democracy women
should not be excluded from power. Carmen Lawrence pointed out to me that George
Bernard Shaw commented on this and related issues. He said -

if half of that natural supply is cut off by the exclusion of women from
Parliaments and Cabinet social machinery will fall short and perhaps break down
from lack of sufficient direction.

Mrs Hallahan: Hear, hear!
Dr WATSON: The member for Armadale will like this. He also said that competent
women, of whom enough are available, have their proper places filled by incompetent
men. Joan Kiner said that democracy is the loser when women are not fully represented
as well as representative. It is less that women have a right to be there than that we have
a need for them to be there. It is less an argument for women than an argument for the
country. The second reason women should be supported is one of legitimacy; that all
male decision making is not valid, and the outcomes of such decision making are not the
same for men and women if made by one gender or the other. Thirdly, is the difference
in interests, and women can better articulate, provide and defend the interests of women.
I should point out that certainly the ALP women, and I am sure many of the conservative
women too, have brought to their party rooms and to the Parliament a number of issues
that have enlarged the debate for the party, the community and the Parliament on such
issues as archaic abortion laws, demeaning images of women in the media, the value of
housework, strategies to reduce violence against women and children and a whole
number of issues that are aimed at improving the status of women. This of course then
broadens the political agenda and the public sphere is enhanced when such issues are
brought into Parliament.
Marion Sawer, a political scientist, has shown that over the past two decades, when
women have gone from about two per cent to 13 per cent of parliamentarians, the whole
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issues range of politics has been redefined. It is only over the past 15 years or so that
these kinds of issues were debated, and they have been brought here by women.
Fiftlhly, there is a perceived need by the community to reform or improve politics; I
referred before to this trend to feminisation. Sixthly, women candidates advantage
political parties. We had that very clear result from the United Kingdom where women
had a definite 1 per cent advantage.
Along with other parties, all of the state branches of the Australian Labor Party have been
looking at strategies to increase women's participation. Internationally a number of
options, not all suited to the Australian political system, have been canvassed-, for
example, appointments and public awareness campaigns. It is really important for us to
understand that in Europe only last year the Saatchi and Saatchi group was commissioned
for a four year program to improve the participation of women in the European
Parliament. Although there was an election there only very recently, that firm has been
commissioned to increase the number of women who stand for election to the European
Parliament.
Mr Omodei: Who is Saatchi and Saatchi?
Dr WATSON: That firm is a world renowned advertising agency. Other strategies to
increase the number of women in Parliament include using experienced women as role
models. Women such as Carmen Lawrence, Joan Kirner and Rosemary Follett are
tremendous role models for women, both inside and outside Parliament. Cooperation
between women in this Parliament has been reinforced on occasions, for example, when
we have worked on Amnesty International letters for women who are political prisoners,
for the Bosnian collection, and also with regard to breast cancer. Other strategies include
efforts to remove demeaning stereotypes of women in the media; to implement the
United Nations objectives; to promote research by women on women's issues; to reflect
women's contributions in the general education program; and, most of all, to reform
party preselection processes by identifying and removing barriers for women.
In the ALP we have been examining the way in which affirmative action can be applied
through rule changes. I understand that the Liberals have targeting and training of
potential women candidates and the Greens and Australian Democrats say that their party
processes, because they are participatory and emphasise consensus, facilitate women's
involvement. I agree that they have a point there. There are debates on whether quotas,
targets, nominated seats, appointments or legislation would be the most appropriate way
of parties exercising their policy making towards getting more women elected.
Parliaments have to examine the ways and means of attracting more women by
identifying barriers and removing them. We have to look here at hours, rules, child and
elder care, at services that are provided and the way the media operates. We are
conscious of the way in which other women in this Parliament work: Hansard reporters;
the women in the dining room; those who are clerks and supporters. Let us never be in
any doubt that we could never do any of the work that we do without the work of those
women. The Australian and New Zealand Governments have commissioned a discussion
paper on women candidates and how to recruit more women candidates, and are also
looking at women as voters. Christabel Chamarette recently moved a motion in the
Senate, a part of which will be the circulation of a discussion paper. I have offered to
take responsibility for distributing it to all women here. There are a number of
imperatives. By the year 2000 there will be 10 million women and girls living in
Australia. Unless we change the structures and the processes of Parliament and the
political processes, women will remain governed rather than govern, will continue to be
legislated for rather than legislate. Paul Keating said that aberrations can be explained
but not justified; that reasons can be given, but not excuses. It boils down to this: There
is nothing that a male politician can do that a female politician cannot that makes a man
more able to represent an electorate than a woman. Nothing!
MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [9.24 pm]: I will talk about some elements of the
Government's program and achievements which relate to my shadow portfolio
responsibility, namely, energy. I will talk about the Government's mismanagement of
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the State Energy Commission of Westerh Australia. When the Government was elected
in early 1993, it was so elected from a campaign with the slogan of more jobs and better
management. Those words rang around the state for weeks, To the state's eternal regret,
the coalition was elected and a lot of people had good reason to think that they would see
more jobs and better management.
Mr Omodei: That is exactly what has happened. What is the unemployment rate now?
Mr THOMAS: The Minister for Water Resources says that we have more jobs and better
management. I am talking about the State Energy Commission of Western Australia.
We have demonstrably far fewer jobs and certainly deplorable management. The
management track record of the State Energy Commission is hopeless and there are now
far fewer jobs. In terms of the election strategy of more jobs, better management -

Mr Omodei: Your record was perfect! You left a shambles.
Mr THOMAS: There were no power failures while we were in government. I will get to
the so-called shambles that we left in this area. The Government's inheritance was very
good and the Minister for Energy has presided over a scenario where there has been a
marked reduction in the number of people employed and, consequently, much worse
management.
Mr Omodei: How many numbers were reduced while you were in government?
Mr THOMAS: I could not tell the member over the period,
Mr Omodei: Very convenient.
Mr THOMAS: It is not a matter of convenience; I just do not have that information with
mec because it is not relevant to my argument. We never took the staff numbers below the
threshold where the organisation was no longer able to run properly, a level to which, I
would argue, the Government has taken staff numbers. When the current Government
came to power there was a process of change in the energy industry in Western Australia.
There had been a major restructure of the organisation, with its foreshadowed splitting, as
well as the commissioning of the Carnegie report. Change was in the air in terms of
restructuring of the energy industry, as it should have been.
Western Australia was not alone in that such moves were then occurring throughout the
world. An industry commission report about energy delivery in Australia has made
recommendations along similar lines; that is, the various components of the energy
delivery industry in a state are best broken up into sensile units where they are able to
compete with each other and be more efficient and deliver to consumers - domestic,
industrial and commercial - the cheapest energy that is able to be delivered within that
system. Everyone would believe that is desirable. That course of events was already
under way when the current Government came to power in 1993. However, we found
not a sensible approach to management and to change in modern circumstances, but a
blind, ideological adherence to certain prejudices. That blind, ideological adherence to
certain prejudices says, "We have to get rid of staff and we have to do it in as big a
number as possible." Ahead of the break up of SECWA into the gas and electricity
businesses, ahead of where we are able to estimate the staff numbers that are needed to
run those two organisations, this year the State Energy Commission of Western Australia
has set itself a target of a reduction of 500 in the number of people employed.
At the end of the year when the two new organisations created by the work of the energy
imnplenmentation group are in operation, they will have the job of working out what staff
they need. What if they find too many people have been removed from the payroll.
which may be the case? There is no method in the madness of this blind ideological
obsession with reducing jobs- For example, we have seen the target in this financial year
of pruning the staff at the State Energy Commission by 500. The Minister for Water
Resources some minutes ago asked me what the staff reductions were over the period
from 1983 to 1993 when the Labor Party was in power. I do not know what the figures
were.
Mr Omodei: You know how many were wasted by the Water Authority - about 3 500.
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Mr THOMAS: I do know, having sat in some of the meetings where those matters were
discussed, that things were done rationally. It was decided that perhaps a facility was not
needed or it was not appropriate for a particular function to be performed directly by
SECWA personnel. Those sonts of decisions were made. That is not what we had in this
case. It was decided to get rid of 500 people. Wherever they came from they had to be
wasted, and they have been wasted over the last 12 months. The Government said it
would have more jobs and better management. But what it has demonstrated so far is
fewerjobs. What about better management?
Mr Omodei: What are the unemployment figures in this state?
Mr THOMAS: How does the Minister measure management when it comes to an
organisation such as SECWA?
Mr Omodei: By efficiency.
Mr TH-OMAS: To be efficient one must deliver power at the best price possible, and
deliver it reliably. What have we seen since this Government has been in power? What
have we seen since Christmas? We have seen two major power failures this year when
the electricity consumers of Western Australia have not had their power delivered
reliably. The industries of Western Australia, some of which are dependent on electricity
for their operation, have not been able to depend on the delivery of that electricity. Other
utilities, such as the sewerage system, which the Minister for Water Resources will be
very well aware of, have not been able to function properly, and the Swan River has been
polluted by raw sewage because SEC WA did not reliably deliver power to its consumers.
That never happened when we were in power. On the first occasion when we got up in
this House and said that something was wrong and that something should be done about
it. what did the Minister do? He said, "The Opposition is trying to make political capital
out of a natural disaster."
Mr Omodei: That is exactly what it did.
Mr THOMAS: He said it could not have been foreseen and it was wrong to make
political capital out of it. We have not made political capital out of it at all. We were
tryig to suggest that the work force of SECWA had been wasted to such an extent that it
was not able to maintain proper maintenance. The first power failure was described as a
natural disaster and the sont of thing that is unforeseen. What a load of rubbish! It was
the result of a very long summer and was certainly foreseeable day after day and week
after week. As the record summer progressed it should have been obvious to someone
that power outages, as they are known, were more and more likely to occur. It is very
common at the end of the summer with the first autumn rain that there will be power
failures.
Mr Omodei: It is not common at all.
Mr THOMAS: Traditionally, people had been employed to watch the insulators to
prevent that happening. There were not enough people doing it. The Minister said on
that occasion it was wrong for us to seek to make political capital out of those events.
We said he should have been able to foresee it because it was foreseeable and could have
been averted. The Minister rejected any call for an inquiry and said it had nothing to do
with the fact that he had allowed the numbers to run down by 500 in this financial year.
A few weeks later we had another power failure.
Mr Omnodei: This was a storm. This was the opposite to what happened before but
another natural disaster.
Mr THOMAS: I am very well aware of the fact it is the opposite. What it has in
common is that the power did not get through.
Mr Omodei: The Minister is not responsible for the storm. He is not supernatural.
Mr THOMAS: I am not suggesting that the Minister has divine powers, and he cannot in
any sense be blamed for the weather; but he is ultimately responsible for the management
of SECWA, which should plan for all eventualities. While it was a bad storm, it was by
no means the worst that has ever occurred. However, we found that the power outages
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were the worst that have ever occurred. My recollection is only anecdotal but it is that it
was not as bad as cyclone Alby, and yet power was out for days in same areas, such as
Dianella. The storm did not go on day after day and it was not as bad as cyclone Alby.
Mr Lewis: It went on for 15 hours.
Mr THOMAS: It did, but cyclone Alby was pretty bad too. The point is that SECWA
should have been able to cope. The Minister himself accepted responsibility and said on
television, "I accept responsibility." It was very good of him and very correct in one
sense.
Mr Ripper: What did it mean?
Mr THOMAS: As my colleague the member for Belmont said, "What did it mean?" The
Minister very adeptly handballed the blame to somebody else and appointed an inquiry.
Mr Omodei: What would you have done in the circumstances?
Mr THOMAS: I will tell the inister precisely what I would have done. If(I believed
chat SECWA had been so remiss in doing its job chat an external inquiry had to be
appointed, I would have asked for Mr Eiszele's resignation. I do not believe that was
justified, but it is a vote of no confidence to appoint an external inquiry to report on the
causes of the outages. It would have been more appropriate to ask for an explanation.
Since the storm and the power failure, a number of people in SECWA have come to me
and explained how they see what happened and why things went wrong. Persistently the
story has been, and I hope the Minister will convey this to his colleague the Minister for
Energy, that the reason SECWA was not able to cope with the storm was that it did not
have enough staff. People were run ragged all over the place. The first priority, quite
properly, was to rectify situations, and only after chat could they go around and reconnect
people's power. In the circumstances they did not have enough staff to cope with that
situation.
This financial year the Minister has wasted SECWA staff by 500 people. How many
extra people would have been necessary to cater for that eventuality? I am told 50 or 60
extra line staff would have made a substantial difference.
Mr Wiese. You do not propose employing 50 or 60 people for a once in 20 year
occurrence?
Mr THOMAS: I do not propose that, no. I have made some suggestions as to what to do
for a once in a decade eventuality. I am aware of the fact that these things occur.
Mr Omodei: One of those things could be to commit the resources to local government.
Mr THOMAS: Probably not, because although local government can do a lot of things in
the event of a natural disaster, when one is dealing with electricity one needs people who
know what they are doing. One cannot send out for the council ranger.
Mr Omodei: I am not suggesting that they connect electricity wires.
Mr THOMAS: I am talking about power wires that are down and reconnections chat
must be made.
Mr Omodei: There are such things as trees across the road.
Mr THOMAS: The Government's ideologically driven push to reduce numbers means
that they have wasted SECW A day labour staff. The work still must be done. The
Minister for Police asked whether I would put those people on simply to cater for that
once in a decade eventuality. The answer is no, I would not, but during other times in the
decade they would be performing useful work. At the presenc time, SECWA has put an
increasing amount of work out to contract. That means that the routine work gets done
quite well and presumably economically. However, those people are not around on che
night of the once in a decade eventuality whereas they would be if they were on the staff
of die State Energy Commission. The electricity business which will be created as one of
the daughters of SEC WA must look carefully at resources that it keeps on its payroll.
I am concerned that the committee of inquiry into SECWA that has been appointed by
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the Minister was a vote of no confidence in Mr Eiszele and the commission; he should
have been allowed to answer a please explain. It was inappropriate to appoint a retired
major general to examine the response strategy of an electricity generating authority. I
fail to see how it is appropriate for a retired major general to perform that work. His
curriculum vitae indicates that he is the Western Australian chairman of a right wing
think tank.
Mr Lewis: Who is that?
Mr THOMAS: Major general whoever he is.
Mr Qmodei: Had we got SECWA to do the inquiry, you would have said that there
should be an independent inquiry. We will never please people like you.
Mr THOMAS: I am easy to please. The point I made earlier is that the Government
appointed an external inquirer into an organisation that it is responsible for managing. If
it believed the organisation was so incapable of rectifying its problems, it should have
asked for the resignation of Mr Eiszele, although I am not suggesting that it could justify
that. Perhaps it should be asking for Mr Bamnett's resignation.
Mr Omodei: Because he caused the storm?
Mr THOMAS: No, he let the organisation run down to the extent that it was not capable
of responding to the circumstances. Now a retired Army officer who is the Western
Australian chairman of a right wing think tank has been appointed to tell us how the State
Energy Commission can best cater for events such as major storms. I think that is a
bizarre appointment.
Mr Omodei: Did you go through his CV?
Mr THOMAS: It was read to me in the Parliament. He has a bachelor of science degree
and he was formerly in charge of communications for the South East Asian Treaty
Organisation, which is a strange thing. SEATO is a long time gone and the type of
communications used when SEATO operated would probably be outdated today. He
might be skilled in a number of areas. However, I was surprised when I read an answer
to a question asked in the other place, because it differed from what the Minister said in
this place, but Hansard did not pick that up. When the Minister's representative in
another place was asked whether other electricity generating utilities in Australia had
been asked to suggest people who might be able to assist in that area he said no.
Mr Qmodei: You have just finished saying that SECWA was capable of doing the
inquiry.
Mr THOMAS: I think it is.
Mr Omodei: Make up your mind.
Mr THOMAS: I am not contradicting myself. I am saying that if the Government is
going to appoint someone to put the ruler over its electricity generating authority, the first
place it should look is to other authorities in Australia or to its professional association.
The industry association known as the Electricity Supply Association of Australia has
enormous expertise in all sonts of areas very relevant to the task for which the major
general has been appointed. If the Minister was going to appoint someone to undertake
that work, that would have been the obvious place to look. He told us in answer to a
question in another place that he did not bother to ask them. That is bizarre.
There has been a very hurried reaction to a situation about which the public was
obviously very angry and the Minister sought to deflect that anger by saying, "Okay, I
accept responsibility, but I will appoint a consultant who will inquire into SECWA and
report back to it and to me." By so doing, he was able to deflect criticism of himself. By
appointing a retired major general who came off the Government's list of people for
appointment to boards and committees, it is evident that he was grasping at straws and
went for the first person who seemed to have expertise that was related in any sense to
the task at hand.
Another aspect of this problem which the Government must take up is obviously beyond
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the scope of the major general's review, If we are going to make sure that Perth is not
subjected to the sorts of events that we saw during that storm, the lasting solution is
underground power. When the Government was elected we were told it would prepare a
program - a bit like more jobs with better management - for power to be placed
underground throughout the state. In so doing, it was continuing an initiative begun by
the Labor government about which this Government is so critical. When the Labor Party
was in power in the late 1980s, it introduced a policy whereby all new subdivisions
would be built with underground power. Hence, the events that we have seen in recent
times would not occur. Placing the powerlines underground is also a solution to the
problem of aesthetics. Although we see above ground powerlines all the time, we tend
not to notice the ugliness of them. Pictures of the City of Perth taken 20 or 30 years ago
when powerlines were still above ground indicate the cobweb-like effect of those
powerlines. Yet we did not notice them because familiarity breeds just that, familiarity,
and one tends not to notice them.
Two suburbs have been built in my electorate in recent years. One was built just before
the decision to place powerlines underground while the other, which was a later and more
upmarket subdivision, had the powerlines placed underground. When one compares the
aesthetics of the streets of both subdivisions, the difference is significant. Underground
power in an aesthetic sense is something that people value.
Mir C.J. Bant: I agree with you, but would you be willing to pay $2 000? That is the
real test. I think I might be.
Mr THOMAS: Me too, but obviously I am an above average income earner and so is the
Minister. The electricity business renews power poles constantly. For example, in the
street where I live, all posts have been renewed in the last year or so and a short time
before that angle lines were put in to give them five or six years more life. I do not know
the economics of that, but I suspect that, if the money put into renewing poles were put
into underground power, it would be a substantial contribution. We decided, because of
the infrastructure of the city in which we live, that all new subdivisions would have
underground sewerage and there was an infill program to backfill areas that were not
previously sewered.
Mr C.J. Barnett: That was a good decision, but it is a pity that we did not do it here 20
years ago when it was done in New South Wales and Queensland.
Mr THOMAS: With sewerage?
Mr C.J. Barnett: Underground power.
Mr THOMAS: Probably the same applied with sewerage. It is never too late and if we
start now, we will be that much further down the track in years to come. If we have a
strategy in place and a commitment to underground powerlines, we will overcome
substantially the experiences which arose during the recent storm.
I am glad the Minister for Energy is in the Chamber as I would like him to address
another matter regarding underground powerlines. This is a serious matter from which I
do not seek to make political capital. I refer to a tragedy a week or so ago when a man
was killed pruning a tree in his backyard. The newspaper article indicated that four
people had been killed in this manner in recent years, and I am aware of a similar tragedy
during the last election campaign when a friend of mine was killed in this manner. We
live in a potentially dangerous situation. Our culture insists on the aesthetics of green
gardens and trees, and we would want it to be no different. However, above ground
powerlines represent a dangerous situation, as illustrated by the death of four people in a
short space of time.
I have spoken to a State Energy Commission of Western Australia representative on this
matter, and he indicated that officers check households to see whether trees are planted
and gardens axe grown in a dangerous manner close to powerlines. The SEC should take
responsibility for pruning contracts so that it knows what is going on. When it issued a
notice, a householder could tick a box indicating that he wanted the work to be conducted
by SECWA or by somebody else, If people choose SECWA to carry out the pruning, the
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cost could be added to the electricity bill. Many people will be prepared to use that
service because of the convenience involved. That would be a good way of handling the
matter, and would help overcome the potentially dangerous situation of trimming trees
near powerlines.
Often people use dangerous tools in this work. An aluminium ladder is the most
common household ladder, and this is the worst implement to use in this work as it
provides a conductor to the ground. Often people are holding a metal saw to cut the tree,
and this leads to a dangerous situation. Often people trim trees after a storm when they
are moist and are likely to be conductors. Even if the trees are not wet through rain, at
present they are usually green and contain enough moisture to be a conductor when hit by
a live wire, If a person is holding a metal saw while standing on an aluminium ladder, he
will be fried. It happened a week ago, and it also happened to my friend, Harvey
Truswell, a year or two ago in similar circumstances. Those awful events would be
avoided if powerlines were placed underground - that is the ultimate solution to the
problem. If SECWA rook it upon itself to carry out this work, the convenience would
encourage people to have the work done and to be charged through the energy bill. That
service would be appreciated by the public.
Finally, I refer to the energy services branch of SEOWA which employs a couple of
hundred people. including over 50 contractors and apprentices. It is a profitable pant of
SECWA's operation, yet its employees have been told to prepare themselves for the sale
of the branch. This is the sont of mistake which led to the understaffing of the
organisation and meant that it could not respond to difficulties during the recent storm.
This branch of the organisation is profitable, employs apprentices and supplies an
engineering capability for the SEC which it would be undesirable to lose. The
rationalists will say that the expertise is available in industry and that it can be bought by
SECWA; however, as we said after the recent storm, services should not always be
provided through contract and some are better provided by SECWA.
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park) [9.55 pm]: I shall address my remarks to changes being
made to the Western Australian health system. Before doing so I shall comment briefly
on the recent state Budget and its implications for our health system.
It was interesting to observe the various positions adopted by the Government on the
overall impact of the state Budget for health expenditure in Western Australia. Initially,
the Press was informed that a real cut would occur in health services, but they were then
told by Treasury officials that a small increase was provided in this area. The day after
the Budget was announced, the Minister for Health said that a real cut had occurred in
health services allocations of between 2 and 3 per cent. This relaxed to the ageing of our
population and the increasing demands placed on the health system, which resulted in a
slightly different picture from that presented by the consumer price index. A day later we
were told that the expenditure for the year was about the same. The truth will eventually
come out regarding the Health budget.
Significant items in the Health budget relate to Commonwealth expenditure in Western
Australia. Also, an item relates to Lotteries Commission funding. When we work out
those aspects of the equation, -1 suspect we will find that the contribution by the State
Government to this area has been reduced, particularly when considering how the
demands on our health system are increasing all the time.
The public health system in Western Australia is facing impending changes to the way it
is administered. Indeed, on 1 July 1994 we will see a completely new model of health
administration, and this was outlined in the Minister's statement of June 1993. The
statement released by the Minister for Health was titled "Western Australian Government
Health Policies". The document made it clear that the system the Government wanted to
introduce in Western Australia was based upon the separation of three different aspects
of health delivery; namely, the funder, the purchaser and the provider. As a result of that
separation, we were told that we would see more contracts entered into for the delivery of
specific health services, and that the contract would be between the purchaser and the
provider. I shall refer to that a little later.
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Earlier this year a document was sent to all staff in the Government health sector entitled
"Health Reforms Bulletin, No 1: Update Upon Management Reforms and the
Government Health Sector, May 1994". This bulletin indicated that on 1 July 1994 a
new health system would operate in Western Australia defined as the 'funder, purchaser
and provider system".
In assessing the implications of this system for health service delivery in Western
Australia it is worth reflecting upon the system it will replace. Obviously, this system
was in a state of evolution following the reforms introduced by the previous Labor
government in its last three years in office. Nevertheless the system was taking shape,
even though the shape had not defined itself, and common themes existed in relation to
the health system inherited by the Government. Firstly, there was maintenance of the
traditional line management relationship within the public health system. In other words,
the providers of health services were still linked to the funders of health services through
the traditional Westminster concept of accountability. Secondly, there was the
development of regions, within which it was hoped there would be more cooperation and
coordination in the development of health services generally in Western Australia. Of
course, the regionalisation process was put in place in the last year of the Labor
government and was beginning to bear some fruit in the delivery of health services to the
people of the state.
Thirdly, in regard to the systems of finance that were to exist and the resource allocation
model that was to follow, we were still working within an annual Budget framework,
where annual Budget allocations were made to the different sectors and programs that
existed within the public health system, and throughout the course of the year there was a
dialogue which was associated with the Budget and which provided a basis upon which
changes could be made to the allocations year in and year out. Some of those changes
might mean the greater use of non-government providers, where that was deemed to be
more efficient and effective. Therefore, within the context of that annual Budget cycle, it
was possible to see some flexibility in the way that services were delivered, but basically
the dialogue occurred within the department each year about whether services could be
delivered more efficiently, whether one service was perhaps becoming outdated and a
new one needed to come in. and whether we needed to conceive of new means of
achieving the same end through the use of non-government providers.
Fourthly, and this is what was interesting about this system, clear lines of accountability
were determined by the overall framework provided by the Westminster system of
government; namely, that the political and ultimate responsibility for what was
happening within the health system was carried by the Minister for Health, and that the
managerial responsibility was carried by the commissioner and the senior executives in
the Health Department and the regions. Those lines of accountability were such that it
was possible for the different receivers of health services to take up certain avenues if
they felt aggrieved by the way in which the system was working. The ultimate and final
court of appeal was with the Minister of the day. Fifthly, these lines of accountability
and responsibility ensured chat statewide needs were taken seriously and that the Minister
was always available as a point of reference or, as I said earlier, a final court of appeal on
resource allocation questions. Therefore, if in the course of the administration of the
health system, a decision was made that was believed by those who were affected by it to
be a wrong decision, they could go to the Minister and his or her government and attempt
to have that decision reversed.
The system that was put in place by the previous Labor government was not perfect, nor
had it worked out all of the problems that were contained within it. Firstly, more work
needed to be done in working out the relationships that would exist between the health
regions and the communities which they were serving. I do not think that any of the
health regions had set up a proper framework for finding out what their communities
needed and how those interests could be reflected in policy. Secondly, there were

problems' about the degree of autonomy that would be given to regional managers in
regard to the way in which they worked the system. There was still some degree of
uncertainty about the relationship between the government of the day, and the Minister in
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particular, and those regions. That uncertainty is not a bad thing and should have been,
in some senses, a defining feature of the system, because we all learn in politics that there
is no such thing as a perfect system, and the tension that may exist between the regions
and the government of the day may be a creative tension, so long as in the last instance
the government of the day determines the policy.
It is true, however, that some good work was being done in that system. There was some
degree of coordination within those regions, such that there was a "rational" allocation of
resources. I am not so conversant with the situation that prevailed in country areas, but
certainy in the metropolitan area there were the beginnings of a process whereby the
teaching hospitals were playing a Tole within a region rather than against a region. It was
certainly an objective of the previous Ministers for Health, Messrs Wilson and Taylor, to
try to get teaching hospitals to play a more constructive role within the regions. The
reason die senior executives of those teaching hospitals took on senior positions within
the regions was so that there would be more integration between the two. Members
should note also that the regions were sensibly drawn up to reflect some communities of
interest. We had the seven non-metropolitan regions of the Kimberley, Pilbara, mid-
west, Gascoyne, goldfields, central wheatbelt, great southern and south west, and the
three metropolitan regions of north, east and south. It was not a perfect system and there
were problems, but there was a real sense of commitment within that system to try to iron
out some of the problems and to bring to health policy and administration some rationale.
However, we have had a change of government, and the Government has been convinced
by those within the health bureaucracy who want radical change that we need to have a
new system based on a split between the purchasers and the providers. The providers
will be formed from within the particular geographical areas - for example, the Bunbury
Health Service will be a provider - or from a single facility, such as Mt Henry Hospital.
The purchasers will enter into contracts with those providers, who will have to
demonstrate that they have the viability and proper financial performance to enter into
contracts. In regard to how bids will be made by these providers, I refer to the document
put out by the Health Department in May. which states that the provider units will move
as quicly as possible to comparable costing and pricing between the public and private
sectors. In other words, the concept of the level playing field will be brought into play in
order to open up the possibility that the private sector can take over some of the functions
performed previously by the public sector. Therefore, the ground has to be prepared to
allow for that private sector competition. That will be a very difficult and costly thing to
achieve. The first thing to note about this health reform is its bureaucratic cost; I will
return to that point later. I note also that the purchasers have changed. We will now have
four purchasing authorities in the country - under Labor, there were seven regions - and
the same three metropolitan purchasing authorities, plus a purchaser for statewide
services.
I make two very preliminary comments on the new system. First, implicit in the scheme
and in part of the rationale of the scheme is that there will be a radical decentralisation of
power to the regional purchasing authorities. They will be the central bodies determining
who provides health services in this stare. flere will be a radical separation in the
administration of the system between the Minister and the purchasing authorities.
Second, and also implicit in the scheme, is the view that more health services should be
delivered by the leaner and meaner private sector. As pointed out tonight by my
colleague, Hon Bob Thomas, who has just returned from the United Kingdom, the leaner
and meaner public sector which has now been given responsibility in Great Britain for a
wider range of community services in the health area, has been found wanting in
significant areas of health and safety. Recently an incident occurred in Great Britain
where a mother and daughter were burnt to death because they were staying in a hostel
which did not have adequate safety provisions. The contractor had bid on the basis that it
would not have those particular facilities - that is, lowest cost - and that is what they got.
I will quickly summarise the problems that we will have with this health system. The
people of Western Australia will hear a lot about these problems. How will the interests
of the local communities be taken into account when purchasing decisions are made?
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The regional purchasers will be appointed by the Health Department. Any community
involvement that currently exists, for example, through the hospital boards in non-
metropolitan and metropolitan areas, will translate to the new system where services are
provided, not where they are purchased. This will prove to be a major problem with the
system. In the briefings given to the Opposition regarding the system, the Health
Department officials told us that local purchasing units must take into account local
concerns, but no mechanism has been set up to guarantee this. Given the brief that will
be given to the purchasing authorities to achieve value for money, within central
determining guidelines, I am sure the system will breed conditions for a great deal of
conflict between the bureauarat and the citizen, because there is no mechanism for
bringing them together. We already see those types of conflicts as the Health
Department makes decisions from time to time that upset the local interest groups or
citizens. But under the new system it is assumed there will be a radical separation
between the Minister, the purchaser and the provider. It is assumed there will be that
division. In my view, assuming such a separation will invite conflict as people out there
experiencing the health system feel powerless to influence the outcomes.
Secondly, will this new system provide better health outcomes? In the current health
system, indeed in a health systems, there are natural biases towards services that are
clearly defined in a medical sense, that are capable of producing clearly defined results,
and that are cheaper and quicker. There is always a bias against long term expensive
treatment where it is more difficult to define and measure the outcomes. In geriatrics and
psychiatry there is always a battle as the tendencies in the system are biased against them.
It is hard enough in those areas to receive resources now, but to set up a system in which
the bureaucrats will produce services at the regional level and will be seeking value for
money, will exacerbate that bias. Whenever we set up a purchaser-provider split, the
natural bias against the longer term, the more expensive, more difficult, and more
complex is exacerbated, particularly when the regions will be funded on the assumption
that the current system is overfunded and inefficient, as stated in the McCarmey report.
The purchaser-provider split will disadvantage certain areas of our health system. What
is my evidence for this claim? I refer members to an article in the Medical Journal of
Australia of 18 April 1994 by Alistair Woodward from the University of Adelaide, and
Sarah Wilson from the University of Nottingham in the United Kingdom. They assessed
the United Kingdom system. They said -

A recent report on the purchasing plans for 1993/94 of 100 purchasing authorities
found no sign of a change in the prevailing pattern of serices. If anything, acute
services have increased their share of priority funds, and services for some of the
most vulnerable groups in the community, such as the elderly and the mentally ill,
are actually losing ground.

I refer to the third problem that will result from the implementation of this new system.
By referring to the British system we can see another feature that will result. The first
thing the great Liberals who talk about cutting bureaucracy will do, when setting up a
purchaser-provider split, is to create a new bureaucracy to manage the system.
I refer to the experience in the United Kingdom. In that country, management costs in
the health system have increased disproportionately as money is shifted away from
patient care to administration. Senior management costs in the United Kingdom have
risen twentyfold since 1987. There are costs involved with the contracts, and the
information requirements, and to put in place the super managers to manage the health
system. In 1979, when Labour lost power in the United Kingdom, administration costs in
the national health services were 6 per cent. They are now 11I per cent. That is the
implication of these sorts of changes. As Woodward and Wilson said in the article -

Some fear that the NHS5 will ultimately be overwhelmed by paperwork, due to the
complexity of drafting, negotiation, monitoring and closing contracts for health
services.

The fourth problem with the new competitive model is the way in which providers are to
relate one to the other. We will have the ridiculous situation emerge in the health system
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where Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital and Royal Perth Hospital will be competing with
each other. In the United Kingdom a couple of things have happened. First, the concept
of commercial confidentiality has emerged within the provider base of the system.
Second, hospitals are saying to one another that if they want information they must pay
for it. Again, that adds to the costs of the system. An enormous waste of resources is
involved in the application of this market principle which will exist in Western Australia
from 1 July. We will have rater costs and less care; more secrecy and less cooperation;
less coordination and more competition. All these things mean that the focus of the
health system will shift from servicing the community to competing, one with the other,
for a degree of market share.
I refer to another interesting feature of this new system introduced by the Government. I
have read the documents and the bulletin put out by the Commissioner for Health on this
model. It is interesting to read it and to note the inbuilt bias. In the system that will be
established from I July, to whom are the health providers accountable? They are
accountable to the purchasers. Contracts will be entered into between the purchasers on
one side and the providers on the other. It seems to me that the whole focus of the
purchaser-provider model turns the health system in on itself rather than out to the
patients and the clients whom it is meant to be serving. The results experienced in the
United Kingdom illustrate that only too well - higher management costs, more
bureaucracy and more secrecy. The magnificent intellectual rigour of the system means
that the health service buys services from itself. What a wonderful model! In the course
of buying services from itself it creates bureaucratic costs and the last people to be
considered are those whom the health system is meant to serve.
To some extent that has always been a problem with our health systems. The great
challenge for governments is to make health systems accountable to the communities and
individuals they serve. I ask all members of this Parliament, particularly country
members, to look very carefully at how this model has worked in the United Kingdom.
In the article to which I have referred Wilson and Woodward refer to a very interesting
incident in the Nottingham Shire Health Authority which put out for contract some of its
services. It found that the cheapest offer came from the providers in the neighbouring
area health authority. So the shire health authority took it, but it did not take into account
the people. The people who lived in Nottingham Shire had to get in cars and drive to the
next county in order to receive that service. For the health authority the cost went down,
but for the individual patients, the costs went up. It was also more difficult for the
Nottingham Shire Health Authority providers to justify the continuation of its system and
the shire experienced a loss of jobs and services.
Non-metropolitan members of this Parliament should be aware that bureaucrats in charge
of purchasing decisions, not accountable to the local communities they serve, subject to
value for money requirements of the government of the day, will start making somne very
strange decisions. We are already seeing this because we have a Minister who has
absolved himself of responsibility and given it to regional authorities. We have seen
some of the consequences in Kellerben-in and Manjimup. I could talk about the
consequences of some of the decisions that are occurring in many areas. Why exacerbate
that problem by introducing the purchaser-provider split? That is exactly what will
happen.
We should be developing a health system that is accountable to the patients, the clients
and the communities it serves. That is not easy. However, at least we started to go ahead
in that process with the regionalisation which commenced a number of years ago. We
also need a health systemn that will be capable of tackling the difficult issues of mental
health, provision for the aged, primary health care and public health intervention, and to
get rid of the causes rather than just counter the consequences of ill health. However,
they amt not addressed by this model. Indeed, as I said, the problems associated with
addressing them will be exacerbated by this new model.
In conclusion I quote from the article by Als tair Woodward and Sarah Wilson from the
Medical Journal ofAuralia after having studied this system in the United Kingdom -
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We conclude that Australia should not rush to embrace managed competition as a
cure for health service ills. Even Alain Enthoven, whose book provided the
foundations for the UK reforms, was dismayed at the speed of change in the NHiS.
"I cannot understand why the government did not choose to test these very
promising ideas in a series of pilot projects. Health care is an institution that is
very difficult to change. There is much uncertainty, and so much is at stake.'
There is indeed a great deal at stake, and no sign yet that managed competition
amounts to more than "the health service sending bills to itself'.

Here we have it, the Liberal-National government that talks about its credibility in the
area of economics setting up a system where the health service will send bills to itself and
create bureaucracy and red tape, and the Minister thinks that will improve health care. I
can assure every member of this House it will not. Before long many country members
of the Parliament will be knocking on the Minister's door and telling him to reverse
direction.
MR BROWN (Morley) [10.25 pm]: I will raise a number of matters concerning the
economy, particularly the manner in which the Government has attempted to portray the
economy in a light which is most beneficial to it. If one were to accept at face value all
of the statements made by Ministers and the Treasurer about the economy in this state,
one would be left with the impression that, at 5 February 1993, the economy was in a
downward spiral and on 6 February 1993, it went into reverse and suddenly went into an
upward spiral. That is indeed the impression that Ministers and the Premier have
endeavoured to give the people of Western Australia and this Parliament.
In the brief time available to me today. I wish to examine a number of economic
indicators which clearly show that the Western Australian economy - indeed the
Australian economy - was improving dramatically, well prior to 6 February 1993. 1 will
do that by referring to a number of articles and graphs which have been professionally
prepared. 'he debate over who is responsible for the impmovenment in the economy has
been raging for some considerable time. Just one of the articles that appeared on this
subject was in The West Australian newspaper of 16 February 1994 at page 6. In this
article the Premier made predictions about economic growth in the state in an endeavour
to create the impression that this was because of the election of a coalition government
on 6 February 1993. The newspaper article had this to say at the outset -

Premier Richard Court yesterday revised upwards State Budget forecasts of
economic growth and tipped that 30.000 jobs would be created by the end of the
financial year.

This article also contains a pertinent comment from the Institute of Public Affairs.
Members of this House know that the Institute of Public Affairs is not an institute which
is in any way aligned to the Opposition in this state. Indeed, if anything, it is somewhat
reluctant to present views which will in any way benefit the Opposition. However, there
is an interesting comment by that institute in relation to claims made by the Premier. The
article is as follows -

Institute of Public Affairs head Mike Nahan and Opposition Leader Ian Taylor
said Mr Court should not lay sole claim to the increased growth because much of
the groundwork had been done under the former Labor government.

It is interesting that Dr Nahan, who is frequently quoted by the newspapers and other
media outlets as an authority on the economy, is saying in this article that increased
growth was taking place in Western Australia well prior to the February 1993 election,
which is very true.
Let us turn to a range of economic comments or indicators which clearly show the
improvement in both the Australian economy and the Western Australian economy
between 1991-92 and 1993. The first comment to which I refer is contained in an article
on page 32 of The Financial Review of 25 May 1994 about the historic low levels of bad
debts. That article indicated that since the peak of 1992, provision for bad debts in banks
had reduced markedly. It states -
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The non-performing loan portfolios of the banks, defined as those loans on which
interest is not expected to be paid or is past 90 days overdue, are now at round
2.5 per cent of total assets from a peak in 1992 of 6 per cent.
NAB is already at historic lows with its provisioning. Its charge for bad and
doubtful debts of $98.5 million was the bank's lowest since the early eighties.
Analysts say the so-called "impaired banks", Westpac Banking Corp and ANZ
Banking Group, are 12 to 18 months behind NAB.

In addition to that, the most telling factor is a graph which indicates the net bad debt
charges as percentage of total assets. That graph shows that that percentage - bearing in
mind it is a percentage one wants to decrease as the economy improves - decreased from
early 1992 well into 1993, and continued to decrease in 1994. That is just one of the
economic indicators which shows that improvement was well under way prior to 6
February 1993.
The second graph is frequently published and updated in The West Australian. The
Armstrong Jones/The West Australian WA economic indicator of 9 May 1994 shows the
actual and expected growth rates for the state. From that graph it is apparent that there
was a substantial improvement, coming from a low in March-April 1991, through a
substantial improvement in March 1992, to another improvement in March 1993. This
economic indicator considers a variety of measures and shows that the WA economy was
well and truly improving as of February 1993.
A variety of comments have also been made about how allegedly during Labor's period
in office investment stalled and insufficient attention was given to that in this state. It is
interesting to consider that sont of comment which is made from time to time by
conservative Ministers in a political way and then look at some more sobering figures
that Ministers themselves are required to acknowledge. The autumn 1994 edition of
"Mine Life" by the Chamber of Mines and Energy of Western Australia on page 13
contains a nice picture of the Minister for Resources Development and some interesting
comnments in an article that appears to be written by him in which he talks about
increased investment in this state. H-e is not talking about increased investment since
February last year, but is very proudly talking about increased investment in this state
over the past five years.
Mr C.J Barnett: They anticipated the change in government and they voted with their
dollars.
Mr BROWN: This is a statement this year. Unfortunately for the Government, no matter
how it tries to present its views the reality is that the facts are available. One cannot run
away from them. At least the Minister had the courage to acknowledge them in this
publication, although it is not The West Australian and is tucked away from most people.
It is worth going through some of the things in the article that were presumably written or
commissioned by the Minister. He comments on the nickel and alumina industry and
talks about the decline in prices. H~e goes on to say -

The value of production has almost doubled since 1987-B88 and the State now has
270 mines and 26 oil and gas fields, including Australia's largest natural resource
protect, the North West Shelf.
The expansion of Western Australia's mineral exports over the past five years is
contributing about 0.5 per cent per annum to Australia's economic growth.

At least there is some recognition, despite all the claims to the contrary, that during the
previous five years the industry was growing strongly. The Minister continues -

The outlook is encouraging. Figures recently released by the Australian Bureau
of Statistics show the value of private new capital expenditure in WA grew by a
substantial 30.4 per cent in the year to September 1993 .. .

That is six months after the Government came into power, and nothing in the article
suggests that all the investment occurred in the second six months. Clearly investment
was under way. The Minister's article continues -
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The high level of investment in equipment, plant and machinery in WA is
indicative of industry confidence about future growth and demand, as is the
$3Million of private new capital expenditure invested by the State's mining
industry during 1992193.

The year 1992-93 was not a bad year. There was lots of investment. This figure
represents an increase of almost 50 per cent on 199 1-92. The Minister also concedes
further in the article that -

Western Australia's oil and gas industry has seen very substantial increases in
production over recent years...

Throughout the article there is an acknowledgment, not in The West Australian but in a
magazine produced for the mining industry, that the economy grew, that investment took
place, and that important industries managed to grow and prosper in what were difficult
times. More importantly, on page 14 of the same publication Steven Cerhardy, the
executive officer economics at the Chamber of Mines and Energy, reports on a number of
important indicators so far as the chamber is concerned. He indicated in his article the
importance of low inflation and low interest rates. The one thing I have not seen this
Government claim credit for is low interest rates - perhaps that is yet to come.
Mr Shave: Give us time.
Mr BROWN: I am sure it will claim credit for it in due course, but it is interesting that it
has not claimed it yet.
Mr Shave: You do not have to worry because they may go up very shortly.
Mr BROWN: That may be the case, but when one reads the information coming from
business circles it is obvious they believe that improved profitability, capacity to invest
and a greater increase in confidence can be put down to low inflation and low interest
rates. Both these things are well outside the influence of this Government.
Mr C.J. Barnett.- Well known characteristics are low interest rates and low inflation.
You federally achieved them by precipitating Australia into a situation where nearly one
million people are out of work. It is hardly something to boast about.
Mr BROWN: The Chamber of Mines and Energy is pleased about it and mentioned it in
this publication. Presumably it thinks it is important. A number of other surveys have
indicated that it is important for confidence and investment purposes. Presumably the
Government would accept that. Steven Gerhardy says in his article -

While the real gross product of Australia's manufacturing industry contracted by
over five per cent between 1988-90 and 199 1-92, mining (including energy) gross
product increased by 12.5 per cent.

Later he observes that -

In just five years, from 1988-89 to 1992-93 the gross value of Australia's mining
production increased by almost 50 per cent.

Further on in the article he talks about how the mining industry may well be placed to
take advantage of the changing signs in strong growth in the United States of America
and Japan. All this indicates that any attempt by the Government to paint the picture that
the economy was in the doldrums prior to 5 February 1993 and suddenly shot out of it on
6 February, is an illusion.
The situation can be no better illustrated than in the surveys by Dun and Bradstreet
Software Services, which is a highly respected company. Its recent publication for the
second quarter of 1994 provides a series of graphs dealing with matters of sales, orders,
profits, employment. inventories and so on. It is important to consider these to ascertain
when and where the actual growth was occurring. Dun and Bradstreet compliments itself
on being able to pick out when the economy is moving and it does that through surveys
of business.
The graphs to which I am referring show, firstly, the expectation and its prediction and,
secondly, what actually occurred. Dun and Bradstreet's record shows it to be an accurate
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economic forecaster in the short term. Its graphs certainly do not show that in Australia
and Western Australia everything turned round on 6 February 1993. In termis of actual
sales and expected sales the graph shows that expected sales bottomed our in the middle
of 1990 and commenced a fairly dramatic climb through to the first and second quarters
in 1991 and then climbed again quite steeply through to 1993 and continued in that vein.
Members will see from the presentation of the graph that sales increased dramatically
from the low point in mid-1990 through to the time of the state election. The graph for
actual and expected orders for business follows a similar pattern.
The graph for actual profits versus expected profits shows that profits bottomed our in
1990 and started to gear upwards in 1991. They dropped again at the beginning of 1992
and climbed steadily towards the end of 1992 through to 1993.
I will quote a comment in the survey about sales so that members will understand that
there. was no magic wand waved on 6 February 1993.
Mr Shave: You are very worried about this upturn in the economy. You are looking at a
long rest on that side of the House.
Mr BROWN: I am pleased there is an upturn in the economy and I hope it continues to
grow and more jobs are provided and fewer people are looking for work. If there is any
political advantage out of that for the Government, so be it. What I do not like is the
misrepresentation that somehow everything positive is due to the changes made by the
State Government and everything negative is due to what the Federal Government has
done. I am trying to bring some balance to this debate.
Dun and Bradstreet said the following about sales -

The high levels of optimism about future saes shown by the last five Dun &
Bradstreet surveys has been built on a positive actual sales performance since the
middle of 1992.

Any suggestion that sales were stagnant until 5 February 1993 and suddenly took off on
6 February is just a myth. Likewise. Dun and Bradstreet made the following observation
about employment - and it is important given the boasting that the Opposition hears from
the Government about the increase in employment -

Initially during the recovery, firms managed increased production and sales with
few) if any, extra staff. By mid 1993 the stage was reached where extra staff were
being employed. Expectations for additional staff hirings have surged ahead so
that in the second quarter of 1994 there will be an even stronger increase of
employee numbers than in the first quarter.

This is not new or unexpected because it was always recognised that there was an under-
utilisation of capacity and, once the economy started to recover, it would take some time
before the economic recovery had an impact on employment numbers. That is simply
confirmed by the Dun and Bradstreet surveys. Likewise, I have talked about inflation,
tariffs and company tax rates. All of those have been adjusted so that those seeking to
improve their position have had a good base upon which to do so. Likewise, with
company profits before tax; one can see in the graphs an improvement occurring from the
1990-91 financial year. There was a slight improvement in 1991-92, and a massive
improvement in company profits, before and after tax, between 199 1-92 and 1992-93.
Mr C.i. Barnett: Are you saying we did not have a recession?
Mr BROWN: No, I am not saying that.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I have yet to hear you make a substantive point. All you have done is
quote a lot of statistics.
Mr BROWN: My substantive point is that people have endeavoured to paint a picture
that Western Australia was in the doldrums and the economy was stagnant on 5 February
1993, but on 6 February 1993 things changed dramatically.
Mr Court: Three years of stagnant levels of investment are not a good platform to jump
from.
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Mr BROWN: The Treasurer is welcome to look at the Dun and Bradstreet surveys to see
what they indicate.
Mr C.J. Barnett: If things were so rosy, why did the unemployment figure reach 95 000
at one stage?
Mr BROWN: I amn not saying things were so rosy, but I get annoyed when people say
the economy was not growing prior to 5 February 1993. when all the evidence shows that
is not true. Some people are endeavouring to create that impression but it is grossly
misleading.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Tell the 95 000 people who did not have a job.
Mr BROWN: There has been a lot of unemployment, but members opposite should not
tell us about its government's job creation. For instance, I remind members apposite of
the Job Bank scheme which was introduced by Bill Hassell weeks before a state election.
Would members opposite like to revisit some of those events?
Mr Hill: And 36 per cent youth unemployment.
Mr BROWN: Exactly. I turn to another matter in relation to the $50 levy, and I am
pleased that the Treasurer is in the Chamber at the moment.
Mr Court: I have been here all night!
Mr BROWN: When the Treasurer announced that levy in a press statement on 29 June
1993, he said -

Pensioner-owned vehicles would be exempted from the levy.
That has not been the case. Indeed, I took up the matter with the Treasurer, and some of
my constituents also took it up with the Minister for Finance. They were advised that
exemption would be granted for a single vehicle owned by a pensioner but it would apply
to only one vehicle. That is not what the Treasurer and Premier said to the people of
Western Australia about this matter. He referred to vehicles in the plural. I ask the
Treasurer to observe that commitment he made to pensioners in this state. Many of them
believed their vehicles would be fully exempted, and many of them own two vehicles. If
the Government does not plan to remove this levy - and it obviously does nor - it has an
obligation to abide by the information it gave pensioners; that is, provide them with
additional exemption on all their vehicles and not just one.
MR HILL (Helena) [10.56 pm]: Last year in debate on the Supply Bill I raised the
question of the need for the Government to clearly spell out its industry policy, if it has
one. During the course of that debate I canvassed a wide range of issues that I thought
needed to be addressed by the Government. I do not wish to go over those issues again.
but I shall point to a couple of matters which have come to my attention recently
indicating the Government's failure to clearly indicate a direction for industry
development in this stare.
I am pleased and enormously gratified from time to time when I attend meetings of
industry groups - as I have frequently over the past 12 months or so - to hear people say
that we as an Opposition must be very pleased and proud to hear members and Ministers
of the Government speaking at functions and announcing policies which were put into
place by the previous government. This Government is merely continuing the policies of
the previous government. That is very pleasing, but one would imagine a new
government would have new ideas and the new people entering at senior levels would be
formulating new policies. One would expect to see new and exciting initiatives, but we
fail to see any such thing from the Government in the industry development area.
Mr Shave: Something like another PICL project?
Mr HILL: I was not thinking of that kind of lateral thinking! I am talking about policies
and not particular projects. I have seen no evidence of any new and exciting initiatives
from the Government. I have seen no evidence of or encouragement for new value
adding or manufacturing industry in Western Australia. We have seen a continuation of
existing policies put into place by the previous government to give encouragement in that
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area, and which were spelt out during the last state election. I have not seen any new
ideas for industry support.
I am pleased to learn from the Budget announced earlier this week, and from answers to
my questions in this place to the Minister for Commerce and Trade, that there will be an
increase in funding for overseas missions. An indication has also been given of the types
of trade missions going overseas. I note from the recent trade outlook publication for
Western Australia the number of strategic alliance missions and expos occurring overseas
in the next 12 months. The increase in this area is pleasing.
I said before that members will never hear from me any criticism of Ministers going
overseas to promote Western Australia, and we have seen that increase in recent times. I
criticise junkets, but I would never criticise a Minister going overseas to promote
Western Australia. That is very important and should be encouraged. It is pleasing that
the Government has taken it upon itself to aggressively promote Western Australia. That
is not to say it is doing it in a coordinated way or even in the right areas, but I wI not
criticise the fact that it is at least having a go, as in government we did exactly the same
sort of thing. I have not heard any policy from the Government in its use of countertrade
as a mechanism for attracting industry.
Mr C.J. Barnett: The Collie power station.
Mr HILL: With one exception, I will accept that.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I am not sure whether it is effective.
Mr HILL: It has the potential to be effective and one hopes it will be effective. It is
necessary to do some table thumping with some of the people who have countertrade
arrangements with us. Asea Brown Boveri ty Ltd has substantial countertrade
agreements that have not been fulfilled. I can remember thumping the cable with them in
Zurich, and with Renault, Trafalgar House Pty Ltd and a whole range of companies and
organisations to try to get them to fulfil their counterirade commitments to Western
Australia. We might even have to take the bold step with Renault, for example, and
indicate to it that unless it meets its countem-rade obligation we will not buy its buses. We
can say the same thing with other organisations that have countertrade agreements with
us. We can utilise that more effectively than in the past. It is pleasing that the
Government has inserted a countertrade clause in its contract for the Collie power station.
I acknowledge that is something we did not do.
Mr Prince: Why not?
Mr HILL: It was felt that the numbers were marginal enough not to go to that extent.
Mr CJ. Barnett: You were desperately trying to make the deal stack up.
Mr HILL: It would have stacked up; there is no question about that. We fell short in that
countertrade area. The Government has taken that on board and I applaud it for that.
The counterrrade area has some potential. We have not heard anything other than the
Collie power station deal where that can be put into effect. We have not heard of any
new initiatives to attract industrial investment to Western Australia. We have not heard a
response from this Government about comments made by its new federal leader,
Alexander Downer, in relation to the level of foreign investment in Australia. Members
will be aware that the federal Leader of the Opposition commented recently in addressing
the National Press Club that he was concerned about the level of foreign investment in
Australia. That was quite a dramatic turnaround from the position that he had adopted in
the past in trying to encourage foreign investment in Australia, to a purely political
position because it is his perceived political view that foreign investment is not a
particularly attractive proposition to the Australian electorate. We have not heard any
comment from this Government on that. We have not heard from the Government any
comment at all on the federal Opposition's intention to review the operations of the
Foreign Investment Review Board. These matters should be addressed and clearly spelt
out by the Government. A whole range of other areas should be spelt out by the
Government in its industry policy. I referred to those matters during the course of the
Supply debate last year. I do not want to go on at length about that, but I again remind
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the Government that we are still waiting with bated breath to hear what its coordinated
industry policy might be. At this stage it seems it is merely a continuation of previous
policies that were put in place.
Mr C.1. Barnett: Your policy was to have a royalty reinvestment fund. That was your
big push in the election campaign. I hope you were not personally associated with it. It
was a complete dark of a policy.
Mr HILL: The policy to which the Leader of the House refers was put forward for the
purpose of the election campaign, and may well have been one we would have put into
effect after the election; it was not one we had prior to the election. I am talking about
the continuation of policies that were in place prior to the election. I am pleased to see
those policies are being continued, but we are looking to the Government to come up
with new initiatives in this area and we are yet to see them. The Government has yet to
clearly spell out an industry policy, and that is an issue that should be addressed.
In passing, I want to refer to an article in The West Australian newspaper on 26 April this
year which said Western Australia had lost out to Adelaide in the hotly contested bid to
secure Motorola's software development centre and the 300 jobs associated with that
centre. Motorola Inc is a huge corporation. It has its Australian headquarters in
Melbourne and it employs a substantial number of people in Australia and a huge number
internationally with a global revenue last year of in excess of $24b. In anybody's
language it is a huge corporation. Its plan to establish a software development centre in
Australia was well advertised last year. The Western Australian Government, through
the Department of Commerce and Trade, made a bid to secure that centre in Western
Australia. It failed, because it was unable to compete with the bid put forward by South
Australia. I understand that the Western Australian incentive package to attract Motorola
to Western Australia - with 300 jobs directly, and the opportunity to employ many more
people, and considerably more investment in Western Australia in this and other areas as
a result of any decision to establish Motorola - was in the order of about $5m. The
submission put forward to Motorola by South Australia was some $2m higher, so the
figure was in the order of $7m. We see the Government crow in the state Budget about
the Coflexip project coming to Western Australia. We are pleased that it is; but it had
been in train for quite some time. This project will bring roughly $55m worth of pipe
manufacturing facility to Western Australia.
It is not creating anywhere near the number of jobs that would have been created had we
succeeded in bringing Motorola here. The submission to Motorola was a $5m incentive
package; the submission to Coflexip was an $8.5m incentive package. It just does not
add up. On the one hand the Government put forward a $5m incentive package to
Motorola which would have led to 300-odd jobs being created and considerable
investment in Western Australia, and on the other hand some months later it put forward
an $8.5m incentive package for considerably less investment. That is why I say that the
Government does not have a coordinated industry policy. It has not thought through the
direction in which it wants to go on this issue. The Government must think this matter
through. It has failed to deliver in an area which could be of tremendous significance to
Western Australia; that is, in attracting Motorola to this state.
The South Australian Premier was happy to announce that the Motorola operation
attracted to South Australia would commence this month and would employ up to 400
highly skilled research and development engineers by the year 2000. It would build a
4 000 sqm building at the technology park north of Adelaide. It would attract other
computer companies to the park, which forms part of the multifunction polis, and would
involve investment, technology transfer, research and development and exports of more
than $400m by the year 2000. In anyone's language it is a huge investment. The
Coflexip project pales into insignificance compared to the Motorola project. How much
effort did this State Government put into attracting this project? It is not clear. We have
heard nothing from this Minister. In fact, he left it to one of his capable public servants,
Steve Arnott from the Department of Commerce and Trade, to respond to the media. The
Minister was not prepared to respond to the media's questions. Perhaps I am being a
little unfair as he may not have been in Western Australia at the time. However, initially
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the Minister did not respond to the questions fromn the media. One of the officers of the
Department of Commerce and Trade was given that job.
Mr House: He is not exactly known for ducking the issue.
Mr HILL: On this matter it was left to the public servant to respond. The Minister -
understandably, perhaps a little embarrassed by the size of the incentive package put
forward by South Australia to attract a huge project to that state -

Mr House: One of the problems is that when states start bidding against each other to
attract multinational companies a they are doing is increasing the profits of those
companies. We should come to agreement that the states do not do that.
Mr HILL: There is some sense in what the Minister is saying, chat we should come to an
agreement with other states. Perhaps that should be better coordinated. The national
trade strategy put forward by the Federal Government goes some way toward that. It
must be more than a national trade strategy; it should be a trade and investment strategy.
Greater coordination between the states must be addressed. Nevertheless, we are talking
about South Australia putting up an incentive package of $2mn more than we were
prepared to put up. South Australia did not have to do that. It could have provided a
lesser figure and still attracted Motorola. We did not deliver in an area where we had an
opportunity. We are on the doorstep of the fastest growing region in the world - Asia.
Western Australia has something very good to sell. We are well placed to service that
region for Motorola and to undertake research and development for that company in this
part of the world. We have missed a great opportunity.
When we were in government and we missed out on a project such as this, Ministers
opposite, who were then shadow Ministers, would stand in this place and criticise us for
failing to succeed in bidding for a project. The boot is now on the other foot and they
have to cop the criticism. They have to take it on board and give some thought to a
better, more coordinated industry policy and spell out what that industry policy is so that
the community is await of it.
In the few minutes I have left I will touch on a couple of issues about which I have
previously spoken in this place. Initially I refer to the Government's review of the
Commercial Tenancy (Retail Shops) Agreements Act, Which was put in place by the
former government by way of a statutory requirement. That was completed in the final
months of our government. Now, 18 months since the change of government, we have
had no indication by this Government about when it will introduce this amending Bill, if
it is to introduce any changes to that legislation. As members will be aware, I have
introduced a Bill which would strengthen the Act considerably, taking into account the
results of the review process that was put in place in 1991 by Hon Jeff Carr and which
was concluded just prior to the election in 1993.
The committee that undertook the review was the board of the Small Business
Development Corporation and it made a number of positive recommendations to
government. The Bill I have introduced reflects the views of that committee and goes a
little further in toughening up the legislation. It reflects the interests of smaller retailers
in this state. Tenants of shopping centres, in particular, and tenants of leased property in
snrip shopping facilities have indicated their strong support for the Bill I have introduced.
Some time ago I indicated to the Minister for Commerce and Trade - I understand he has
carriage of this legislation, having responsibility for the Small Business Development
Corporation - that if the Government does not make clear its intentions very quickly to
amend the existing legislation, to strengthen it in the way in which it was proposed by the
review committee, the Opposition will proceed with its Bill to do just that. I have had
numerous approaches -

Mr House: It should be successful!
Mr HILL: I hope that it would be because it makes good sense and it would niot hurt for
once to have a bit of bipartisanship on something. The Government is not the font of all
ideas and knowledge. We have some good ideas on this side of the House and it is about
time the Minister recognised it. It would not hurt for him to acknowledge that the
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legislation we introduced could well be supported by the Government. Because we have
not got the numbers it does not mean the Government has to reject the legislation we
introduced. If it makes sense why not adopt it? Why throw it out simply for political
purposes and introduce legislation which most likely will mirror the legislation we
introduced? This matter has been outstanding for a long time, and the Government needs
to address it. I call on the Government to indicate to me when it intends to make this
amendment to the Commercial Tenancy (Retail Shops) Agreement legislation.
I turn now to the issue of retail trading hours. There is a campaign, which is under way
now, which is supported it appears by the very big major retail chains in Western
Australia. It is a campaign which is clearly aimed to try to raise support in the
community for what is called by the people running the campaign, freedom to shop. This
so-called Freedom to Shop Action Group is starting to run quite an effective campaign.
effective in conning and confusing people on the issues, and certainly not conveying all
the information that needs to be conveyed for people to make a proper judgment on this
issue. I am interested to know who is funding this Freedom to Shop Action Group. I
suspect it is the major retail chains, and one does not have to be a genius to work that out.
The other issue I want to raise in relation to retail trading hours is the fact there is some
considerable speculation in recent times about the Government's intention on this matter.
Just recently the Western Australia Retailers Association put out a press release which
stated -

It would appear that some staff of major retailers are being forewarned that
extended trading hours will be imposed on Wednesday, Thursday and Friday
nights as from mid-August.

There is a widely held view amongst smaller retailers that extended retail trading hours
are to be imposed. That is highlighted in the press release by the Western Australia
Retailers Association. There has not been any response from the Minister for Fair
Trading on this matter. I ask the Government to come clean and indicate to the people of
Western Australia and to the many thousands of small businesses in Western Australia
what its intentions are on this matter. I moved a motion and raised a matter of public
importance in this place earlier this year in support of the many thousands of people
employed in small business - retailers, wholesalers, service industries - and in support of
the consumers. I indicated on speaking on the matter of public importance that these
issues affect country and regional areas in Western Australia more than any other parts of
the state. I know that some of the members opposite have privately held views on this
matter, particularly country members, and one or two have even voiced them publicly.
Mr Wiese: What were you saying publicly about service station deregulation?
Mr HILL: So the Minister supports the extending of retail trading hours, does he?
Mr Wiese: What were you saying about that when your government was deregulating
servce stations?
Mr HILL: The Minister is in government and it is his opportunity to make a decision to
put this matter to rest.
Mr Wiese: What were you saying about service stations?
Mr HILL: The small organisation and the small chamber of commerce in his
constituency I am sure has a view on this, as does the chamber of commerce for Albany,
and the Albany Small Business Association, which I hope will be represented by the
Minister sitting on the member's left.
This is an issue which has the potential to create unemployment, particularly among
smaller retailers in Western Australia. It is an issue that needs to be addressed, and a
policy statement needs to be made quickly by this Government to put to rest all the
rumours and speculation on this issue and to clear up the matter and once and for all put
it to bed.
MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [11.27 pm]: I want to use my time in the Supply debate
to raise a couple of matters in respect of the performance of the Attorney General and
also to touch briefly on some matters of concern to me in my electorate.
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Tonight in tomorrow's The West Australian we are greeted with the headline that the
Edwardes affair crisis deepens. The article details the fact that the husband of the
Attorney General, who feels he was adversely commented on in the Kyle report into the
activities of various councillors on Wanneroo City Council, has taken action against
Mr Peter Kyle and myself as the then Minister for these matters to be corrected.
Mr Prince: Do you deny him the right to do that?
Mr D.L. SMITH: I do not deny him the right to do it, but I would make the same point I
have been making all the time: How clearly it demonstrates that the Attorney General,
because of the obvious conflict of interest, should not continue to hold her position while
he exercises that right.
Mr Prince: Do you assert it to be a perception or reality?
Mr D. SMITH: Both as a perception, which is important in the case of the
administration of the justice system, and also a reality in fact in terms of the performance
of the Attorney General, which I will enlarge upon.
Mr Prince: Supposition.
Mr D.L. SMITH: The first matter I want to raise from this article is a statement by the
Minister for Local Government, Mr Omodei, who said that the state would meet the cost
of Mr Kyle and the Government in defending the writ. I would ask as to whether when
the Minister says "the Government" it also means the former Minister and whether the
usual protocol that the state will provide the legal advice and assistance to former
Ministers in defending those kinds of actions will be extended to me in this case?
Mr Omodei: I expect that the normal situation would be that you would apply to the
Crown Solicitor for assistance.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I am asking the Minister whether his understanding is that if I do so
the normal protocol would be honoured and that assistance would be forthcoming.
Mr Omnodei: You would'have to find that out when you make the application.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I do not want to comment adversely, although it is not yet listed for
trial and therefore not sub judice for the purposes of this Parliament, but I want to make
these comments. First, although I am meant to be a party to this action I have yet to
receive a formal notification of the intention to initiate an action or to be served with a
writ. The first information I received that a writ was being issued against me was when I
was asked by a reporter at The West Australian to comment on the fact that the writ had
been issued. I am still awaiting service of the writ. It surprises me that the media should
become aware of the issuing of these writs before the parties to the action.
Mr Prince: I do not think it could be served in the precincts of this place. You have been
here all day.
Mr D.L. SMITH: The writ was issued on Monday. I am certain it would not have been
beyond the skill of any process server to find out where I live and to serve the writ at my
place of residence.
Mr Wiese interjected.
Mr D.L. SMITH: The process servers do not have to stay and listen when they serve a
process. Normally they want to get away.
Mr Edwardes has been threatening this action for at least 12 months. I note in passing
that it is now 1S months since the Kyle report was presented to this Parliament. The -
threat was made last year that action would be taken. It related to trying to set aside
matters relating to Mr Colin Edwardes in the Kyle, report. However, the legal action has
only just been initiated. I wonder what prompted it to be issued now and whether it is the
heat that the Attorney General is feeling on Wanneroo Inc or whether it has just taken 12
months for it to be prepared. I am surprised that it should be served on me at all because
I am no longer functus officio in the sense that all of my powers as Minister no longer
exist and any court ordler that the court might make in relation to me about correction of a
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report could not be enforced because I could not do what is required of me. The normal
practice in these circumstances is to serve the current Minister who now has the power to
do what I used to have the power to do as Minister for Local Government.
Mr Prince interjected.
Mr D.L. SMITH: The normal practice is that the Minister is a corporation sole who
continues to function regardless of the change of the identity of the person holding the
office.
Mr Prince: Mr Zelestis, QC, would disagree with you.
Mr D.L. SMITH: Evidently he does disagree and I will find out the reasons for that when
I read the writ. However, I am surprised that action has been taken against me rather
than the current Minister being served with the process.
I enmphasise chat there was no political motivation in the Wanneroo inquiry. For the
purposes of the record, when I was first approached with a wad of documentation in
relation to Wanneroo Inc, I was very reluctant to initiate the inquiry. It took two or three
visits by the persons who had complained to me and the provision of further
documentation before I appointed the Kyle inquiry,
Mr Prince: Are you saying chat you neglected your ministerial duty?
Mr D.L. SMITH: No, I am saying that inquiries of that kind into allegations of the sort of
corruption chat was being alleged are not undertaken lightly. I wanted to be satisfied chat
it was not local sour grapes or other reasons chat were motivating the complaint.
Mr Prince: It was across party boundaries?
Mr D.L. SMIT H: It was not because it could have been across party boundaries at all. I
wanted to look seriously at the issues and see whether there was sufficient evidence to
justify an inquiry of the kind that was being asked for. When the terms of reference for
the appointment of' the person concerned -

Mr Omodei: Who drafted the terms of reference?
Mr D.L. SMITH: I cannot recall- I cannot say with certainty whether the drafts were
prepared by me, by the department or by the staff. I looked at those terms of reference
and may have adjusted them in their final preparation. However, I honestly cannot recall
who prepared them.
Mr Omodei: Have you read them lately?
Mr D.L. SMITH: No, I have not. Because I was the Minister who initiated that inquiry
and because I was privy to a briefing and ocher Matters, I tried to distance myself by not
getting too involved in the day to day attack of the Opposition directly on Wanneroo
issues.
Mr Prince: Is that not what the Attorney is doing? Quite properly and publicly she has
said that she has had nothing to do with it.
MW D.L. SMITH: The issue I want to raise, as the future Attorney may know -

Mr Court: Something we will never say about you.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I am quite happy for people not to say that about me. I will be relying
on the Crown Solicitor to conduct my defence in this action and in the course of chat I
will be providing him with whatever information I have and my best recollection of the
events surrounding this matter. The Attorney General has given us a very good example
of incorrect behaviour in such matters. The Attorney General used the content of a
statement made by the member for Fremantle. It was contained in information provided
to the Crown Solicitor relating to the legal action being taken by the former chairman of
the Environmental Protection Authority, Mr Carbon. She used the content of that
statement made by the member for Fremantle to criticise him in this place and to attack
his integrity.
Mr Prince: But it was evidence on oath.
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Mr D.L. SMITH: She became the possessor of that information because she was able to
access it through the Crown Solicitor's Office.
Mr Prince: But it was on oath, on file in the public record.
Mr D.L. SMITH: The Minister knows that it was flat always available on the public
record and it was obtained by her through the Crown Solicitor's Office and used
inappropriately, almost amoraliy, by her in this place.
Mr Prince: Where is the amorality when someone says -

Mr D.L. SMITH: The Minister should go back and read the debate. This Attorney
cannot be trusted to remain neutral and not to use any information that is obtained by the
Crown Solicitor's Office for her own political purposes.
Mr Court: But she will have nothing to do with this action.
Mr D.L. SMITH: We know what this Attorney is like. When I asked a question recently
about where her husband worked in the Public Service, she went to a councillor of the
Wannerco Council, one of her Liberal colleagues, the newest and most junior member in
the other place, and asked him to ask a question about my wife and where she worked. it
was clearly a bit of payback. Because I had asked questions about her husband she then
used her influence with a fellow councillor of her husband, the newest member in the
other place, to pay me back. The Minister should know that that is entirely inappropriate
behaviour by an Attorney General and demonstrates how she is capable of misusing
influence. I do not begrudge the asking of the question. I accept that, in public life,
one's personal affairs will be the subject of public scrutiny and comment; that is part of
the game. I am not complaining about the nature of the question. However, it
demonstrates to me the nature of the people with whom we are dealing as does her use of
confidential information which comes to her and from which she should be standing
apart.
The suggestion seems to be that she will obtain her independence on this matter by
giving the conduct of the matter to the Minister for Local Government. I want to know
from the Premier whether a Cabinet minute is intended, whether something will be done
in Executive Council, or whether devolving the powers of the Attorney General to the
Minister for Local Government in relation to this matter will be promulgated.
Mr Court: It has been delegated to the Solicitor General.
Mr D.L. SMITH: It should be done officially if she is seeking to divorce herself from the
issue. I do not believe that will be done. More importantly, even if it were done, the fact
is that we know that Peter Panegyres is one of those people on the hit list of this
Government and feels very insecure in his current employment.
Mr Court: Do you agree with delegating this power to the Solicitor General?
Mr D.L. SMITH: We also know that -
Mr Court: Answer that for me. What a cowardly act.
Mr D.L. SMITH: Is the Premier getting a bit sensitive on this matter? It is a nice cartoon
in tomorrow's rhe West Australian, is it not? 'It started off as a pimple and now I am
carrying the weight of four people of pus upon my back!" That is exactly why the
Premier is getting sensitive. The Premier should not try to rewrite history. He should
state the current situation for which he is responsible and he should explain his inaction
in removing this person from her position as Attorney General. His inaction is allowing
this conflict of interest to continue and allowing the perception that the administration of
justice in this state is being called into disrepute.
There is a clear conflict of interest in the relationship of the Attorney General with her
fellow parliamentarian. Wayde Smith, with her friend and former mayor of the City of
Wannemoo, Wayne Bradshaw, and with her husband, Colin Edwardes. Clearly, there is
such a conflict of interest in the Attorney's dealings wi ,th the Director of Public
Prosecutions and with the Crown Solicitor, that she should be asked to stand aside.
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The second matter that is raised in today's The West Australian deals with the comments
of another judge about the Attorney General. Those comments do not surprise me
because of other documentation to which I have been privy. Never have I seen
comments as strong as these criticisms by Judge Hal Jackson of an Attorney General
which appear in The West Australian tomorrow.
Mr Court Do you chink it is proper for judges to make those comments?
Mr D.L. SMITH: In relation to judges who are submitted to personal attacks and are on a
hit list by the Attorney General, it is.
Mr Court What hit list?
Mr DL SMITH: The Premier knows the hit list which was prepared in relation to the
application by the Attorney General's husband for a job as executive assistant for the
Crown Law Department.
Mr Court: Tell me about it. When you don't have any facts, you make these things up!
Mr D.L. SMITH-: I must add chat I do not think that the judge would in any way be
influenced by the fact chat he was on the hit list.
Mr C.L Barnett: Do you have a skerrick of evidence to suggest that there is a hit list?
Mr D.L. SMITH: I want to tell the Leader of the House and the Premier about the
boxfuls of information which are pouring out of the people in Crown Law Department
and ocher area of the Ministry of Justice whose morale is at rock bottom. The Premier
should not think that Will Rowe was the only one contemplating resignation.
Mr Court: We hear chat you axe contemplating resignation.
Mr D.L. SMITH: It is not necessary to go far to discover that; it is on the public record.
I have said in this place from time to time chat I am contemplating the possibility of
resigning because of my shame of being in this place when the Premier's Government is
passing such legislation, and the way the Government has abandoned regionalisation and
the real projects which should be developed in Bunbury.
Mr Court: Such as? What about Compact Steel?
Mr DIL. SMITH: Such as power stations and university campuses being downgraded
and the hospitals redesigned; and the dual carriage highway.
Mr Court: All you did in the election campaign was speak against industry in your area.
Mr D.L. SMITH: Let us return to the important comments by the judge. The article
reads -

A senior WA judge has launched a stinging attack on the Attorney-General
Cheryl Edwaxties and her department.
District Court Judge Hal Jackson, formerly president of the Children's Court, said
the Justice Ministry -

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Warnock): Order! The members engaged in dialogue
across the Chamber are not allowing the member for Mitchell to have his say. Hc can
decide to take interjeccions if he chooses, but we can do without the cross-Chamber
exchanges. I am sure that the members engaged in discussion will have an opportunity to
make a speech on another occasion.
Mr D.L. SMITH: The article continues -

The ministry, made up of the Crown Law Department, youth offending services,
and ocher related departments, was totally dominated by the Corrective Services
staff and their philosophies.

I have been expressing that view, along with the Law Society, the McCarrey review and
judges since the ministry was formed. I am not surprised that this judge has made those
public statements because it is clear that the Premier and the Government are not
listening. The judge continued -
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"The result of this and the over-hastily implementations process has had grave
administrative problems, a prison mentality, suspicion and accompanying lack of
consultation," Judge Jackson said.
'To be fair to the bureaucrats involved, much of this results from the personality
of the Minister.

Read, Attorney General. It continues -

"Some of the results can be seen in the way legislation is being developed."
I will not bore the House by reading the whole statement by the judge. As usual on these
occasions, the Attorney General has left the response to the judge's comments to the
Director General of the Ministry of Justice. I am privy to a letter which relates to
whether the judiciary and those interested in the administration of justice in this state are
being consulted on these matters. The letter was sent by the Attorney General to Peter
Fitzpatrick. the Executive Director of the Law Society, and, more importantly, I am also
privy to the draft of that letter prepared for the Attorney General to be signed before
sending. This submission from the Law Society relates to the issue of the delay in the
criminal justice system, the criminal justice system and the maladministration of the
courts. The original letter read that "I share the society's concerns and have had prepared
for me a series of options, including those suggested by the society. .. At this stage the
original letter was to read "which I would like to pursue at some joint meeting of senior
judicial officers and senior representatives of the major justice system interests", flat
last part had the words "of interested parties" substituted.
Why does the Premier believe that judges have gone over the Attorney General's head to
express their dismay at the Attorney General's attitude and the budgetary failings which
have not been properly reported to the Premier and Treasury? The Attorney General
made it clear in her conduct relating to Judge Heenan that she was not prepared to listen
to the expressions of need for extra resources. In fact, she led him up the garden path
regarding her true intentions.
Clearly, everybody involved in the justice system believes that before any of the
proposed changes are suggested or conclusions reached, a meeting of senior justice
officers, senior representatives of the justice system and interested groups should take
place. However, the Attorney General amended that point in a letter by deleting the
references to the judges, and it is no wonder that the judges are reacting in the way we
have seen.
As I said by way of interjection to the Attorney General today, we know that the
Kolomanski report - which was unnecessary due to the fact that the work had already
been done by the previous government - has been very adverse in a number of its
findings regarding accommodation of judges, and the safety and security of the Supreme
Court. As far as I am aware, the Attorney General has had that report for a long time, yet
none of the information has yet flowed to the judges. They have not been provided with
a copy of the report even though it deals with their safety, and that of the staff and public
who access the Supreme Court building. It is amazing that a report dealing with safety of
the judges is not provided to the judges the subject of the report at the earliest possible
time. The report has been withheld because it has large budgetary implications for this
Government and the Ministry of Justice. Frankly, this Government and the Attorney
General do not know how to deal with those budgetary requirements of the justice
system.
Nevertheless, the Attorney General is wasting money in relation to court administration.
If the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs is interested, currently an improved fines collection
system is to be implemented. The person most responsible for making the submissions in
that regard has been the Sheriff of the Supreme Court. A report, given to the Attorney
General, argues for the appointment of a number of specialised officers, supervised by
the sheriff, to have responsibility for this matter. This will include additional staff for
places like Albany and Bunbury, and they will have no other task than the collection of
fines. Has the Attorney General accepted that advice? Does she recognise that in several
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of those country towns - certainly in Bunbury and Geraldton, although I am not sure
about Albany - existing local court bailiffs conduct a range of duties in relation to District
and Supreme Court sittings in these towns?
Mr Prince: It is the same in Albany. The person is working basically part time because
of an insufficient volume of work to work full time.
Mr D.L SMITH: The problem for each of the bailiffs in those country towns is finding
enough work to operate full time. I strongly believe that chose bailiffs should be used by
die sheriffs rather than appointing persons to duplicate the work they are doing.
Mr Prince: It sounds like empire building.
Mr D.L SMITH: It has some hallmarks of that. I urge the Attorney General in her
consideration of those matters - admittedly it will produce only small savings, but still
savings - to consider having the existing bailiffs in those jurisdictions perform that work.
They are skilled in locating people and in recovering money, and operate in diplomatic
ways.
I regret that the whole of my Supply Bill contribution is directed to these issues affecting
the Attorney General. I now relate to the broader issue of consultation by the Attorney
General. The second matter taken up by Judge Jackson, and rightly so, in his comments
is the amount of consultation undertaken regarding the Young Offenders Bill. As I will
be indicating during the second reading debate - whenever it gets under way - juvenile
crime has the scope for a bipartisan approach. In our community the issue of law and
order is of such importance that we should be attempting to adopt a bipartisan approach
in relation to it. The Young Offenders Bill in skeletal outline is one on which we could
adopt a bipartisan approach. Nothing matches the get-tough rhetoric of this Government
at the general election and Glendialough by-election campaigns on this subject. I had
hoped that the Attorney General would have used a proper consultation process in regard
to the development of that legislation, which might have facilitated a bipartisan approach.
There has not been any consultation. What the Attorney General calls consultation is to
draft this legislation to completion, and then to tell the youth justice groups what will be
in the legislation. As far as I am aware, they were not provided with a copy of the Hill at
that time. We are not talking about some amendment to an incidental part of an existing
system. We are talking about a codification of the actions and ideas of the former
government, with a couple of extra things thrown in. Nonetheless, it embraces the whole
juvenile justice system, from first contact through to the prospect of a person's being
declared a repeat offender and/or the use of work camps, and so on. In my view, there
was an opportunity for us to develop a bipartisan approach, in consultation with youth
and legal groups. However, as Judge Jackson correctly outlines in the report in
tomorrow's The West Australian, the Attorney General did not go down a consultative
road. In fact, her attitude to the progress of the current Bill through this House amply
demonstrates her attitude to these matters.
Today, at midday or thereabouts, I was telephoned by a representative of the Attorney
General's office and told that they had 10 pages of amendments to the Young Offenders
Bill currently awaiting the House's attention which they would hand deliver to me.
Those amendments arrived at the front office at about 1.00 pm. Despite the fact that
there are 10 pages of amendments to that legislation, the attitude of this Attorney General
is that they are all questions of formality and incidental little things that do not really
matter, and she wants to bring the Bill on for discussion this week. That is unreasonable.
We want to deal with those amendments as we would with a Bill. When a Bill such as
the Young Offenders Bill comes into this place, we send it out to all the interested
groups - the Law Society, the youth justice groups - and get their comments and feedback
on the content of the Bill. We also want to know their views about whether any
amendments are required. The same approach should apply to these amendments.
Mr Prince: Can you not make a judgment, from looking at the amendments, about
whether they are matters of form rather than substance?
Mr D.L. SMITH: Yes, but I do not think that judgment should be made by me or the
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Attorney alone. I want to ensure that it is also the view of the Law Society and of those
people in the community who are involved in legal advice and assistance to young people
who are caught up in our criminal justice system. That is proper consultation, and that is
what this Attorney is not good at. That is why she is getting the type of headline that is
illustrated by Judge Jackson's comments today.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Board.

LAND DRAINAGE AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Resumed from 12 May.
MR RIPPER (Belmont) [11.57 pm]: This Bill proposes to formalise the Government's
decision to abolish drainage races in country districts by making amendments to the
appropriate legislation. The Opposition supports the Bill, with reservations. In
discussing the Bill, I will refer to aspects of the finances of the Water Authority. I turn
firstly to drainage. Page 30 of the annual report of the Water Authority deals with the
drainage business, and the figures are quite interesting. The report notes that the drainage
business in 1992-93 had a deficit of $3.8m. That deficit existed before the Government
made its administrative decision to abolish drainage rates. That deficit was 10.5 per cent
worse than the deficit which had applied in 1991-92. The Government has made a
decision to abolish drainage rates when that business within the Water Authority's
overall operations is already running at a significant deficit. In my view, the second
reading speech presented by the Minister is deficient. Where is the analysis of the impact
of this decision on the Water Authority's finances? How much will this decision cost the
Water Authority? What will be the impact on the rates and charges that other customers
of the Water Authority will have to pay? The second reading speech does not give any
indication of the amounts that will be involved with the implementation of this decision.
When the Government makes such a decision it should provide the Parliament and the
public with some analysis of the financial implications, otherwise it is difficult for people
to determine precisely the significance of the decision. The annual report of the Water
Authority contains some interesting figures on the drainage business but it does not
distinguish between income from country drainage and income from metropolitan
drainage rates. Therefore, it is difficult to determine from public information -

Mr Omodei: The information is in the report, but at the same time if your argument is
valid, the previous government made the same analogy when it scrapped the Preston
drainage area rates.
Mr RIPPER: That decision was made some time ago. No doubt the member for Mitchell
will be happy to talk about that matter. If the previous government did not provide the
financial information that I suggest governments should provide, that is a deficiency.
The Minister cannot get away with the argument that the previous government did not do
the right thing. He should be outlining the standards and adhering to them.
The second reading speech referred to fair and equitable ratings. A significant question
of fairness arises in consideration of this Bill. Why is the Government abolishing only
country drainage rates? No reference is made in the second reading speech to a rationale
for the abolition of country rates only. We are aware that a large proportion of people
who pay these rates in country areas are in business; therefore the drainage rates are a
cost of production. To that extent, the cost of production will be met by the Water
Authority and the profits of the business will be higher. Why has the Government chosen
to abolish the drainage rates for commercial customers in country districts while
metropolitan domestic consumers will continue to pay those rates? Why impose an
additional cost on household consumers through the burden to be borne by Water
Authority finances, when the Government is prepared to subsidise the costs of production
in many cases for country ratepayers? Members will agree that for the agricultural
businesses which are now paying drainage rates, the impact of the decision will be an
increase in their profitability. It could be argued that the Government is subsidising the
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economic activity of chose businesses. Without this drainage provision, perhaps those
businesses could not operate as profitably as they do now.
Mr Omodei: Are you talking about farmers or business people generally?
Mr RIPPER: [ consider fanning as a business.
Mr Omodei: I understand that, but are you talking about business people in Bunbury or
Albany, or Serpentine-Jarrahdale and Mundijong?
Mr RIPPER: I am talking about farmers because their use of the land is made possible,
in some cases, and more profitable in others by the provision of this Water Authority
drainage service.
Mr Omodei: Some people would claim that their land is under-drained and others that it
is over-drained. Will you satisfy them with that argument?
Mr RIPPER: No doubt they will have complaints about the drainage service. I am aware
of the long history of dissatisfaction with the funding and provision of the drainage
service. However, the fact remains that without die drainage service they would be a lot
worse off commercially and their profits would be lower. The Minister is abolishing the
payments which are made for these services and he is thereby increasing the profit of
those businesses. I am aware of some of the background and I know why the Minister
would be motivated to make this decision. For that reason, the Opposition does not
oppose the legislation.
A relatively small number of customers support an extensive drainage service. That is
the reason that bills for individuals have been high. Nevertheless, in an age when we are
moving towards level playing fields and away from subsidising industries because of the
burden borne by other industries, the Government has made a decision to subsidise the
commercial activities of one small segment.
Mr Omodei: They are not all commercial activities. Many are residences in Bunbury,
Busselton, Albany and Mundijong.
Mr RIPPER: It would be interesting if in response the Minister were able to indicate,
ifirstly, the amount of revenue to be forgone by the Water Authority as a result of this
decision and, secondly, the respective proportions of commercial and domestic drainage
ratepayers in the industries involved.
As a result of this legislation, 18 419 drainage customers in country areas will be exempt
from rates, while 227 357 metropolitan customers will continue to pay drainage rates to
the Water Authority. I have some understanding of the reason for the political pressure
on the Minister because costs per individual customer must be much higher in the south
west where 16 638 customers support 1 665 km of drains; in the Perth north metropolitan
region, by contrast, 129 463 customers support only 190 km of drains. Therefore it is
clear that the size of the burden per ratepayer must be much higher in dhe south west than,
for example, in the Perth north metropolitan region.
Again, this is an example where the second reading speech is deficient. It would have
been useful if an indication had been given of the actual benefit that will be conferred on
the avenage commercial and, if one likes, the avenage domestic consumer in the districts
affected. Although that comparison between the south west drainage district and the
Perth north metropolitan drainage district provides an illustration of the background to
the pressure being applied for rates reform, and helps to make the pressure all the more
understandable, it also reveals the possible extent of the subsidy to those businesses and
commercial operators, particularly the agricultural operators in the south west.
AUl of this is in a context of considerable cross-s ubsidisation to country operations via the
Water Authority across the board. The annual report of the Water Authority details the
community service obligations of the authority in a variety of areas. The cross-subsidy to
country services is $74m, and that is the largest community service obligation of the
Water Authority. I do not say that we should not provide subsidies to compensate for the
various difficulties that country people face.
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Mr Omodei: That was not necessarily on drainage; it is on the whole business.
Mr RIPPER: I agree. There is a subsidy to the country of $74m.
Mr Trenorden: That is not true.
Mr RIPPER: It is in the annual report of the authority.
Mr Trenorden: It is an artificial situation as many of the costs are only those for services
in the metropolitan areas, like planning for many of the facilities which apply to the
metropolitan area only but are not required in the country. You are including them in the
charges.
Mr RIPPER: The member for Avon is the Chairman of the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee and if he thinks that the annual report of the Water
Authority presents a misleading account of what is happening, perhaps he should call the
managing director of that authority before the committee and quiz him.
Mr Trenorden: For your information, I did that last year.
Mr RIPPER: Did the member present a report to the House saying that the cross-subsidy
figure is wrong?
Mr Trenorden: It is wrong. Many of the services down the road are not required in the
country but are still paid for by those people.
Mr RIPPER: What sorts of services is the member talking about?
Mr Trenorden: Many of the corporate services are required only in the metropolitan area.
Mr RIPPER: When determining respective costings, country operations have to bear
their share of corporate services costs.
Mr Trenoirden: Often they do not need a lot of those services. An arbitrary figure is
picked. Take headworks and a lot of other areas where the costs are applied as an
arbitrary figure; that is, the cost plus an amount for corporate services. Places like
Meekatharra do not require all of the corporate services.
Mr RIPPER: About one-third of the state's population lives in the country. A fair
proportion of the Water Authority's operations must occur in the country. Surely those
operations in the country have to bear their share of corporate costs.
Mr Trenorden: Why?
Mr RIPPER: Let us take human resources, for example. For all of those people
employed in the country centralised human resources functions create costs which have
to be attributed to country operations, at least in proportion.
Mrf Trenorden: That is the vway it is done; but it is just an arbitrary figure. It is not done
on a job by job, lot by lot operation.
Mr Omodei: I understand what you are saying; but country people may well argue that
the wealth of the country keeps the city alive. Also, if country water is proving to be the
lifeblood of those in the city, those people believe the city consumers should pay the
country consumers for their water.
Mvr RIPPER: All sorts of arguments can be raised here. We may well argue that city
computers provide the information services and city universities provide the training for
the engineers. We could look at this in all sorts of ways. It seems to me that we should
take, in the absence of any adequate argument to the contrary, the annual report of the
Water Authority to be correct in this regard.
Mr Omodel: It got a gold star award for this.
Mr RIPPER: It is a very good annual report. It is a very professional agency. I hope the
Minister stands by the information that is in the report, even if his colleague does not.
Mr Omnodei: I do not think he was criticising the information in the report; he was just
pitching his own argument whether the cross-subsidy question could be sustained.
Mr RIPPER: If the Chairman of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
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Committee really believes the cross-subsidy argument is wrong, I would be delighted to
see a PABRC report examining this matter. To return to the substance of the issue: The
abolition of the drainage rates in country districts will constitute an increase in subsidies
to the country; that is, in a context whete there is already, according to the Water
Authority's annual report, backed up by the Minister, a substantial cross-subsidy
amounting to $74m. I do not disagree with subsidies to the country; but we must have
some appreciation of the extent of the subsidies that already apply and we must have
some idea of what is reasonable overall in subsidies to the country. The larger the
subsidy gets, the better the argument has to be for any improvements. That is where I
think the second reading speech is lacking.
Mr Omodei: You criticise the second reading speech. The arguments have been well
documented in the Lee report, in the decision that was made and the ongoing debate that
has occurred not only with the Preston issue but with the whole drainage issue across the
state. I wonder how long you want the second reading speech to be.
Mr RIPPER: I will come to the Lee report in a minute. I was talking about the impact on
Water Authority finances and the extent of the country subsidies in the legislation
proposed by this Government. I refer to the circumstances concerning drainage. The
drainage business is operating at a $3.8m deficit. That is something which has existed
for a very long time. The accumulated losses in the drainage business of the Water
Authority amount to $14.449m. This is not a profitable section of the Water Authority's
operations and is one where the Water Authority would not want to see the loss of
revenue which it is gaining at the moment. That revenue is not enabling it to meet the
cost of the business. It has not been able to do so for a long time, to the extent that
accumulated losses of more than $14m are registered in its accounts.
I now turn to another aspect of the legislation and the Government's actions which
concern the Opposition; that is, the Lee report recommendations. As the Minister
pointed out, the legislation is in accordance with at least one of those recommendations.
It did recommend the abolition of country drainage rates; however, the Lee report
recommendations were a package. One of the problems with the Government's actions is
that the Government has not implemented the other part of the package. For example the
second recommendation of the Lee report states -

The Panel recommends that responsibility for the control and maintenance of all
minor drains in such schemes be transferred from the Authority to the respective
local authorities within whose boundaries the drains are situated...

Mr Omodei: There was a subsequent report to that of Lee, of course.
Mr RIPPER: I have been somewhat hampered because the Parliamentary Library has not
been able to supply a copy of that subsequent report.
Mr Blailie: The Lee report was brought down during the formative years of the former
Labor government, the Burke years, and languished in the corridors.
Mr RIPPER: The second reading speech draws attention to the non-implementation of
the Lee report recommendations. Perhaps the member for Vasse will be on his feet and
speaing about this matter shortly. Only one recommendation is implemented - that is, to
abolish drainage rates - while others are not. Those other recommendations relate to the
transfer of responsibility for minor drains from the Water Authority to the local
government. The report recommends that legislation be introduced to provide for that
transfer and that a task force be appointed to prepare for the transition of responsibility.
Where is the legislation to transfer responsibility for minor drains to local authorities?
Where is the task force to prepare for this transfer?
Mr Omodei: It all depends which one you want to happen. I have been dealing with this
matter for six months now. The task force has already reported to me as Minister and I
have reported to Cabinet. The task force is still in the process of consulting with the
community on those issues you raised; that is, railway bridges, road bridges, minor drains
and major drains. It will be reporting back to me in April.
Mr RIPPER: That is interesting, but the point remains: The Lee report recommendations
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are a package deal. What we see with the legislation and with the administrative action
that preceded the legislation is that all the goodies in t package have been handed over,
but responsibility for the recommended obligations is still to be negotiated. I wish the
Mnister luck, but it does not seem to be very sound practice to hand over all the benefits
to people and then go back to them to try to negotiate and persuade them to accept the
obligation which has been recommended as part of the overall package.
The second reading speech states that the project managed by the Water Authority to
invesdigate alternative management and funding operations for country drainage in the
future is progressing. That is good, but the Water Authority is required to give up its
revenue while it is still investigating alternative funding options. It gives up the revenue
before it has arrived at any satisfactory substitute. That is important given that the
business we are talking about is in deficit and given the extent of subsidy to country
operations that is made clear in the Water Authority's annual report. The second reading
speech also states that rating is not under consideration as a funding option. What is
under consideration? How will the Water Authority revenue be made up? Is the Water
Authority to lose the revenue but to retain all the responsibilities, contrary to the
recommendations of the Lee report? The Lee report recommendations were a package
deal. One part of the package has been delivered, while the other is still subject to
investigation, consultation and negotiation.
The Water Authority's revenue will suffer as a result of that lopsided handling of the Lee
report recommendations. I do nor speak on behalf of the Water Authority as an
institution, but on behalf of Western Australian consumers of Water Authority services.
This impact on the Water Authority's revenue will have its effect eventually on the costs
which are borne by other consumers of Water Authority services, in particular by
household consumers. My concern is that this is not the only example where pressure
has been placed on the Water Authority's finances.
I will provide some context to that remark by looking at the effect on Water Authority
debt, repayments and new borrowings on the infill sewerage program. I asked die
Milnister for Water Resources some questions about the debt repayments of the Water
Authority over the past five years and projected over the next five years, and the
borrowings over the past five years and the projected borrowings over the next five years.
The results are illuminating. In the past five years the Water Authority has on avenage
repaid $32m of debt each year. In the past two years it repaid $58.2m and $63.6m
respectively. The authority's avenage new borrowing in each of the past five years has
been nil.
Let us consider the situation that is projected for the next five years by the Minister in his
answer to the Parliament. On [he one hand the average debt repayment for each year in
the next five years will decrease from $32m to $1 1.3m. That is a substantial reduction in
debt repayments in each of the next five years following the announcement of the infill
sewerage program. On the other hand, the average new borrowing of the Water
Authority will increase from nil to $21m in each of the next five years. The bottom line
of all of that is that there will be $21m a year less in debt repayment and $21rn more in
new borrowings each year.
Mr D.L. Smith: Is that called increasing your debt or reducing the debt?
Mrt RIPPER: It is reducing the amount of debt we repay and increasing new borrowings.
Mr Omodei: Couldn't it be possible that some loans have been paid out? You have just
said what a wonderful report the Water Authority has produced, but now you are
proceeding to criticise it.
Mr RIPPER: I anm not criticising the report of the Water Authority; I am criticising the
actions of the Government, because everyone knows that the Government went to the
Water Authority and said that it was in a bit of trouble over the sewerage levy, that it was
not looking too popular, and that it had made a political mess over deciding whether to
have it or to announce whether to have it. As a result, the Government decided to get the
Water Authority to fund it out of what it called sound financial management. However,
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the Government is doing exactly what the Premier accused the previous government of
doing: It is getting out the Bankeard and increasing borrowings. That is something about
which the Government has not been clear in its explanations to the public. It is putting
pressure on the Water Authority's finances through these measures. That pressure will
find its way into increased costs for domestic consumers.
Mr Ornodei: You must be consistent. How much debt did the previous government
retire in its last year in government?
Mr RIPPER: In the Water Authority in 1992-93 an amount of $63.6mn of debt was
retired. in 1994-95 the Government will retire $11 .2m of Water Authority debt. The last
year of the Lawrence government was rather better than this coming financial year for the
retirement of Water Authority debt; in fact, more than five times better.
Mr Oinodei: Does that mean that the previous government was overcharging for Water
Authority services?
Mr RIPPER: It means that the Water Authority was borrowing less and repaying more
under the previous government than it will under this Government following the
announcement of the infill sewerage program. I wili compare a couple of financial years
so that members can see more starkly the facts of the situation. Let us compare the
financial year 1993-94 with the projections for the financial year 1995-96. In the
financial year 1993-94 the debt repayments by the Water Authority are projected to
amount to $52.8m. That must be a fairly accurate projection because it is nearly the end
of the financial year. New borrowings for that financial year are nil. In 1995-96 debt
repayments will be only $1 1.8m, more than a $40m reduction in debt repayments, and
borrowings will be at more than $20m. It is clear how the Government has sought to
fund its infill sewerage program. It has sought to fund it through increases in debt. it is
all very well for the Premier to lean out of a taxpayer funded helicopter and say that
owing to sound financial management there will be no levy. He really means that owing
to the Government's willingness to reduce debt repayment and increase borrowings, and
not tell the people about it, it will provide the infill sewerage program without imposing
the levy, which it had decided upon but which it now thinks it better not introduce
because of the scrutiny from the Opposition and the political problems which may arise.
This statement camne from the Premier who made a lot of noise in accusing the previous
government of having a Bankcard mentality. Who has the Bankcard now - perhaps that
person is using Visa - and who is seeking to bolster his political position and to make
himself look visionary at the expense of increasing the Water Authority of Western
Australia's debt?
Although this Bill does not deal with the infill sewerage program, this legislation will
have an effect on Water Authority finances, which have already deteriorated because of
the way in which this Government has sought to fund that program. In the long mun the
effect will be increased costs which will be borne by domestic consumers of water,
sewerage and drainage services.
Mr Omodei: Why did you say, "In the long run"?
Mr RIPPER: I said that because as the Water Authority finds its financial position
eroded pressure will be brought to bear on it to increase water rates.
Mr Omodei: If the task force finds another way of sorting out the drainage problems and
the costs associated with it, how will it impact on water consumers?
Mr RIPPER: I am glad the Minister raised that point.
Mr Omnodei: It was right for last year and this year, but not for the future.
Mr RIPPER: The most important word the Minister used in his last two interjections was

"i'- in other words, if the Water Authority finds another way and the local authorities
can be persuaded to accept responsibility for the minor drains. The Minister should have
negotiated the implementation of the recommendations of the Lee report as a package.
Instead, all the benefits have been handed over and now the Minister is in a very weak
negotiating position. He will now try to persuade local authorities to accept the
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obligations which the Water Authority now has. He will also try to persuade people to
accept other unspecified funding operations.
Mr Omodei: I am not encouraging local authorities to do that. It will be of their own
volition. They will not be forced to do anything.
Mr RIPPER: The Minister is saying that if local government refuses to accpt
responsibility for maintaining these minor drains, the Water Authority will have to
continue to bear the costs.
Mr Omodel: The farmers will want to look after the minor drains.
Mr RIPPER: The Lee report's recommendation was that responsibility for the
maintenance of the minor drains should be transferred to the local authorities. Will the
Minister pursue that recommendation?
Mr Omodei: I would not get carried away with that report. The reason that this is in a
mess is the inactivity of people in your government. I inherited a shambles which I am
tryig to unscramble.
Mr RIPPER: The Minister can say what he likes about the previous government but he is
unconvincing if he hands over all the benefits to people at the expense of Water
Authority finances and does not, at the same time, find alternative funding and
maintenance arrangements. The Minister has not put himself in a very strong bargaining
position, but in a weak bargaining position. The outcome will be further procrastination
and eventually a rather grudging acceptance by the Water Authority that it will have to
continue to live without the revenue and exercise its maintenance responsibilities.
Mr Omodei: If that happens, $74m will become $76m or $77m.
Mr RIPPER: It is interesting the Minister should make that comment because I have
asked him to indicate in his response to this debate how much revenue will be involved.
This is the first occasion on which the House has been provided with a figure.
I have drawn a parallel between the effect on the revenue associated with this legislation
and the effect on the revenue of the Water Authority through the infill sewerage program
debt implication. Another parallel is that in neither case has the Government properly
explained to the Parliament or the public what it is doing with Water Authority finances.
The Minister's second reading speech was inadequate and did not provide any
background information or financial analysis to enable the Opposition to judge the
soundness of the decision which has been made. The situation with the infill sewerage
program is that there have been a lot of glossies, taxpayer-paid advertisements and a lot
of hype, but the Opposition has not been told how the infill sewerage system will be
funded.
Mr Omodei: I will send you one of the packages and you can read it.
Mr RIPPER: I have seen the package and it does not make any reference to massive
reductions in debt repayments and massive new borrowings. The information I request
would be of interest to the public which so far has only had the opportunity to view the
products of the taxpayer-funded advertisements.
Mr Omodei: Very little of that debt was accumulated in this Government's term of
office. The total of debt is over $800m.
Mr D.L. Smith: You will add Mnother $800m to it.
Mr Omodei: I expect we will if we take on an $800m infili sewerage program.
Mr RIPPER: It is a large amount of debt and it was being repaid at an accelerated rate.
The payment in the last financial year the Lawrence Government was in office was $63m
and the repayments under this Government will come down to about Sli m and, at the
same time, it will borrow $20m in one financial year, $25m in Mnother and $30m in the
following couple of years.
Mr Omodei: The reason the loans were retired is that they were high interest rate loans.
It was good financial management by the Water Authority to reduce the debt and no-one
would deny that.
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Mr RIPPER: The next headline in the Press will be "Minister praises Lawrence
Government's financial management."
Mr Omodei: Come on!
Mr RIPPER: The argument I am putting is incontrovertible. The Minister is making the
debt position of the Water Authority worse.
Mr Omodei: Can you tell me how you would take on $800m for an infill sewerage
program?
Mr RIPPER: What the Minister has not done -

Mr Omodei: Answer the question.
Mr RIPPER: I am not here to be cross-examined by the Minister. He can make his
speech lacer.
The Government has not properly explained to the public that it is using debt to finance
its program. The Opposition has taken a different view from the Government to the
question of debt. The Opposition did not campaign against debt and it did not try to
persuade the public that all debt is wrong. In fact, it sought in the debate over the years
to explain to the public that there is a place for debt financing of certain projects.
Mr Omodel: Is that one of them?
Mr RIPPER: The infill sewerage program is a good program. The Government has
made a sound commitment, but I would like to see, as I said at the time of the
announcement, some pilot projects using alternative technologies.
Mr Omodei: That is already happening.
Mr RIPPER: They should be more extensive because there are possibilities of dealing
with effluent in a more environmentally acceptable and less financially onerous manner.
The new technologies should be tested more extensively than they have been. I have that
quibble, but apart from that the Opposition supports the infill sewerage program. I am
complaining that the Government has not explained to the public that it is funding the
program by debt, but over the years members opposite have bitterly criticised increases in
state debt. Ihe Liberal Party made that a major part of its campaign platform and set
about convincing the public that there is something wrong with debt. However, when it
thinks it has a beneficial project, it resorts to increasing debt. I am attacking the
hypocrisy, If the Government adjusted its rhetoric to its practice, there would be less
complaint from the Opposition.
Mr Omodei: I do not think your research is too accurate. In the first five years of the
program we will fund more than $350m and will borrow only $80m of that.
Mr RIPPER: My research is the Minister's research. I put a question on notice which he
answered. The figures he criticises are his figures.
Mr Omodei: I am talking about overall Water Authority debt, not specifically the infill
sewerage program.
Mr RIPPER: I asked the Minister -

Following the announcement of the expanded infill sewerage program what are
the projections for debt repayment by the Water Authority in each of the next five
financial years?

The Minister has provided answers which I have given to the House. He may have his
own assessment of what the Government is doing with the infill sewerage program but,
after the announcement, one sees the effects on Water Authority debt borrowing
comparing the last five years with the next five years. Any erosion of Water Authority
finance and the strength of the Water Authority's position has an impact on the cost that
will eventually be borne by consumers of Water Authority services, particularly
household consumers. This is an impact on Water Authority finances to the detriment of
rates to be paid by domestic consumers in future. In both cases there is inadequate
justification, and inadequate provision of infornmation and analysis by the Government. If
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the Government is to take these actions with regard to Water Authority finances, it
should adhere to a higher standard of accountability.
The Opposition supports this legislation with these reservations about the financial
implications, and with reservations also about the Government's failure to implement the
other parts of the Lee report package, which the Minister says he will implement in due
course but the future of which we have doubts about.
MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [12.43 am]: Members may be surprised to learn I have
had a considerable interest in the question of Water Authority rating for a number of
years, including drainage rates, irrigation rates and water rates. My involvement in
relation to drainage rates has been along these lines: Some years ago I was asked by the
residents of East Bunbury to represent them in a number of matters relating to the
drainage rates in the Preston drainage district.
Mr Omodei: Was that before you became a member of Parliament?
Mr D.L. SMITH: Yes, before I was a member of Parliament. Secondly, I had
represented farmers in the Vasse electorate in relation to both the levying of the rate and
their view that their land was being overdrained. That also was before I became a
member of Parliament. After I became a member of Parliament I was invited to the
largest meeting of farmers I have ever addressed, at the Dardanup Hall. The purpose of
the meeting was to protest about the savage level of increases in drainage and irrigation
rates, to which the people had been subjected by the Liberal Government. They wanted
to know whether the policies of the new Labor government would be the same, and in
particular whether they would continue to be subjected to enormous increases well in
excess of the inflation rate, or whether there would be a change of policy.
Mr Omodei: Did you tell them you would scrap it?
Mr D.L. SMITH: No, I did not, but it was partly the impetus for me later on to arrange
for an inquiry to be held into the drainage rates. That led to the Lee report. I made a
personal submission to the Malcolm Lee committee of inquiry and it formed the basis of
its principal recommendations. Of course, one of those recommendations was to abolish
drainage rates and devolve the responsibility to the old public works department, then the
Western Australian Water Authority for the major rivers and major drains. Local
government should have major responsibility for the lesser arterial drains, and
responsibility for internal drains should devolve to individual landowners benefiting from
that drainage.
Mr Omnodei: Would it be fair to say the report that followed from the water resources
council and the soil and land committee would have been more acceptable -to the
community than the Lee report?
Mr D.L. SMITH: The Minister is probably aware that I had a number of adverse
comments to make about that report.
Mr Omodei: No, I was not aware.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I had a number of meetings with Water Authority officials in relation
to that matter. They centred on the questions of whether the various land conservation
groups, if given the powers suggested, would have the ability to rate, what their
involvement would be with planning around the catchments they were seeking to protect,
and a range of other matters. I am sure that records of my discussions are on the
appropriate files. To the extent that this legislation is sourced on my recommendations to
the Lee committee of inquiry, I have no problem with the abolition of the drainage rates.
I again correct an impression left with some people who keep telling me that I
exclusively benefited my electorate with regard to drainage rates. in 1977 1 stood for the
seat of Bunbury. At that time the main concern of people in the Preston drainage district,
so far as it affected the town areas of Bunbury, was that the rate assessment was for 52,
and the cost of sending it out was $2.30, or of that order..- It seemed a good idea to
abolish that rate, and I made one of my commitments in the mun-up as a candidate - it was
not backed by the opposition at the time - to work for the abolition of the drainage rate in
East Bunbury. Lo and behold, on the eve of the 1977 election, the then government was
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so fearful of me as a candidate, that it did a leaflet drop to all electors in the affected axes
saying it had made a decision to abolish drainage rates in the Preston drainage district.
On its election, the government of the day honoured the promise to abolish drainage
rates. The first goverrnent to promise and subsequently abolish the Preston drainage
rate was not dhe Burke Government, but the previous Court Government.
Mr Prince: Under your influence.
Mr D.L. SMITH: Yes, it was under my influence. Subsequent to the abolition of that
rate, cyclone Alby came along. Members familiar with the geography of Bunbury will
know that the previous government had constructed a new inner harbour which
effectively split the main estuary from the town end. It meant the town end of the estuary
was a relatively landlocked small area. In the past when storm surges camne through as a
result of cyclonic winds, the incoming sea had the whole estuary to dissipate into and,
therefore, it took some time for the internal area of the estuary to reach the same level as
the sea, and normally the surge had passed by that time. Because of the engineering and
design of the new harbour, the inner harbour of the town estuary rose to the same level as
the sea as soon as cyclone Alby came on the scene with the result that the whole of the
central business district was flooded with salt water up to a height in some cases of 7 feet.
We had to evacuate a lot of people from east Bunbury. The solution was deemed to be
the installation of sea surge barrier controls at the entrance to that part of the estuary.
Graham Mac~innon, the Minister at the time, decided that would be an expensive
exercise, but the City of Bunbury would not agree to contribute to its costs because it saw
it as being the Government's fault. The Minister decided to reintroduce drainage rates in
east Bunbury to help pay for the construction of the surge barriers. I took the legal
argument, on behalf of the people who were assessed in that year, on the basis there was
no authority under the land drainage district to rate people for flooding caused by the sea,
but only for the purposes of draining river systems to get to the sea. A number of
objections were lodged, and the matter went to the land valuation tribunal, but before it
was heard a Labor government was elected. I had persuaded that government while in
opposition to again abolish the rate, and that is how it happened. The real cause of it was
the fact that the Liberals promised it in 1977. They had gone back on that promise for an
illegal reason and it was only abolished by us to make up for the breach of the Liberal
promise.
Mr Omnodei: As part of that agreement you still maintaned that the rates should be
raised.
Mr D. SMITH: It is also true that I complained bitterly to the government of the day
that that should not be case. I agree with the complaints of the member for Vasse that it
is improper for those people who had not paid their rates for what they considered to be
very good reasons to be obliged to pay them. It would help everybody if a clean slate
were drawn and those rates which are being abolished were abolished not only for
1993-94, but for all those legal actions that are outstanding.
Mr Omnodei: Do you mean 1983-84?
Mr D.L. SMITH: In the case of Preston drainage district, and prior to 1993-94 in the
case of the Vasse electorate.
Mr Omodel: Did you scrap the debt?
Mr DL. SMITH: We did not scrap the debt in 1983-84. I said I complained bitterly to
the government of the day that it did not. I could produce a whole file of letters. Every
year when the people concerned get fresh notices I write the same complaint to the
Minister, and I am sure the member for Vasse feels exactly the same way in relation to
those people who have not paid prior to 1993-94. 1 suppose if I were being silly I could
say there was a bit of discriminatory treatment because those in the irrigation districts
have been subjected to a 5 per cent increase in rates this year. On the one hand the
Government is abolishing rates and helping farmers in one district, and on the other hand
it has upped rates in irrigation districts by 5 per cent, which is substantially more than the
inflation rate. I recognise that one cannot congratulate somebody on the abolition of the
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race and then complain they are increasing the rate somewhere else, because eventually
the money must come from somewhere.
Mr Omnodei: On this issue you can argue that farmers are deriving a direct income from
the provision of irrigation and water, whereas with drainage one could argue that the
broader community benefits.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I have heard the Water Authority and past Ministers argue there was a
direct and indirect benefit from the assessment of drainage rates to landholders as well.
Clearly, in the case of irrigation they are getting a benefit. I hope that the 5 per cent
increase this year, which is twice the inflation rate, is not an indicator that the
Government will return to the bad old days when irrigation rates under the previous
Court administration ran to an inflation rate of somewhere between 18 and 45 per cent a
year for a number of years. I hope the 5 per cent increase in irrigation rates this year will
not be a practice in future years. There is simply a limit to what these farmers can bear.
This year I was disappointed that the irrigation season was not extended during the dry
period. There would have been an oppontunity for the water that was available then to
have been better marketed, and that would have given the Water Authority some extra
revenue from that source.
Some of the matters I want to raise have already been raised by the member for Belmont;
one is that the recommendations of the Lee committee are only half implemented. Who
will be responsible for the various drains, both the river systems, the major drains, the
arterial drains and the local drains has yet to be resolved. I was pleased to hear from the
Minister that he does not intend to forcibly impose upon local government the
responsibilities in relation to those drainage districts. In termis of consistency when
another piece of Water Authority legislation was introduced some years ago, which
would have passed a great deal of responsibility for flood control onto local government,
I opposed that at the time and the Bill that was introduced was withdrawn and never
proceeded with. That continues to be my strong view. We cannot force these burdens on
other people. Similarly, I hope the Minister will not legislate to impose direct
responsibility for the actual provision of drainage and the liability, if that is not properly
done, on the landholders who would have been responsible under the Lee committee
recommendations for the local drainage on their farms. Nonetheless, as a responsible
government, while I encourage the Minister not to act unilaterally with local government
or landowners, there is an unresolved problem. The longer it continues to be unresolved
the longer the burden will continue to be applied to the Water Authority. I hope we have
a commitment from the Minister that until it is resolved the full responsibility for the
maintenance of drainage systems and flood control, where it is appropriate, will continue
to be done by the Water Authority.
Mr Omnodei: That is the case.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I was pleased to learn in relation to question 404 posed by me that in
1993-94, $1.212m was spent on drainage in those areas. I hope that will continue to be
the case. It is an area where we will have to resolve things in the future. Does the
Minister intend, as was indicated in the report we were discussing earlier in my speech,
to use the land conservation districts?
Mr Omodei: There is no intention to use land conservation districts as rating authorities.
Mr D.L. SMITH: What statutory powers will be conferred on those groups and, as
recommended in that report, will those bodies have the capacity to rate not just for
drainage but for all matters in relation to catchment and land improvement in those areas?
I would be disappointed if the abolition of drainage rates was to be matched by the
creation of a new rating authority like that, especially if the eventual management of the
collection of the races and the assessment of the rates was passed to some authority like
the Water Authority on a centralised basis. I would not be so concerned if it were left en
a local basis to be decided by the local farming community in consultation with the local
authority. One of the principal reasons the whole assessment of landowners and the
management of the drainage system became so unacceptable to the rural community was
that the original idea of drainage districts was that the local fanning community and those
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who were being drained would be running the show themselves in determining what
work should be done and the rate levied. Over the years that became a nominal situation
and all the decisions, all the assessments and all the policies were decided by the Water
Authority.
Apart from the general obligations to maintain the current drainage systems until the
issues are resolved, there are still some outstanding issues affecting some of the drainage
districts. The member for Vasse. will be aware that a number of farmers in the Busselton
district, in particular, and some of those in what used to be the Stirling area but which
became part of the Busselton district, complained that they have been overdrained by the
drains for many years. Properties further and funther inland are seeking to be part of the
drainage system. To get the drainage system to work, the drains have to be put down
deeper in the areas closer to the sea. The effect has been that the Marybrook and Vasse
areas have been overdrained substantially. The landowners in those districts have been
able to provide me with enough evidence and professionally based opinion from
hydrogeologists and others that this is the case and that the productivity of a number of
farms of potato horticulturists, in particular, in those areas have been substantially
downgraded because of that overdrainage. As the department is abolishing the drainage
rates, those farmers would like to know whether any action will be taken to restore some
of the watertable levels to what they were originally, who will do it and at what cost to
whom. The Minister will be aware that a number of those farmers have been at the
Water Authority for many years to provide proper dams and water stocks to ensure that
in the drier part of the year there is a build up behind the barriers so that the watertable is
properly maintained. It is not merely a matter of the watertable; it is more a matter of the
surface drainage being deeper and deeper and at the wrong angles so that the areas near
the boundaries of the drains are becoming more and more unproductive.
I take the unusual step, for me, of congratulating the member for Vasse on his role in the
abolition of these drainage. rates.
Mr Osborne: Is it due to his vascular condition?
Mr D.L. SMITH: On this issue his vascular condition has been disregarded. Over the
past five or six years; he has been a very vociferous critic of the administration of, and the
levies for, the drainage rate system. He has organised a number of meetings larger than
those I attended at Daidanup protesting about the rates at both Busselton and Capel. He
has been entirely consistent in his approach to these issues and, to give credit where
credit is due, he has been a major influence on this Government in abolishing the rate.
Although the member for Belmont is the spokesman on this side and is entitled to make
all of the comments that he made, it would be wrong of me to say quite emphatically that
I do not endorse entirely the decision that has been made to abolish all of the rates. I
congratulate the member for Vasse on the work he has done in persuading the
Government to proceed with the abolition. I congratulate the Minister on accepting the
advice of the member for Vasse and on achieving the abolition of the rates.
My recollection of my submission to the Lee committee was that, at most, the abolition
would add 1.25 per cent onto the water rate and would not cause any real discomfort.
Despite some of the concerns expressed by the member for Belmont about the subsidies
that are applied to the water supplies in rural areas, the major pant of that subsidy relates
to the supply of drinking water to the eastern goldfields and many of the agricultural
districts of Western Australia. I do not think any of us would begrudge the provision of
drinking water to any Western Australian. It would simply be impractical to levy those
areas in any way comparable to those in the metropolitan area which gets water so easily.
Those rural areas contribute substantially to the wealth of the State. Therefore, the cross-
subsidisation should remain. I remember only too well the philosophy of the last Court
administration that the user must pay. In terms of country water supplies and country
irrigation, formerly country drainage, that is a philosophy that cannot operate. If the
Government tries to force it on country Western Australians, it will simply deprive them
of proper decentralisation which is to the major advantage of metropolitan Perth and,
more importantly, would deprive the state of much of the productivity of country areas
that, in the end result, is the main subsidiser for all Western Australians, As we country
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members are too often telling this House, we have an export surplus in this State of about
$12b to about $16b, all of which in the main is due to the productive effort of people in
country areas. If occasionally we get cross-subsidised for our water, electricity and
telephone services, that is a very small price for those in the metropolitan area to pay for
die 300 000 or 400 000 Western Australians who live in the country.
MR THOMAS (Cockbumn) ( 1.06 amJ: I do not want to appear churlish after such a lot
of congratulations have been handed around the Chamber by my colleague the member
for Mitchell. We support the legislation, as has been indicated by the members for
Belmont and Mitchell.
The member for Mitchell canvassed the continuation of cross-subsidisation. My
constituents are paying not only for his constituents' drainage bills but also their own.
My proposition is that what is sauce for the goose should be sauce for the gander. If
country people do not pay their water and drainage rates directly, that concession should
be extended to people in the metropolitan area.
This matter was brought home to me very directly last year when, for a year or so, I was
the shadow Minister for Water Resources. Having been in that shadow portfolio for a
week or cwo, a drainage rate was slapped on my constituents.
Mr CiJ. Barnett. It shows how effective you were.
Mr THOMAS: As a matter of fact the action initiating that decision was taken a month
or two before. I have raised this matter with the Minister on previous occasions but I
have never got a satisfactory answer from him. In South Lake - that is an example; the
area extends to Mandurab and Bibra Lake and the electorate of the member for Jandakot,
whose opinion I would be interested to hear - due to urban development, there has been a
rise in the watertable due to the run off from the paving of roads and tiled roofs and so
on. That has reduced the amount of vegetation, with the soil not being able to absorb the
water and transfer it back into the atmosphere. Consequently, the watertable has risen.
That was reflected most dramatically in Bibra Lake. Last winter and into the summer the
water levels were very high, extending over what would normally be the shore of the
lake, across the grassed area, across Gilbertson Road and Hope Road.
Obviously something had to be done about that. The Water Authority was brought in.
The water was pumped out and the water level was reduced. The people who live in the
catchment area of that subterranean water have had to pay a drainage rate. The logic is
that they are contributing to the drainage problem by living there and, therefore, they
should have to pay that rate. My constituents put it another way: It is their intention to
protect Bibra Lake. They go to Bibra Lake on the weekend and enjoy the recreational
facilities. While they are there, they see people who may be constituents of the member
for Vasse, the member for Warren or the member for Mitchell.
I suggest the Minister go there at some time. It is a very pleasant recreational area, and
people come from all over the state to enjoy its facilities. [ put the proposition to the
Minister for Water Resources that what is sauce for the goose should be sauce for the
gander. If his constituents, or those of the member for Vasse or the member for Mitchell,
do not have to pay to have their land drained but it is an obligation that the community as
a whole has for the people who live there and, therefore, the community as a whole has to
pay for chat, then what is the difference between the residents of South Lake and the
residents of Vasse? When I put that proposition to the Minister on previous occasions he
said that the country people are more productive; that it is farming land and that those
people are contributing to the national wealth and are more productive and worthy in
some sense and, therefore, the wretched subjects of South Lake should be paying for their
drainage costs as well as for their own. That is a proposition I find quite absurd and
unacceptable.
It seems that there is no way one can meaningfully distinguish between the contribution
made to the community as a whole by the people in the metropolitan area and that made
by chose in rural areas. Some people in South Lake operate businesses and are as much
involved in business, commerce and productivity as the people who farm in Mitchell,
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Vasse and the other areas affected. Similarly people work and reside in the areas that are
being drained in the south west, just as people reside in South Lake. It seems that there is
an inequity. The member for Belmont has drawn to the Minister's attention that this is
only part of the scheme, that the Minister's second reading speech acknowledges this and
the reports that preceded this legislation have recommended a role for local government
and a fuller picture than is undertaken by this simple action of abolishing the rates. The
Minister has foreshadowed that those matters will be addressed. I foresee that it might be
a bit of a political problem for some of his colleagues. I would be interested to see with
what speed he addresses those problems. I would ask him to be fair to everyone. If the
constituents of those areas in the south west do not have to pay drainage rates on the land
where they work and live - what is effectively a subsidy to their business - why should
that privilege not be extended to the people of the metropolitan area where the land has to
be drained?
Mr Omodei: Would you prefer them not to have that land at all so that then the state
does not accrue any profit from their activities?
Mr THOMAS: As I have said before, what is sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander.
Mr Omnodei: They are two totally different situations.
Mr THOMAS: Productivity applies to both, and people live and work on both sonts of
land. The small business proprietor of South Lake is as productive as a farmer from
Capel or some other area affected. The resident of Capel is no more worthy than the
resident of South Lake. They are all Western Australians. If for some reason or other the
land has to be drained because it is too wet, the cost of that drainage ought to be as much
a call on one common person as on another.
Mr Court: Why didn't your government practise that policy?
Mr THOMAS: Our government did not introduce this legislation.
Mr Court: But you were prepared to abolish drainage rates in some areas but not others.

Mr THOMAS: Unfortunately the Premier was not in the Chamber when the history of
that was given at some length. The member for Mitchell talked about the role of the
Liberal Party in abolishing rates after the 1977 election and then reversing that decision,
and then the Burke government had to reverse that decision again. There is quite a long
history involved in this question, and no doubt the member for Mitchell will explain it on
some other occasion.
The proposition I put is a simple one. In the case of the Lakes area in my electorate the
reason was advanced that it was affecting wetlands, which are important recreational and
conservation areas. They are important recreational areas not just for the people who live
in their proximity but for the whole of the metropolitan area and, I suspect, for the state.
People come from all over the place to enjoy those recreational areas. The wetlands are
world heritage wetlands and the bird life and so on associated with them is internationally
recognised. It is not just a matter of the people who live in close proximity enjoying any
benefit from them. That being the case, it is fair that the cost of providing that service
should be borne by the community as a whole, as is the case that has been advanced by
the Minister in his second reading speech, also my colleague the member for Belmont
and particularly the member for Mitchell when talking about the contribution made by
people in the community. The slogan of what is sauce for the goose is sauce for the
gander applies very correctly in this situation. I cannot see any validity in the argument
which says the constituents of the member for Vasse or the member for Mitchell are in
any sense more worthy or deserving than my constituents. The imposition of the
drainage rate last year was bitterly resented in my electorate. I have many
representations from constituents saying, "Why on earth do we have to pay this?"
Unfortunately, I had an answer to a question I put to the Minister when he came back
with words to the effect that my constituents are less worthy than those of Vasse.
Mr Omodei: That is not what I said.
Mr THO0MAS: They were words to that effect. That was the impact of what he said.
When constituents have written to me and said that, I have been able to write back and
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say, "It is a terrible situation. It certainly aught to be abolished, and I have made
recommendations to the Minister for Water Resources, but so far ic has fallen on deaf
ears. Indeed, I asked him some time ago in the House, and I enclose a copy of Hansard"
So they know full well what the Minister's policy is in relation to this. I am very
heartened to hear of the efforts of the member for Vasse, that he has laboured long and
hard on this and has enjoyed some success. I join with the member for Mitchell in
extending congratulations to him. If he might like to hire himself out as a consultant at
some time, perhaps he could come and give me a hand and we will see if we might
persuade the Minister to extend the same privilege to the constituents of Cockburn.
MR BLAIKJ.E (Vasse) [1.19 am]: I am very disappointed that this debate has been
brought on at an extremely late hour, in light of the comments that have been made by
the member who has resumed his seat. There is the rare quality of statesmanship that is
contained in some of the remarks of the member for Mitchell regarding myself. I would
prefer those to be heard at a more appropriate time of the day when we have a full House
and a full gallery. Never mind, Hansard has recorded those remarks. I do appreciate the
members who have made those remarks and the circumstances under which they were
made.
The whole issue of drainage rates has been a long festering sore for two reasons: The
people who have been rated in country areas believe they have been unfairly done by
with the raring charges that have been imposed, and there are other people who have also
been affected by drainage charges whose properties have been very severely degraded
and probably overclrained. Since the history of country drainage rates which started off
in the 1920s, it has been a long festering argument.
The member for Mitchell gave an account of what the Government did in 1977 when it
abolished the drainage rates. Those rates were re-imposed at a later stage. A subsequent
Labor government decided to abolish the rates, but it was not the correct action to take at
that time. The Preston drainage district substantially impacted on the Bunbury area, but
the people in that district did not have to pay drainage rates. At the same time the
government commissioned a review of drainage rates and made a substantial
reassessment. The end result of that review was that my constituents' drainage rates
increased by 200 and 300 per cent. In other words they were very significantly
disadvantaged.
Another set of circumstances arose which were not appreciated by people in the country
areas. The people who lived in the country drainage districts which included the areas of
Mundijong, Waroona, Harvey, Roelands, Busselcon and Bunbury were raced accordingly.
However, several towns were allocated funds for flood mitigation works which was
considered to be a rating benefit but historically the residents of those towns have never
paid a cent into the coffers of this state. Occasionally Moora has problems with flooding.
In situations where the Government moves water from one area to another the state's
taxpayers pick up the bill but where a drainage system, which does precisely the same
thing, is in place a separ-ate rating system is imposed on the local residents. Governments
have spent literally hundreds of thousands of dollars on flood mitigation programs in
Collie, yet the people in that area have not contributed one cent to them. Carnarvon is
another case in point, as are other towns throughout the state.
I fought long and hard for my constituents, who I believed were unfairly treated, to have
those rates abolished- I take this opportunity to refer to some of the arguments that took
place in the shadow Cabinet. I was placed in a position of putting forward suggestions
that could be implemented. I put forward two scenarios: Firstly, a Liberal government
would abolish all country drainage rates and, secondly, if that was not acceptable, it
would impose a charge on all country districts in the state irrespective of whether it was
Bruce Rock or Narembeen.
Mr Cowan: A good place.
Mr BLAIKIE: Yes, it is. However, if water is being moved from one paddock to another
paddock across the road so far as I am concerned it constitutes drainage and someone
must pay for it.
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Mr Cowan: What?
Mr BLAIKIE: That was exactly the response I received. It was too difficult to impose a
charge across the state whereby everyone would contribute to the program. I do not mind
the user pays principle. The Liberal Party agreed that its policy would be to abolish the
whole system. Unfortunately, the Liberal Party did not win the 1986 election. There
have been fr-equent and long debates in this House to try to convince the government of
the day that it had a major problem. Of course, the previous government would not admit
it had a problem.
The member for Mitchell had some influence in the Labor Party's Caucus room and I
would like to believe that 1, together with the wider community, had some influence over
Minister Bridge by persuading him to set up the Lee inquiry. As the drainage system was
extended within my constituency people whose properties were 200 or 300 metres above
sea level were being charged drainage races. The then Minister made a statement that
anyone whose properties were 80 metres above sea level would be taken out of the rating
system. However, it only created further anomalies.
The Lee report recommended several changes including the taking over of the drainage
system by local government. The Deputy Premier and the member for Mitchell attended
a meeting at Busselton at which I strongly opposed local authorities taking over country
drainage rates. I considered they would be a damn sight worse than the Water Authority
and I envisaged them imposing drainage rates which would be unreasonable. The
government was then placed in the position of having to bite the bullet.
On behalf of the communities I represent and those which are affected by this legislation
I would like to express their grateful thanks to the Premier for, in the first place, being
prepared to make an election commitment and, secondly and more importantly, carrying
out that promise. The Government's commitment has always been to abolish drainage
rates. It did not make a commitment to waive outstanding races. Outstanding accounts
must be paid and I trust the Minister will pursue those people who are now acting outside
the law and the spirit that was initially entered into.
This is a very important occasion and I sincerely thank the Government for what it has
done. It is one of those rare moments because for between six and eight years this issue
has been constantly debated in this House. Finally, with the support of members from
both sides of the House and this Government's efforts, the rates will be abolished. I
comnmend the Bill to the House.
MR OMODEI (Warren - Minister for Water Resources) 1-28 am]: I will not go over
the history which has been aptly recounted by the member for Vasse, but I will respond
to the comments raised by the members of the Opposition, whom I thank for their support
of the Bill. I trust it will be a good decision.
Much of the debate tonight has revolved around the Busselton and South Lakes areas. I
remind members that this Bill removes from the Land Drainage Act the provision to
waive land drainage rates in six declared areas - Busselton, Mundijong, Waroona,
Harvey, Roelands and Albany. While the main contention has been directed at the
Busselton area, the matters which were raised will be resolved over time.
The member for Belmont raised a couple of issues, one of which related to incoming
expenditure for the drainage district. The member has researched this matter to a degre,
and I am also aware that much of his time has been taken up on other matters. However,
the income contributed by the drainage ratepayers in 1991-92 was $1.21m, and the
overal cost of running the drainage district was $5.65m. Therefore, the member is right
in that the drainage operation runs at a loss in Western Australia. In fact, the cross-
subsidy is probably funded by metropolitan businesses which pay high water and
sewerage rates. Importantly, this Government has inherited an issue with a long,
complicated and controversial history. I know this only too well, having announced in
Busselton the removal of the drainage rate application, and then having been attacked for
not waiving the interest and back payments. It was not easy for me to tell 200 people that
we were doing them a favour when they wanted races waived.
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Undoubtedly. the country drainage areas of the state are in a different situation from city
districts. In country areas the land was inundated with water and the drainage facility
was provided to allow the land to be constructively used. Also, the bridges and other
structures over the drains allowed for the cartage of freight, tourists or whatever. The
drains in the country areas made it possible for greater revenue to be gained from the
land.
In contrast the urbanisation in the city areas has increased the level of the watertable. As
members opposite have said, to protect some wetlands it has been essential that the
drainage structure be put in place. People who live in areas which are declared as
drainage areas within the city should know that it is imperative that drains be constructed
for the welfare of not only the residents, but also the environment. The payment of
drainage rates leads to direct and indirect positive outcomes for residents.
The member for Cockburn said that metropolitan drainage ratepayers were subsidising
those ini country areas, but both areas run at a loss. As a matter of fact, the cross-subsidy
is met by business people paying water and sewerage rates. It has been well argued that
the $74m-odd cross-subsidy is necessary. Arguments have been f-rmed for the
Kalgoorlie pipeline and the productivity which occurs as a result of not only irrigation,
but also drainage areas in the state.
Mr Ripper: You quoted a figure for the revenue forgone of $1.2m. Is that for all the six
districts involved?
Mr OMODEI: I believe it was for the Busselton district.

Mr Ripper Therefore, the revenue forgone as a result of this legislation will be greater
than that figure?
Mr OMODEI: It will be. I do not have the figure with me at the moment. The member
mentioned a figure of approximately $14.5m, which was accumulated loss.
Mr Ripper: That is right.,
Mr OMODEI: I will provide the figure for the member.
The member for Belmont also referred to the use of debt to fund the infill sewerage
program. When members opposite were in government, then Premier Lawrence and the
member for Cockburn both mentioned that the Water Authority was flush with funds
through accumulated surpluses, and argued that the surpluses should be made available to
reduce charges. As a result of the infill sewerage program the Government has
recognised that the asset replacement account at the Water Authority was being
accumulated at a rate which enabled the infill sewerage program to be funded. As a new
government we put in place an asset valuation program, and discovered that the assets
were very young. We extended the life of those assets and the asset replacement fund
has been partly used in the infill sewerage program. At the same rime, it was necessary
to fund some of the program from debt. In the first year, 1993-94, $65m will be funded
from the Water Authority asset replacement account. In the following two to five years it
may be necessary to make some borrowings, but no-one would expect the Government to
fund the entire $800m program without some borrowing. As I mentioned by way of
interjection, the Water Authority has a debt of $800m with an asset base of $5b;
therefore, its debt to equity ratio is still good.
Comments were made in relation to new sewerage technology. The pilot projects at
Spearwood and Pemberton are new sewerage package plants and are state of the art. The
member is correct in that scope still exists to trial new technology.
I am pleased that the member for Mitchell has agreed to (he abolition of drainage rates,
particularly as he has been involved in the debate on this issue. Interestingly, a Cabinet
minute went to the Under Secretary for Works, duringAnthur Tonkin's time as Minister,
on 23 September 1983, indicating that Cabinet had approved not to declare rates for the
Preston River drainage district system. This decision is still current and relates to the
program upon which we have enacted. This reinforces our recent decision as the Preston
River drainage district abolition came in September 1983. The Cabinet instruction
reads -
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1. The Preston River Drainage District be abolished under section 11I of the
Land Drainage Act.

2. The State write-off its Capital Expenditure on Preston River drainage.
3. The state complete the work by strengthening the Preston River Levees to

provide protection against the 1 in 100 year flood at an estimated cost of
$40 000 as a work under the Public Works Act.

4 The State continue to maintain the river and levee system without charge
to the Bunbury community until such time as the Land Drainage Act is
revised and a decision is made concerning the financing, constructing and
maintenance of flood mitigation works throughout the State.

5. The City of Bunbury be advised as above, and with regard to its
responsibility towards the Glen Iris Drain.

6. Acknowledgement be given to the rating appellants through the member
for Mitchell that the campaign to abolish the rate has been successful, but
that the outstanding rates will not be abolished, and request payment of
the amounts still owing.

We ame facing exactly the same situation regarding the rest of the drainage systems as a
result of a decision of the Government. We are doing what was done 11I years ago for the
Preston River system. Leon English, a well known person previously involved with the
Water Authority and the Department of Agriculture, is heading a task force for me which
has provided a preliminary report which I have taken to Cabinet. It recommended that
we extend the Water Authority control over all the drains and structures until a further
report is released in six months' time. Although the member for Belmont suggests that
the decision to abolish drainage rates places us in a difficult bargaining position, we have
put ourselves in an honest position. If the communities that are concerned with drainage
address the matter in an open and honest way, we will make progress in handling the
ownership of smaller and medium drains. I have already written to the Commissioner for
Main Roads about the large bridges or structures, and to the Minister for Transport about
the rail bridges that cross drains. The process of the task force is well and truly in train.
In the end, there may still be a requirement for some kind of cross-subsidy. I think
farmers will want to manage their own minor drains, and local authorities will want to
take over some of the bridges. The report will probably recommend some kind of
drainage management authority and the proper funding of that authority. I will ensure
that the Parliament and the Opposition are kept abreast of any developments.
Mr Ripper: Were you quoting from a Cabinet document of a previous government?
Mr OMODEI: It is a copy of a Preston River drainage district Cabinet direction,
addressed to the Under Secretary for Works, from a former Minister for Water
Resources, Arthur Tonkin.
The member for Mitchell is correct that this year we are raising by 5 per cent the rates in
irrigation areas. I will shortly take a submission to Cabinet in regard to the ownership of
irrigation areas in the south west, and hopefully there will be a joint venture between all
of the farmers in that area to take over the irrigation scheme.
Mr D.L. Smith: I wish you luck!
Mr OMODEI: It is not an easy task, and it has been around now for a number of years.
If we can make the south west irrigation corporatised body work, and likewise the
Preston irrigation area, that will provide us with a model on which to work for the
Carnarvon area and the Ord.

Mr D.L. Smith: Basically, it is a user-pays approach, but it cannot work that way
because you will simply run down the irrigation districts.
Mr OMODEI: There is no doubt that we have to scrap the historic debt, and there may
need to be some kind of asset replacement system. In fact, the south west irrigation
system runs at a profit of about $80 000 on operating costs, but there is a problem with
setting aside asset replacement funds, and that will have to be negotiated.
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The member for Mitchell made a comment about land conservation district committees
having racing powers. That is not being considered at the moment. There seemed to be a
strong theme in the correspondence that camne out through the interim report of the task
force on drainage districts that there should be some kind of land drainage authority. In
regard to the unresolved issue of overdrainage. whatever body takes over drainage will
have to address chat issue in the future. There is no doubt that while in the overall
drainage districts some areas are overdrained and others are underdrained, we never hear
from people who get the ideal drainage deal.
The member for Cockburn referred to South Lake. That matter has been addressed by
me as the Minister, and the importance of the drainage declaration has been explained to
the people in those declared drainage areas, particularly from the point of view of
potential flooding and the effect that urbanisation has had on increasing the level of the
watentable. I commend the Bill to the House.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Omodei (Minister for Water Resources), and
transmitted to the Council.

House adjourned at~ 1.45 am (Wednesday)
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

ROAD TRAINS - METROPOLITAN AREA, LICENCE APPLICATIONS
15. Mr HILL to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) How many transport companies have applied for a licence to operate road
trains in the metropolitan area during the trial period?

(2) Which companies have been given approval to operate road trains within
the metropolitan area?

(3) How many individual road trains will be able to operate in die
metropolitan area as a result of these approvals?

Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transpont has provided the following response -

(1) Six.
(2) Marley's Transpont - two permits

Treasure R.E. & O.M. - one permit
Hacon R.E. - one permit
Hampton - KLT Transport - seven permits
A. Wooding - one permit
G.R. Forrester - one permit.

(3) To 3 June 1994, a total of 13 permits have been issued enabling 13
Toad trains to operate between the road train assembly area at
Upper Swan and the Midland Saleyards.

These arm period permits and allow unlimited trips between the Upper
Swan assembly area and the saleyards at Midland in accordance with
conditions contained in the permit.

MEAGHER, DR TIM - CONSULTANCY FOR CONSERVATION AND LAND
MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT

76. Mr McGINTY to the Minister for Environment:
(1) Is Dr Tim Meagher, or any company with which he is associated, engaged

by the Department of Conservation and Land Management?
(2) What is the contractual rate of remuneration?
(3) What is the total amount paid by the Government for Dr Meagher's

services since 6 February 1993?
(4) What work is Dr Meagher engaged to perform?
(5) Does Dr Meagher provide any advice or service to the Minister or the

Minister's office?
(6) Does CALM possess the expertise to perform the work undertaken by

Dr Meagher?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Monthly payments of $3 250 for a minimum average of 40 hours worked a

month. Dr Meagher has provided an average 53 hours per month for this
fee to date.

(3) I refer to my answer to question 1392 of 1993. With respect to his
consultancy for the Department of Conservation and Land Management
which commenced on 27 October 1993, payments to date have totalled
$16 250.

(4) Dr Meagher advises the Executive Director of the Department of
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Conservation and Land Management on a wide variety of marine
conservation and management issues as required by the executive director.

(5) Dr Meagher's consultancy is for the provision of advice to the Executive
Director of the Department of Conservation and Land Management.

(6) While CALM possesses expertise in the areas on which Dr Meagher
provides advice, CALM's expertise is augmented by that of Dr Meagher.

CABINET TABLE - INSTALLED IN MINISTERIAL MEETING ROOM
Ownership; Relocation from Heritage House, Cost

140. Mr GRAHAM to the Premier:
(1) With reference to question on notice 1705 of 1993-94, who owns the

Cabinet table which has been installed in the ministerial meeting room?
(2) Will the Premier provide the cost of relocating the table from Heritage

House?
(3) Is Heritage House a non-government organisation?
(4) On what basis, terms and conditions was the table provided?
Mr COURT replied:
(1) The National Trust of Western Australia.
(2) I understand that to date no invoice has been raised for this work and

therefore I do not have precise details of the cost. However, as previously
advised it is expected that the cost will be minimal.

(3) I am advised by the member for South Perth, who made the arrangements
for the installation of the "Mitchell" table at Parliament House, that
Heritage House is owned by the City of South Perth and is the
headquarters of its historical society.

(4) The member for South Perth advises that he arranged with the National
Trust for the Cabinet table to be made available as a virtual permanent
loan to the Parliament when the need arose for the table to be taken out of
Heritage House.

FIRE BRIGADE - FIRE STATIONS, JOONDALUP AND PORT KENNEDY,
CONSTRUCT7ION SITES

205. Mr HELL to the Minister for Emergency Services:
(1) How many potential sites have been examined for the construction of a

firle station at Joondalup and Port Kennedy?
(2) How much area is required for the construction of a new fire station in

each of these areas?
(3) Is Crown land available for the construction of fire stations in Joondalup

and Port Kennedy?
(4) If Crown land is available, does the Western Australian Fire Brigades

Board generally prefer to utilise that land rather than fund the purchase of
private land for the purposes of constructing a fire station?

Mr WIESE replied:
(1) (a) The Western Australian Fire Brigades Board had previously

purchased land to build the proposed Joondalup fire station.
However, with the recent development and expansion of the
board's standards of fire cover, it has been identified that this site
is not ideally located to best service the rapidly expanding north
west corridor. A new site was chosen after analysis of future
development plans for the north west corridor using the board's
geographic information system. Based on the board's response
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time standard of six minutes, the analysis indicated the general
area of Bumns Beach Road, between Wannerco Road and
Joondalup Drive, as being the most strategic location for a fire
station. The board is currently negotiating to purchase land
identified as suitable in the area.

(b) The Port Kennedy site was chosen only after exhaustive efforts to
obtain suitable Crown land which was strategically placed so as to
afford maximum fire and rescue coverage to the southern portion
of Rockingham city. The board selected lot 530 Beardsley Street,
located within the Port Kennedy Business Park, as being the most
strategically placed block taking into account the current
concentration of fire risks, cost of development for the rm station
and proposed future expansion and development of the southern
coastal corridor.

(2) The board has deterrniped that the ajpa required for a permanently crewed
fire station be 3 000 mn and 2 500 m for volunteers.

(3) No suitable Crown land is available in either Joondalup or Port Kennedy
for the construction of fire stations.

(4) The board, wherever possible, seeks to have Crown land for future fire
stations vested in the board. Land is purchased only when suitable Crown
land is unavailable.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS ANT) AGENCIES - PURCHASING POLICIES
REVIEW BY OFFICE OF THE AUDITOR GENERAL

Purchases in Contravention of Stare Supply Policies Finding
226. Mr RIPPER to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) Have staff in the office of the Auditor General reviewing purchasing
policies found that within the Environmental Protection Authority there
was insufficient evidence indicating that written quotations had been
regularly obtained, in contravention of State Supply policies that written
quotations should be obtained for purchases above $5 000 per line item?

(2) If yes, on which date did the Minister become aware formally or
informally that such a finding had been made or was likely to be made?

(3) If yes to (1), what action has the Minister taken to ensure compliance with
State Supply policies in the purchasing practices of his agencies?

Mr MINSON replied:
(1)-(3) In the time that I have been Minister for the Environment there has been

no breach of the State Supply policies. I understand however in the
devolution of purchasing responsibilities some instances were reported up
to 1992- Since then the department has worked closely with State Supply
to resolve these. issues and the most recent correspondence from the State
Supply Commission recognised that. The department is adhering to its
purchasing policies.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - PURCHASING POLICIES
REVIEW BY OFFICE OF THE AUDITOR GENERAL

Purchases in Contravention of State Supply Policies Finding
227. Mr RIPPER to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) Have staff in the office of the Auditor General reviewing purchasing
policies found that within the Environmental Protection Authority there
were instances where goods of a value in excess of $50 000 were
purchased without going to public tender in contravention of tender
practice guidelines issued by the State Supply Commission?
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(2) If yes, on which date did the Minister become aware formally or
informally that such a finding had been made or was likely to be made?

(3) If yes to (1), what action has the Minister taken to ensure compliance with
State Supply policies in the purchasing practices of his agencies?

Mr MINSON replied:
(1) No.
(2)-(3) Not applicable.

MENTAL HEALTH - CHILDREN AND ADOLESCENTS
Budget Allocations

248. Dr WATSON to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) Will the Minister confirm that the current budgetary allocation for child

and adolescent mental health issues out of the total child and adolescent
health budget is -
(a) 52 percent in the north metropolitan region;
(b) 44 percent in the east metropolitan region;
(c) 0 percent in the south metropolitan region;
(d) 4 percent in rural Western Australia?

(2) On what basis are such allocations decided and made?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -
(1) The budgetary allocation referred to by the member was correct as

of October 1993. However, since then an additional $0.5m has
been allocated for community-based child and adolescent services
in the South Metropolitan Health Region and this service should be
in place early in the 1994-95 financial year.

(2) The allocations referred to by the member were historically
derived and resulted from services being managed and delivered
on a centralised basis. Nevertheless, such figures can be
misleading without qualification. Inpatient services, which
account for almost 10 per cent of the budget. are located in the
East and North Metropolitan Regions. The requirement for these
services is relatively small and the units in the North and East
Metropolitan Regions provide inpatient services for children and
adolescents from all over the state. Furthermore, 40 per cent of
patients attending both the Hiliview Child and Adolescent Clinic
(East) and the Selby Child and Adolescent Clinic (North), reside in
the South Metropolitan Health Region. However, it is recognised
that we should attempt provide a more evenly distributed and
properly directed allocation and this is intended to be secured by
current reforms in health administration and through reviews such
as at Hillview.

HEALTH DEPARTMENT OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - CONTINENCE
ADVISERS, COMMUNITY EDUCATION PRESENTATIONS

258. Dr WATSON to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) How many community education presentations have been delivered by the

continence adviser in the previous year?
(2) How many hours per week is she paid for?
(3) What is the estimated cost of urinary incontinence in Western Australia

and what is the break down of that cost?
(4) Does the Minister acknowledge that extra funding should be provided?
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Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

For the member's information there are 1.2 FTP Nurse Continence
Advisers (two nurses at 0.6 FTP each) employed on a 12-month Medicare
Incentive Program.
(1) Community education presentations since October 1993 24

Health professional presentations 93
(2) Bt nurses work 22.5 hours per week. Current salary expenditure

since commencement of employment for both nurses totals
$24 555.52.

(3) The Health Department of Western Australia does not record this
detail in respect of urinary incontinence.

(4) The Minister is not aware of any funding problems. however if
difficulties are being experienced they should be drawn to the
attention of the appropriate regional health director.

BECK, RICHARD - CONSULTANT TO PREMIER, APPOINTMENT
264. Mr KOBELKE to the Premier:

(1) Was the position to which Mr Richard Beck was appointed in March 1994
advertised prior to his appointment?

(2) If not, who suggested his suitability for the position he was given?
(3) What was Mr Beck's duty statement or job description for his position as a

consultant to the Premier?
(4) How many days' work did Mr Beck undertake as a consultant to the

Premier?,
(5) What was the total of all remunerations paid to Mr Beck for his work for

the Premier, including any termination arrangements?
(6) Have all matters concerning the termination of Mr Beck's contract to the

Premier been finalised?
(7) Has the Government sought to find another consultant or government

officer to take on the work which Mr Beck was contracted to do?
(8) If so. has someone been appointed or contracted to do this work?
(9) Has Mr Beck taken up any other government positions or consultancy?
Mr COURT replied:
(1) No.
(2) Various staff members.
(3) To provide advice on a variety of matters related to the Premier's Capital

City Committee.
(4) Three.
(5) Nil.
(6)-(8) Yes.
(9) No.
PENINSULA GOLF COURSE, MAYLANDS PROPOSAL - POLLUTION

PREVENTION MEASURES FOR SWAN RIVER AND MAYLANDS. CLAYPIT'S BY
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY AND SWAN RIVER TRUST

272. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for the Environment:
(1) What measures have been proposed by the Department of Environmnental

1707



1708 ASSEMBLY]

Protection to prevent pollution from the proposed new Peninsula Golf
Course at Maylands entering the Swan River?

(2) What measures have been proposed by the Swan River Trust to prevent
pollution from (he proposed new Peninsula Golf Course at Maylands
entering the Swan River?

(3) What measures have been proposed by the Department of Environmental
Protection to prevent pollution from the proposed new Peninsula Golf
Course at Maylands entering the Maylands Claypits?

(4) What measures have been proposed by the Swan River Trust to prevent
pollution from the proposed new Peninsula Golf Course at Maylands
entering the Maylands Claypits?

Mr MINSON replied:
(l)-(2) The Department of Environmental Protection proposed that a nutrient and

irrigation management plan be prepared by the proponent and approved by
die appropriate regulating authorities, including the Swan River Trust,
prior to irrigation commencing. I understand that such a plan was
developed - dared 19 August 1992 - and that the Swan River Trust deemed
it adequate for protection of the Swan River.

(3)-(4) I am advised that neither the Department of Environmental Protection nor
the Swan River Trust has made specific recommendations regarding
preventing pollution from the proposed Peninsula Golf Course at
Maylands entering the Maylands Claypits.

MINISTERIAL TRAVEL - PREMIER
Singapore Visit, Confidential Information

277. Mr GRAHAM to the Premier:
For what reason is the information concerning the recent visit of the
Premier to Singapore classified as confidential?

Mr COU3RT replied:
Discussions were held on matters which were considered to be classified
as "commercial in confidence".

ABORIGINAL SOCIAL JUSTICE TASK FORCE - MEMBERS REPRESENTING
PILBARA REGION

279. Mr GRAHAM to the Premier:
(1) Which of the members of the Aboriginal social justice task force were

representing the Pilbara region?
(2) What are the qualifications of those members to represent the Pilbara on

such a body?
Mr COURT replied:
(1) Members of the task force did not represent specific geographic regions.
(2) Not applicable.

ABORIGINAL SOCIAL JUSTICE TASK FORCE - IMPLEMENTATION GROUP,
MEMBERS REPRESENTING PILBARA REGION

280. Mr GRAHAM to the Premier:
(1) Which of the members of the Aboriginal social justice task force

implementation group is/are representing the Pilbara region?
(2) What are the qualifications of those members to represent the Pilbara on

such a body?
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Mr COURT replied:
(1) Members of the implementation group do not represent specific

geographic regions.
(2) Not applicable.

CABINET - MEETING, PORT HEDLAND
283. Mr GRAHAM to the Premier:

(1) Does the Premier plan to hold a Cabinet meeting in Port Hiedland?
(2) If not, why not?
(3) If so, when will the meeting be held?
Mr COURT replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) The meeting is scheduled for Monday, 4 July 1994.

POLICE - CRIMINAL RECORDS OF PERSONS, ACCESS CIRCUMSTANCES
291. Mr GRILL to the Minister for Police:

(1) On what basis and in what circumstances can the police divulge a person's
criminal record?

(2) Is there any restriction on police divulging particulars of a person's
criminal record to an employer?

Mr WIESE replied:
(1) Criminal records of persons are provided to courts for sentencing purposes

and to other police forces and law enforcement agencies upon request.
(2) A person's criminal record can only be provided on written authority of

that person indemnifying the Police Department for such release (that is,
Police Clearance Certificate).

POLICE - DIPLOMA IN POLICE STUDIES, CURTIN UNIVERSITY
325. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Police:

(1) What number of students ame presently studying for the Diploma in Police
Studies at Curtin University?

(2) How many will be recruited by the Police Academy at the completion of
their course?

Mr WIESE replied:
lain advised by the Commissioner of Police as follows -

(1) Curtin University does not run police studies programs. Edith
Cowan University has an Associate Diploma - Social Science
(Police Studies) and Bachelor of Social Science (Police Studies).
Enrolments are the province of the university.

(2) Recruitment of tertiary students is not dependent upon completion
of their course, it is dependent upon their individual ability to meet
recruitment criteria and standards. At present 14 Edith Cowan
students axe within the recruitment process.

SCHOOLS - BELMONT SENIOR HIGH
Academic Extension Program Closure , Subject Choices Maintenance

332. Mr RIPPER to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for
Education:
(1) Following the closure of the academic extension program at Belmont
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Senior High School will the Minister guarantee that other students at the
school will continue to have access to the same range of subject choices as
at present?

(2) If nor, why nor?
Mr TUJBBY Teplied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) Yes. The academic extension program is designed ror students of
years 8 to 10. The same subjects are available to all students in the
state regardless of ability.

(2) Not applicable.
BUI[LDING AND CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY TRAINING FUND - STATUS

362. Mr GRILL to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for
Employment and Training -

(I) What is the present status of the building and construction industry
training fund?

(2) Is there any threat to the continuance of this scheme?
(3) Is it likely that there will be major changes to the operation of the scheme

in the near future?
(4) If yes, what are the likely changes?
Mr TUBBY replied:

The Minister for Employment and Training has provided the following
reply -

(I)-(4) Section 32 of the Building and Construction Industry Training
Fund and Levy Collection Act 1990 provides for a review to
assess -

The effectiveness of the board;
the attainment of the objects of this Act;
the need for the Act to continue in operation; and
any other matters that appear to the Minister to be relevant.
The statutory review of the board and its operations is presently
being conducted by Mr Len Hitchen. It is expected that the review
will be completed by the end of June 1994. The impact of the
recent decision by the Federal Government to abolish the training
guarantee levy will be assessed in the context of the review.

HEALTH DEPARTMENT OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - MULTIPLE
SCLEROSIS SOCIETY OF WA INC

Submission on Alternative to Nursing Home Care for Multiple Sclerosis Sufferers
387. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

(1) Has the Health Department received a submission from the Multiple
Sclerosis Society of WA Inc outlining a plan to provide an alternative to
nursing home care for six people with multiple sclerosis?

(2) If yes -

(a) has the Government considered the plan: and
(b) will funding be provided - in part or in full - for its

implementation?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -
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(1) Yes.
(2) (a)-(b) The submission has been referred to officers of the Health

Department of Western Australia and the Disability
Services Commission for consideration.

MENTAL HEALTH - HOARDING HOUSES
Beds Available. Numbers; Control; Licences and Inspections; Changes

388. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) How many boarding house beds are available for mentally ill people in

Western Australia?
(2) How many of the State's boarding houses for mentally ill people amt run

for profit and how many are run by non-government charitable
associations?

(3) How many boarding house beds for the mentally ill are available outside
the metropolitan area?

(4) How are these boarding houses licensed and inspected?
(5) Does the Government have any plans to change the level of funding or the

administration and control of boarding houses for the mentally ill?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

(1) Boarding house accommodation for people with mental illness in
Western Australia is monitored only where the Health Department
of WA licenses boarding houses as licensed private psychiatric
hostels. There are 670 licensed private psychiatric hostel beds in
WA.

(2) There are 14 licensed private psychiatric hostels run for profit.
There are 15 licensed private psychiatric hostels run by non-
government charitable associations.

(3) Outside of the metropolitan area there are six licensed private
psychiatric hostel beds in a group home setting in Albany.

(4) Private psychiatric hostels are relicensed annually. A section of
the Health Department, the Community Accommodation Support
Program, inspects all hostels in conjunction with local council
health inspectors and the Health Department's fire and security
officer. After inspection, a relicensing report is sent to the
Director, Psychiatric Services, for approval and then to the
Minister for Health for approval. In addition to the relicensing
inspection, licensed private psychiatric hostels are inspected by
CASP throughout the year on both a formal and an informal basis.
Formal inspection covers finances of clients, clothing, bedding,
menus, medication and approval of new staff. Informal
inspections include interviewing residents and staff, inspecting
food, and other general observations about the appearance and
atmosphere of the hostel.
Also, as set up under the Mental Health Act, the Board of Visitors
visits hostels at least once every three months to hear complaints
and inspect the hostel. The Board of Visitors is made up of a
representative from the local council, a community service
association in the mental health area, and the WA Mental Health
Association. The Board of Visitors reports directly to the Minister
for Health.

(5) The Health Department plans to introduce standards of care for
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residents to the hostels. From the start of the new financial year
the Health Department will contract with all hostels to purchase
services.
In a major shift away from the practice of providing supervised
accommodation where the emphasis was on housing, the Health
Department plans to establish from 1 July 1994 housing support
services in the metropolitan area for 150 to 200 people with severe
long-term mental illness and disability. The services will provide
individually-tailored practical support to assist people with daily
living in their own settngs.

MENTAL HEALTH - PSYCHIATRISTS, VACANCIES
Referrals to Arnwale Clinic, Armadale Lodge.Whitby Falls Hostel, Stopped

390. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) How many vacancies are there for psychiatrists in the public health

system?
(2) Have referrals to the Armadale Clinic, Armadale Lodge and Whitby Falls

been stopped since 12 May 1994?
(3) If not, when were they recommenced?
(4) What steps does the Minister for Health intend to take to overcome the

shortage of psychiatrists?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

(1) There are currently 14.5 vacancies for psychiatrists in the public
health system, of which 0.55 are being covered by private
sessional specialist arrangements and three by elective year trainee
psychiatrists (in their final qualifying year post Fellowship
examination).

(2) Yes.
(3) Not applicable.
(4) The Health Department will continue to try to recruit psychiatrists

from overseas and interstate. Additionally, every effort will be
made to try to maintain psychiatrists in the public system. Efforts
have been made to try to get private psychiatrists working on a
sessional basis in the public system and this strategy will be
continued. Alternative strategies to get private psychiatrists to take
on a greater number of people with serious mental illness are being
explored.

DENTAL SERVICES - DENTAL THERAPY REVIEW, COMPLETION
392. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

(1) Has the review of dental therapy, including training and the numbers of
dentists required to meet local requirements, been completed?

(2) If yes, how does the Government propose to deal with the report?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply-
(1) Yes.
(2) The report was released for public comment in January this year

and the review committee has considered public comments and
further reported to the Minister. The Minister is now considering
the final recommendations of the review committee.
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WATER AUTHORITY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - DRAINAGE RATES
ABOLITION

Expenditure for Drainage Districts for Drainage Rates Previously Levied
404. Mr D.L. SMITH to the Minister for Water Resources:

Since the abolition of drainage rates, what has been the expenditure of die
Western Austrlian Water Authority for each month in each of die
drainage districts, for items for which drainage rates were previously
levied?

Mr OMODEI replied:
1993-94 operating expenditure for the drainage diswic
drainage rates were previously levied is as follows -

Busselton Drainage District -

Harvey/Collie River/Waroona/

Pinjarra -

Serpentine/Mundijong -

Albany -

Period 1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12

Period 1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12

Period 1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12

Period 1
2
3
4
5

4 145
45 137
42 575
23 076

3 115
2 622
3 982

14911
22871
30 164
23 435
33 228

760
37917
40841

6681
49 239
34 048
16670
29 359
49 040
87 425

104 774
56 777
34 170
16 366
3 859
2 555

41 976
13479
11426
12018
82812
22 678
14882
35 753

4 580
9 378
4331
7 152

12063

ts for which

$249261

%513531

S291974
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6 26993
7 14443
8 8218
9 8318

10 9429
11 21098
12 31353 $157356

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

COMMISSION ON GOVERNMENT JOINT PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEE -
MEMBERSHIP

92. Mr TAYLOR to the Premier
Will the Premier agree to the Commission on Government joint
parliamentary committee comprising -

(a) a coral of six members - three from each House; and
(b) three Government and three Opposition members?

Mr COURT replied:
The Government will be introducing a motion to the Parliament tomorrow
relating to the establishment of that committee. It will be for 10 members
and it will not be along the lines outlined by the Leader of the Opposition.

ISIMCOA - ELECTRICIT PRICES, DISCUSSIONS
93. Mr BLAIKIE to the Minister for Resources Development:

(1) Has the Minister's attention been drawn to the report about power prices
in the South Western Times of Thursday, 9 June 1994 headlined "5 imcoa
Looks East for Cheaper Prices"?

(2) Has Simcoa approached the Minister about this matter?)
(3) With Simcoa indicating it needs to double production to give it increased

marketing clout and having received a reported $2.5m rescue package
some two years ago from the State Government, what action is the
Government considering for this industry which is so important to the
south west?

Mr CJ. BARNETlT replied:
(1)-(3)

I am aware of the article. Simcoa has written to me to make it clear that it
has no intention of leaving the Kemerton site or relocating to the eastern
states or anywhere else. It raised the issue of electricity prices with me.
Power costs are the major component of Simcoa's costs. Currently, senior
officers of Simcoa are overseas marketing their product and the
speculation arising from that article is damaging to its overseas marketing.
I will be meeting with the company when its senior officers return from
overseas and the two issues they wish to discuss are electricity prices and,
more significantly, an expansion of the project.
If the expansion of the project can be negotiated it will occur at the
Kemerton industrial park. Electricity prices are high in Western Australia
and through a whole lot of reform measures which have been undertaken
they are coming down, and coming down quickly- For Simcoa the
electricity tariff is a major factor, but probably its biggest problem is that
it currently carries $170m of debt, which is effectively 100 per cent plus
of debt finance.
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ATTORNEY GENERAL - BRIEFINGS ON HUSBAND, FRIENDS AND
POLITICAL PATRONS

94. Dr GALLOP to the Attorney General:
I refer the Attorney General to her comments on ABC radio that it was
difficult to defend herself in her capacity as Attorney General while at the
same time receiving confidential briefings on matters relating to close
personal friends.
(1) Does the Attorney General believe it is proper that she continue to

be briefed on Dr Wayne Bradshaw's prosecution and extradition?
(2) Is the Attorney General also to receive briefings on the outcome of

the raids on the premises of the member for Wanneroo?
(3) Will the Attorney General expect to be briefed on investigations

arising out of the Kyle report despite her claim that it treated her
husband unfairly?

(4) How can the Attorney General avoid a conflict of interest when
receiving ministerial briefings relating to her husband, close
personal friends, and political patrons?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:
(1)-(4) 1 regard most of this question as improper -

Dr Gallop: The Speaker has not ruled that way, so what about answering it?
Mrs EDWARDES: Previous Attorneys General have answered that such

questions are totally improper. Last night on radio 6PR, the member for
Mitchell totally misrepresented my position regarding an ABC radio
interview I conducted. At no time did I say or intimate that I felt there
was any conflict of interest.

Mr D.L. Smith: I quoted directly from the transcript of that interview.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs EDWARDES: No conflict of interest exists as the Director of Public

Prosecutions is an independent director of public prosecutions. The
difficulty which members opposite face is that by continuing to make
public comments on this matter, they may have a prejudicial effect on
future court cases.

GLUE SNIFFING - LEGISLATION INTRODUCTION
95. Mrs van de KLASHORST to the Minister for Police:

Following several calls to my office by concerned people regarding the
increased incidence of glue sniffing and substance abuse by juveniles, I
ask: Does the Minister for Police intend to introduce legislation to enable
the Police Force to deal with this matter in order to protect these young
people and thus set in train ways to assist them with their problem?

Mr WIESE replied:
Yes, I intend to introduce legislation to address this situation. The
member and the House should be aware that in 1988 the Supreme Court
made a decision that glue sniffing was not an offence under the provisions
relating to offences for the possession of deleterious drugs outlined in the
Police Act at the time. Since then the matter has been referred to the Law
Reform Commission, which completed a report in 1992 on a review of the
Police Act. It recommended that the police powers for dealing with
drunkenness should be extended to drug abuse, and that this should be
enacted in separate legislation. The total review of the Police Act,
including the issue of glue sniffing, is in the process of being finalised,
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and I hope the legislation will be introduced into this Parliament before
the end of the year.

J'USTICE, MINISTRY OF - CROWN SOLICITOR'S OFFICE, "PREFERRED
LEGAL FIRMS" LIST

96. Mr DL. SMITH to the Attorney General:
(1) Has a list of "preferred legal firms" been prepared by the Ministry of

Justice to carry out work currently or previously conducted by lawyers at
the Crown Solicitor's Office?

(2) If so, why was that list prepared given that a review of the Crown
Solicitor's Office is yet to be completed?

(3) What were the criteria for appearing on the pireferred legal firms list?
Mrs EDWARDES replied:
(1)-(3) I understand that the Crown Solicitor's Office has always - under previous

Attorneys General - operated with a list of private practitioners, involving
large firms and those which specialise in particular areas, to which the
Crown Solicitor's Office can refer certain matters. When this
Government camne to office I wrote to the Law Society and asked it to
make recommendations on particular firms. Those recommendations
were passed to the Crown Solicitor's Office. As such, this has nothing to
do with the review.

AIRPORTS - FEDERAL SALE
Jandakor Airpont

97. - M BOARD to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
I refer to the announcements contained within the federal Budget
indicating the possible sell-off of airports controlled by the Federal
Airports Corporation, and ask the Minister -

(1) Will Jandakot Airport be affected by this?
(2) Will the State Government be involved in this process?
(3) If a private operator is found, will the airport be under state

control?
Mir LEWIS replied:

I thank the member for some notice of this question. Obviously, it was
necessary for mue to seek advice from the Minister for Transport.
(1) Yes, Jandakot Airport will most certainly be affected by a sell-off

and obviously it is subject to proposed changes to Federal
Government policy in this matter. I understand that must be
passed by the federal Labor Caucus.

(2) Representation will be made about how the sell-off of Jandakot
Airport will be effected in relation to the State Government.
Members may know of the Australian Transport Council, which
represents various state Ministers and meets the federal Minister to
discuss these mactens. Representations will be made to that
council. Similarly, the chief executive officers of various state
transport agencies meet as a standing committee on transport. In
addition, three senior representatives meet in an ongoing way in
the Standing Committee of Transport Aviation Group.

(3) If a private operator is found, the navigation and regulations
controlling the operation of airports will certainly be under the
control of the Federal Airports Corporation, or those regulations
associated with international aviation. More particularly, should a
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private operator own the airport, it would obviously come under
the jurisdiction of state laws. However, if the Federal Government
still owned the airport and perhaps leased it to a private operator,
an amendment would be necessary to the subordinate regulations
to federal regulations indicating what the private operator is
allowed to do in accordance with federal law. Obviously, the State
Government would have some input into that.

Mr Mill: Is this on the priority list for privatisation?
Mr LEWIS: I do not know. Perhaps the member for Helena could ask his

colleagues. Members may know that the Government recently announced
the approval of 5 000 square metres for retail purposes at the airport, and
that needs to be complementary to the operation of that airport and other
aerospace activities. There was some controversy with regard to the
Federal Government, via its airport authority, going over the top of state
law, and perhaps being seen to do just as it wants. Members may know
that I negotiated with Federal Airports, wrote to the federal transport
Minister and, in a bipartisan way with the Opposition members of this
Parliament, petitioned the Federal Government about what should happen.
I am pleased that the decision has been well received by the FAC and the
public generally. However, that highlighted the fact that the Federal
Government, by using regulations, could override current planning and
trading Statutes.

Mr Taylor. Hurry up. You have had six minutes already and you axe just wasting
time.

Mr LEWIS: The Leader of the Opposition is very rude at times.
Mir Taylor: That is the pot calling the kettle black!
Mr LEWIS: It is necessary to put in place a memorandum of understanding, and I

am pleased to advise the Legislative Assembly that such a memorandum
has been drafted, along the general guidelines discussed previously with
the Federal Airports Corporation and also in concert with our own officers
in this state. That memorandum of understanding will be put to the
Federal Government in the near future so that we can get these things
sorted out, and avoid the problems that were involved with the previous
proposals for the Perth Airport.

ATORNEY GENERAL - BRIEFINGS ON DR WAYNE BRADSHAW, MEMBER
FOR WANNEROO, KYLE REPORT

98. Dr GALLOP to the Attorney General:
I refer the Attorney General again to her comments on ABC Radio that it
was difficult to defend herself in her capacity as Attorney General while at
the same time receiving confidential briefings on matters relating to close
personal friends. Is it true that the Attorney General is being briefed on -
(a) Dr Wayne Bradshaw's prosecution and extradition?
(b) The outcome of the raids on the premises of the member for

Wannemoo?
(c) Investigations arising out of the Kyle report?
If yes, is there not a conflict of interest?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:
Again, the Opposition has misrepresented the quote, and I will quote what
I did say, for the record -

It's very difficult as the Attorney General, particularly when I
have/am advised on a confidential basis as to what's actually
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occurring. I also as the Attorney General need to ensure that every
person is treated in exactly the same way and chat is you know
you're presumed innocent until proven guilty.

(a) Only in so far as the extradition proceedings were concerned.
(b)-(c)

No.
POLICE - COMMISSIONER, APPOINTMENT, LEADER OF THE

OPPOSITION'S COMMENTS
99. Mr JOHNSON to the Premier:

Is the Premier aware of the comments of the Leader of the Opposition
about the appointment of the new Commissioner of Police?

I& COURT replied:
The Leader of the Opposition has fundamentally misjudged the people of
this state. He has come out with a cheap shot, having a go at the new
Commissioner of Police, without even knowing about the new
commissioner.

Mr Taylor: You knew he was going to get the job. You said you did not know
anything about it. and you had already made the decision two weeks ago.

Mr COURT: Who had made the decision?
Mr Taylor: You had.
Mrs Hallaban: Can't you remember?
Mr COURT: Yes, I can remember. So that the Leader of the Opposition will

know, that decision was brought to Cabinet and made by Cabinet
yesterday.

Mr Taylor: You knew, Premier.
The SPEAKER: Order! Leader of the Opposition, cease interjecting.
Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition has been shooting from the lip,

denigrating the new police commissioner. Even the police union is fair
minded enough to say that it will give the chap a go.

Mr Taylor: Do not put words in my mouth.
The SPEAKER: Order! Because you are the Leader of the Opposition, I will not

formally call you to order, but I ask you to cooperate. Some interjections,
as you know, I readily allow, but you cannot continue to make the same
interjection ad infinitumn.

Withdrawal of Remarks
Mr TAYLOR: Mr Speaker, you cannot honestly expect chat I will sit here and

listen to the Premier tell lies about what I said in regard to this issue. I am
not prepared to sit here and listen to the Premier tell lies about the position
that I took in regard to the new Commissioner of Police.

The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call on you to withdraw the two allegations
about the Premier telling lies.

Mr TAYLOR: The point is made, and I withdraw those comments.
Questions without Notice Resumed

Mfr COURT: Last week, the Leader of the Opposition accused this person of
being in charge of a Police Force that killed a lot of people. That was the
Leader of the Opposition's cheap shot last week.

Mr Taylor: Twenty-one dead.
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Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition implied that this person was
responsible for chose deaths.

Mr Taylor: No, I did not. Read the question.
Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition has been caught our, and he has been

shown to be extremely narrow-minded.
Mr Taylor: You are a mug, Premier.
The SPEAKER: 04rer I must say chat while I will not rule that

unparliamentary, I do not believe that the Leader of the Opposition's
language a moment ago was at all appropriate for this Chamber.

Mr Taylor: It was more appropri ate for the Premier.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the Leader of the Opposition.
Mr COURT: We are seeing a very sensitive Leader of the Opposition in regard to

this matter, because he has made a fool of himself by criticising this
appointment. Does he agree that it was a proper process?

Mr Taylor: No, [ do nor, because we were not involved in the process. We were
not involved in the decision-making.

Mr COURT: Now the Opposition wants political involvement in this process.
Mr Taylor: You have been intimately involved.
Mr COURT: The Giovernment appointed four highly respected Western

Australians to set up a panel. They then called on the support of an
executive search organisation. They found a wide range of applicants, the
best possible applicants, from all around the country. They made a
recommendation, which the Government accepted. All members opposite
can do is knock, knock, knock.

Mr Taylor: I want to knock you and the process you got involved in.
Mr COURT: The Leader of the Labor Opposition is incredibly narrow minded on

this issue.
SMITH, WAYDE - POLICE RAID
Mann Report, No Improper Behavior

100. Mr McGINTY to the Premier:
Given the much publicised maid by fraud squad detectives on the home,
electorate office and accountant of the member for Wanneroo, will the
Premier confirm there is nothing in the Mann report that he believes
indicates improper behaviour or requires further investigation?

Mr COURT replied:
We made it clear that as soon as the Government received that report it
would be made available to the Commissioner of Police, which it was.
We received a letter from the commissioner which we might have tabled
in the Parliament. He said there was certainly no evidence of any
impropriety or wrongdoing. I am prepared to give the Opposition a copy
of the letter we received in relation to the matter.

ROADS - GREAT EASTERN HIGHWAY, GREENMOUNT HILL, SIX LANES
INCREASE

101. Mr DAY to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
In view of the fact that the orange route is being reserved for the purpose
of providing a new route into Perth, is consideration being given to
increasing the width of Great Eastern Highway in the Gitenmnount hill
area to six lanes, and, if so, for what purpose, given that to do so would
involve the resumption of a significant number of homes?
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Mr LEWIS replied:
I have not been given any forewarning of this question.

Mrt Taylor: It is the time for questions without notice,
Mr LEWIS: Okay, but the Minister is in another place. For the sake of the

Opposition I am more than happy to explain my understanding of this
matter.

Mr Court: Then they will want you to sit down.
Mr LEWIS: That is right, Mr Premier.
Mr Marlborough: The Minister's riding instructions have just been handed to him

from the upper House. Do we have to put up with all four paragraphs?
Mr LEWIS: I have not had an opportunity to read the advice.
Mrs Hallahan: Sit down then.
Mr LEWIS: Now members opposite want me to sit down. I do not believe it is

the Government's intention to widen Great Eastern Highway to six lanes.
It is the Government's intention to get on with the finalisation of the major
amendment which delineates and locates the orange route, and to get on
with the stage of development up to the year 2000. The sooner we can do
that, the better.

MIJC DELIVERIES - NEW SCHEME, TRADE PRACTICES ACT
CONTRAVENTION

102. Mr GRILL to the Minister for Primary Industry:
I refer the Minister to the Government's ill-conceived plan to restrict
competition in the delivery of milk in Western Australia.
(1) Will the Minister advise the House how the new scheme can

commence on 1 July 1994, as previously announced, when the
Dairy Industry Act amendments have not been placed before the
House?

(2) Is the Minister confident chat the Government's proposed changes
will not breach the exclusive dealing and misuse of market powers
provisions of the Trade Practices Act? If so, what is the basis of
the Minister's confidence?

(3) Will the Minister lodge a notification with the Trade Practices
Commission seeking approval for the new proposals if he believes
the restrictions to competition are in the public interest? If not,
why not?

Mr HOUSE replied:
(1)-(3) I recognise the questioner. He is the fellow who started this process when

he was the responsible Minister. He keeps asking questions about Robb
Jetty and the Midland saleyard, but he does not remember that he was
involved. This is another example of that.

Several members interjected.
Mr HOUSE: Does the member admit that he played a part?
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Qtder!
Mr HOUSE: When I became Minister for Primary Industry, I set conditions of

transfer to improve the system and to make it easier for the people
involved in the industry. We are still working through the process.

Mrs Hallahan interjected.
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Mr HOUSE: The member prattles on. She does not know what she is talking
about. Can she give an example of people being disadvantaged by the
scheme?

Mrs Hallahan: We give examples all the time.
Mr HOUSE: Tell me!
Mrs Hallahan: People ame disadvantaged by losing their businesses.
Mr HOUSE: The member sits there and prattles on but she does not know what

she is talking about. In future she should ensure that she is properly
informed.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr HOUSE: I will answer the question, but the Deputy Leader of the Opposition

keeps prattling on so I must answer her.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Peel should come to order.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Peel.
Mr HOUSE: I am getting old. I am wordied.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Peel for the

second time.
Mr HOUSE: Every time I look at the member for Peel I become worried because

he looks terrible.
I do not believe that the current program will contravene the Trade
Practices Act. However. I will be happy to consult with the member for
Eyre if it is his view that the Act has been contravened. I will be happy to
talk to those other people about it also.

CEMETERY BOARDS - REPLACEMENT CHANCES
103. Mr OSBORNE to the Minister for Local Government:

I have given the Minister some notice of the question. My question arises
from representations to me by the Bunbury Cemetery Board. Does the
Minister have any plans to replace the system where cemetery boards are
replaced in toto every five years with one where a proportion of such
boards is replaced annually?

Mr OMODEI replied:
I thank the member for some notice of the question. I understand that the
matter has been raised by a prominent member of the electorate of
Bunbury. Schedule I of the Cemeteries Act permits the Minister to
appoint board members for terms not exceeding five years. Nothing
prevents rolling annual retirements. In the main, where I have appointed
new members of boards I have tried to maintain some presence of
experienced members. This is an important issue because a large number
of dedicated people represent cemetery boards around the state. I am open
to submissions from members of the community regarding any new
system that they would prefer.

POLICE - ARGYLE DIAMOND THEFTS, CORRUPTION ALLEGATIONS
Independent Judicial Inquiry

104. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Police:
I refer the Minister to allegations that serving and former police officers
received $40 000 in bribes in relation to the Argyle diamond thefts.
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(1) How can the Minister allow such extremely serious allegations of
corruption to remain uninvestigated?

(2) Why does the Minister continue to ignore the calls of the
Chairman of the Legislative Council Select Committee on Western
Australian Police Service and senior police for an independent
judicial inquiry?

Mr WIESE replied:
(1)-(2) Once again the member for Balcatta, in asking a question, fails to get the

facts right. These matters are in the public arena because the
investigations have been carried out and have resulted in persons facing
charges and being in the court at the moment. I am not prepared to answer
the rest of the question for two reasons: Firstly, the whole matter is sub
judice and I do not believe it would be appropriate for me to make any
comment about those matters that are before the courts; secondly, the
matters are still under investigation and it is not my practice to discuss in
the public arena matters which are under investigation by the Police Force
of Western Australia.

POLICE - PIINJARRA STATION
Staus Changes

105. Mr MARSHALL to the Minister for Police:
The residents of Pinjarra are concerned about two points in regard to the
Pinjarra Police Station. I ask -

(1) Is there any intention to upgrade or downgrade the Pinjarra Police
Station in the near future?

(2) Is the vehicle inspection centre at Pinjarra to be closed?
Mr WIESE replied:
(1) The member can pass on my assurance to the residents of Pinjarra that

they have no reason to be worried on either of those questions. No
changes will be made to the status or anything to do with the Pinjarra
Police Station other than over $5 000 being spent in this financial year for
some repairs and renovations to the station as part of the renovation
program that we as a government have put in place. These repairs are
desperately needed to be done because nothing has been done by the
previous government during its term in office. As members opposite will
acknowledge, some of those facilities had been run into the ground during
the time that they were in government.

Mr McGinty: Are you still going on?
Mr WIESE: Mr Speaker, I could speak on this subject for hours. The public of

Western Australia did not realise what a dreadful job the previous
government did in the management of the whole of the Police portfolio.

Several members inteijected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I call on the Leader of the Opposition to cease

interjecting.
Mr WIESE: That mob over there ran the Western Australia Police Force down to

a level where it lacked the basic resources that were needed to enable
police officers to do the job that the public expects of them.

(2) There is no intention whatsoever to close down or change in any way the
operations of the vehicle licensing centre. I am sure that the member will
have great pleasure in passing on that information to the residents of
Pinjarra.
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