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

PETITION - GRACE VAUGHAN HOUSE, PUBLIC HEALTH BRANCH
RELOCATION

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.03 pm]: I present
the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of die Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, die undermentioned petitioners call on the State Government to reverse its
decision to relocate the Public Health Branch to Grace Vaughan House. This will
deprive over 200 voluntary and unfunded community groups of access to an ideal,
popular and safe setting for meetings, training, seminars and lectures and also
lead to a loss of common focus for all these associations. We wish Grace
Vaughan House to remain as a community facility.
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 104 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 die House.
[See petition No 146]1

PETITION - MOTOR VEHICLE REGISTRATIONS, $50 LEVY
Water All1owance

MR BROWN (Morley) [2.04 pm): I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
die Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, die undersigned people of Western Austraia wish to express our opposition
to the unnecessary and unwarranted increases in government charges in the form
of the fifty dollar levy on motor vehicle registration and removal of the free; water
allowance. We believe these increases place an unfair financial burden on
ordinary citizens.
We therefore call on the Government to -
(a) abolish die fifty dollar levy on all vehicles;
(b) reinstate die free water allowance of 150 kilolitres
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 13 signatures and I certif that it conforms to die standing orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that t petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 147.]

PETITION - MOTOR VEHICLE REGISTRATIONS, $50 LEVY
Third Ponry Inasurance

MIR BROWN (Morley) [2.05 pm): I present die 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 express our concern of
the illegality of the Government's introduction of a fifty dollar levy on all vehicle
registrations. We also wish to express our concern about the equity of changes to
the Common Law rights of citizens under the third party insurance damage
claims.
We therefore call on the Government to -

(a) abolish the fifty dollar levy on al1 vehicles because it is illegal;
(b) follow the correct processes in setting Third Party Vehicle Insurance

premiums;
(c) reconsider changes to common law rights under third party insurance

damage claims and to improve the effect on women at home, children, the
unemployed, the retired and pensioners.

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 11I 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 148.]

PETITION.- ROAD TRAINS, METROPOLITAN AREA
MRS HALLAHAN (Arrnadale) [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.
We, the undersigned ask the State Government to reverse its decision to allow
road trains up to 45 mets (140 feet) long to travel along Thomas Road, South
West Highway, Bedfordale Hill Road and Albany Highway.
We believe that mad mrains in the metropolitan area will cause serious accidents,
tr-affic hazards, excessive noise, and damage to our roads.
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 95 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that die petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 149.1

PETITION - MOTOR VEHICLE REGISTRATIONS, $50 LEVY
MR BLOFFWJTCII (Geraldton) [2.07 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 citizens of Western Australia are concerned that
maladministration by the previous State Government, has. resulted in a $50
surcharge being placed on annual car licences of all West Australians.
We believe that those Members of that Government are responsible for this
surcharge and they should be made accountable for the financial losses from WA
Inc between 1988-92 and paying for these losses, therefore allowing for the
scrapping of the $50 surcharge.
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Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 27 signatures and I crtif 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.
[Scc petition No 150.)

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR RESOURCES
DEVELO)PMENT
Ord Hydro Scheme

MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Minister for Resources Development) 1 2.08 pm]: 1
wish to advise the House that earlier today a state agreement was signed with the 0$d
hydro scheme consortium, which consists of Pacific Hydro Limited, ARN AMRO
Australia Pty Ltd and Sinclair Knight Menz Pty Ltd, for the development of a
30 megawatt hydro electric power station on the Ord River Dam in the north of Western
Australia.
The signing of the state agreement concludes nearly 12 months of negotiations and
planning and follows the signing of power purchase agreements with both the State
Energy Commission of Western Australia and Argyle Diamonds as well as a water
supply agreement with the Water Authority of Western Australia. Thbis proiect, together
with the decision by CSR Limited to construct a sugar refinery in the region, represents
another significant stage in the development of the Ord region and makes a reality a 30
year vision to provide hydro power from the Ord.
Once constructed, the Ord hydro scheme will provide power to the Argyle diamond mine
and SECWA for distribution to more than 6 000 people throughout the east K~imberley
region, including the towns of Kununurra and Wyndhami. E-xisting diesel power
generation equipment in the region will be required only as back-up generation plant in
the future, which avoids die use of some 60 million litres of fuel oil per annum. The cost
of producing electricity in the region will be reduced as the Ord hydro scheme is able to
produce electricity at 80-90 per kilowatt hour compared to 15it per kWh for diesel
generating equipment.
At this stage, Aboriginal heritage approvals for both the SECWA transmission line from
Kununurra. to Wyndham and the consortium's transmission lines from the power station
to Kununurra and the Argyle diamond mine arc still being finalised with the cooperation
of the Miriuwung Gajerrong people. Construction on the Ord hydro project is expected
to start in late 1994 and power should be available from the project in early 1996. The
project is estimated to cost in excess of $70m and have a peak construction work force of
100. It also includes 175 kilometres of 132 kV transmission lines. Apart from significant
economic benefits derived from this project at both a regional and state level, the project
is also the first major application of hydroelectric power in Western Australia and
complements other renewable energy projects such as the Esperance wind farm and the
Kalbarni photovoltaic project. In terms of efficiency, the Ord hydro scheme is significant
and it is able to convert in excess of 90 per cent of the energy available in water to
electricity. More traditional forms of power generation, such as coal and gas, convert
only between 28-35 per cent of fuel energy into electricity.
In die past there have been a number of proposals for hydroelectric schemes on the 0rd
River. Until recently, SECWA had considered a hydro scheme for the smaller diversion
dam on the Ord but shelved such plans in favour of this larger, privately owned project.
This particular project not only assists the Government in meeting its commitment to
promote alternative energy sources as a means of power supply, but also serves to
highlight how the private sector, with the support and cooperation of Government, can
develop and. ultimately, operate a private generation facility. In the past, the ownership
and operation of such a facility has tended to be the sole responsibility of government.
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MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR POLICE
Police, Siege at Central Police Station

MR WIESE (Wagin - Minister for Police) [2.11 pm]: I wish to make a brief ministerial
statement regarding the hostage and shooting incident which occurred at Perth Central
Police Station late yesterday evening and early this morning. In making this statement to
the Parliament I ant somewhat constrained in what I can say by way of public comment
because of the police internal investigation, the major crime squad investigation and the
coronial inquiry into the events of last night, which are currently under way.
The Commissioner of Police advised me that at approximately 7. 10 pmi yesterday a man
armed with a shotgun entered Central Police Station and threatened staff. A junior
constable was forced to surrender his 0.38 revolver. That officer and several other people
inside the police station were then allowed to leave. However, Senior Sergeant Denis
Perich, who was also on duty at the time, was held hostage at gunpoint for the duration of
the seven hour siege. The tactical response group and negotiators were recalled to duty
and the police forward command post was established on the first floor of police
headquarters. All necessary response agencies, including medical services, were called
and they attended. Throughout the siege I had regular contact with the Commissioner of
Police. The commissioner indicated to me from the outset that it was the intention of
police to talk to and negotiate with the person involved for as long as it was necessary to
bring the siege to a peaceful conclusion, even if that took 24 hours or more. During the
early phase of the siege the offender fired several shots. At one point he told negotiators
that he had shot Senior Sergeant Perich in the leg and that Perich would probably bleed to
death. This was later found to be not true.
During the siege the man was continually accessed by both the negotiators and a
consultant psychiatrist. Police now believe they know the identity of the man, but formal
identification has yet to be completed. At approximately five minutes past two this
morning the offender repeatedly told the negotiators of his intention to leave the building.
A short while later he left the Central Police Station via the front entrance, brandishing a
shotgun in one hand and a revolver in the other. He then walked across Hay Street and
allegedly challenged TRG officers. The man then allegedly made a sudden movement
that police believe indicated that he was about to discharge the weapons at the TRG
officers. As a consequence, the TRG officers fired simultaneously at the offender who
was fatally wounded. Internal investigation officers were called in during the early
stages of the incident and am conducting their own inquiries. The major crime squad is
also carrying out an investigation into the background and circumstances surrounding the
offender's actions. This inquiry will be overseen by a superintendent and the internal
investigations branch. The Coroner, Mr David McCann, has also attended the scene.
Thankfully, Senior Sergeant Perich - an officer with more than 20 years' service -
emerged unharmed, but shocked from his ordeal. He is currently undergoing
counselling.
The events of last night once again highlight the dangers that police officers face on a
regular basis during the course of their duties. I believe every Western Australian regrets
that last night's siege concluded in the tragic manner in which it did. I can assure
members of this House and the community that the events of last night will be examined
in detail by both the police and the Coroner. The findings and recommendations of those
inquiries will be fully considered by die Government when they have been completed. I
am sure that all members will join with me in expressing deep regret and sympathy to the
family of the deceased man.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR LABOUR RELATIONS
Health and Safety Representative Training Subsidy Scheme

MR KIERATII (Riverton - Minister for Labour Relations) [2.15 pm]: This
Government is committed to fostering cooperation and consultation within workplaces in
the prevention of occupational injury and disease. A key aspect of workplace
consultation is the training of elected health and safety representatives.
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I would like to report to die House on the success of the health and safety representative
training subsidy scheme introduced by this Government in 1993. Representatives are
entitled to attend a five day introductory course within 12 months of their election.
Before the introduction of the subsidy scheme, each year funding was provided to the
Trades and Labor Council as die sole provider of health and safety representative training
accredited by die Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare Commission. In keeping with
die philosophy of providing choice to Western Australian employers and employees, this
Government encouraged the criteria for accreditation to be expanded to allow for more
than just one accredited course provider. There are now four accredited courses. As a
result, it was considered appropriate that the strategy for funding health and safety
representative training be revised to ensure equal funding support for all courses.
In July 1993 the coalition Government announced the introduction of a health and safety
representative training subsidy scheme. The purpose of the subsidy scheme is twofold.
It is designed to ensure the availability of introductory courses for elected health and
safety representatives and to reduce die cost to employers of the training of health and
safety representatives.
In 1993-94 a total of $350 000 was allocated for the health and safety representative
training subsidy scheme. The subsidy was set at $200 per health and safety
representative trained, to be paid to course providers to offset the cost of training to
employers. Courses which are accredited by die commission accessing the subsidy funds
are required to supply the Department of Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare with
annual audited information on the number of health and safety representatives trained. In
1993-94 over 1 600 trainees benefited from the scheme. Therefore, the scheme was
considered successful in achieving its goals. As a result, the scheme is to continue in
1994-95. A total of $330 000 has been allocated for the current financial year. The
subsidy will continue to be paid on the basis of the number of health and safety
representatives trained. The level of subsidy remains at $200 for health and safety
representatives trained in the metropolitan area. Importantly, in recognition of the
additional costs of delivering training in regional areas, the subsidy has been increased by
$50 to $250 for health and safety representatives trained in non-metropolitan areas.
Western Australia and Queensland are the only States funding the training of
occupational health and safety representatives. Elected health and safety representatives
play a key role in workplace consultation and the continuation of the scheme encourages
employer support for the representative system by easing the financial burden of training.
Incentives such as the health and safety representative subsidy scheme illustrate the high
priority accorded by the coalition Government to the prevention of occupational injury
and disease in the workplace.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS
Aboriginal Affairs, New Department

MR PRINCE (Albany - Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) [2.18 pm]: I informn the House
of important changes which will occur in the administration of Aboriginal affairs in
Western Australia. I am confident these changes will, over time, see marked
improvements in the outcomes for Aboriginal affairs and help the Government to remedy
the disadvantages faced by many Aboriginal people.
A new Aboriginal Affairs Department will begin operating from 1 November. It signals
a new era and the opportunity for a fresh start for Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people
in Western Australia. For the first time all aspects of the administration of Aboriginal
affairs will be brought under the same umbrella to ensure positive outcomes for
Aboriginal people. The new department will incorporate the Aboriginal Affairs Planning
Authority, the Department of Aboriginal Sites and the Office of Traditional Land Use.
This follows a key recommendation made by the Premier's task force on Aboriginal
social justice, many of whose other recommendations are now being implemented.
The new department will comprise five divisions covering planning and coordination,
heritage and culture, land management, regional administration and corporate
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development. The department will also, for the first rime in this area, have a strong
regional presence with six regional offices headed by high level regional coordinators
throughout the State. The divisions will all be headed by senior directors who will
support the chief executive officer so that problems which arise can be addressed in a
coordinated way.
Priorities for the new department will include planning and coordinating services,
consultation, setting targets and monitoring outcomes and evaluating the effectiveness of
services and Aboriginal affairs policy. It will also provide policy advice to the
Government and advise on funding needs and priorities to achieve the State
Government's Aboriginal affairs policies. The new department will not be a direct
service agency, but will coordinate initiatives across government. It will consult and
cooperate with all departments and agencies and monitor progress in key areas. It is
especially important that the new department should work closely with organisations
such as the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission, other Aboriginal
organisations, and community groups. I stress here again my and the Government's
willingness to work with any organisations and individuals who share our concern to
remedy disadvantage and advance the equality of opportunity for Aboriginal people.
The new Chief Executive Officer of the Aboriginal Affairs Department is Mr Cedric
Wyatt who is, I am sure, well known to many members, having worked directly in
Aboriginal affairs with both State and Federal Governments as well as at the community
level for nearly 20 years. Mr Wyatt is a Western Australian who was born on the
Meekatharra Reserve and grew up during the days of the assimilation policy. He has
been the Commissioner of the Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority for the past five
years, and has an extensive knowledge and understanding of Aboriginal history and
issues. I believe he will bring to the new department the vision, energy, experience,
leadership and credibility the position demands.
It would be foolish to pretend that all the changes we seek can happen overnight, but I
believe the establishment of the new department is an important step in the right direction
to improve conditions for Aboriginal people and the administration of Aboriginal affairs.

[Questions without notice taken.)

SELECT COMMITTEE ON HERITAGE LAWS - REPORT TABLING,
EXTENSION OF TIME; TO SIT WHEN HOUSE IS SITTING

On motion by Mr C.J Barnett (Leader of the House), resolved -

That -

(1) the date for presentation of the Select Committee on Heritage Laws report
be extended to 15 December 1994: and

(2) the Select Committee on Heritage Laws be empowered to sit when the
House is sitting from 1 November to 15 December 1994.

The SPEAKER: Order! Would the member for Kalgoorlie mind waiting instead of
wailking across while I am on my feet?
Mr Taylor inteijected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call the member to order for the third time. He
should wait while I am on my feet, just as other members do.

BILLS (8) - INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING
1. Parliamentary Commissioner Amendment Bill

Bill introduced, on motion by Dr Gallop (Deputy Leader of the Opposition), and
read a first time.

2. Government Employees Superannuation Amendment Bill
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Court (Premier), and read a first time.
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3. Criminal Law Amendment Bill
4. Victims of Crime Bill
5. Freedom, of Information Amendment Bill

Bills introduced, on motions by Mrs Edwardes (Attorney General), and read a
frst time.

6. Occupational Safety and Health Legislation Amendment Bill
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Kierath (Minister for Labour Relations), and
read a first time.

7. State Supply Commission Amendment Bill
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Kierath (Minister for Services), and read a first
time.

8. Firearms Amendment Bill
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Wiese (Minister for Police), and mead a first
time.

RESERVES BILL (No 2)
Second Reading

MR LEWIS (Applecross - Minister for Planning) [2.59 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This Bill is similar in intent to many others which have been brought before the House to
obtain Parliament's approval to vary class A reserves and remove trusts expressed over
certain Crown land. This Bill has 24 clauses which deal with separate reserves.
Clause 5: Class A reserve 19464 is set apart for the purpose of parks and gardlens and is
vested in the Albany Town Council. The reserve is situated in Stirling Terrace, Albany.
The council has advised that the buildings situated on the reserve have been classified by
the National Trust. The buildings have been utilised by the Albany Women's Institute
and Rest House Association and a local taxi company for many years under a leasing
arrangement with council. In view of the heritage value of the buildings, this clause
seeks Parliament's approval to amend the purpose of reserve 19464 to "preservation of
historical buildings' to be vested with power to lease, in the Town of Albany.
Clause 6: Class A reserve 35918 is located around Dragon Tree soak and is set apart for
the conservation of flora and fauna and vested in the National Parks and Nature
Conservation Authority. The soak is one of the few sources of permanent fresh water in
the central region of the Great Sandy Desert and lies 286 kilometres south west of Fitzroy
Crossing. An area of land to the north of reserve 35918 now identified as Janiura
location 2 also contains part of the soak, but as it was previously affected by a petroleum
exploration permit was not available for reservation. The Department of Minerals and
Energy has advised that it no longer objects to the reservation. The Department of
Conservation and Land Management has requested that Jamura location 2 be added to
reserve 35918. Appropriate referrals have been undertaken by t Department of
Conservation and Land Management to the Shire of Broome and local Aboriginal groups,
which have supported this proposal. This clause seeks Parliament's approval for the
amendment of reserve 35918 to include Jamura location 2.
Clause 7: Class A reserve 39399 is set apart for the purpose of conservation of flora and
fauna and vested in the National Parks and Nature Conservation Authority. The
Department of Conservation and Land Management has requested the closure of an
unmrade public road along the western and southern boundaries of the reserve and the
inclusion of the resultant land into reserve 39399. The Shire of Broomebill has agreed to
the proposal which has also been advertised locally without objection. This clause seeks
Parliament's approval for the amendment of reserve 39399 to include two areas of closed
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Clause 8: Class A reserve 40250 is located near Wonnerup and is set apart for national
park and vested in the National Parks and Nature Conservation Authority. A caretaker's
residence has been established on a 2 832 square metr portion of the reserve. The
residence has been leased by CALM to the National Trust of Australia (WA) for many
year and is used in conjunction with the nearby old Wonnerup school buildings. The
school buildings are located on class C reserve 33895, set apart for preservation of
historical buildings and vested in the National Trust. CALM has suggested that it would
be appropriate for the caretaker's residence to be excised firom reserve 40250 and
included in reserve 33895. The Shire of Busselton and the Department of Planning and
Urban Development have agreed to this proposal. This clause seeks Parliament's
approval to the excision of 2 832 sq in from reserve 40250.
Clause 9: Class A reserve 21629 is set apart for conservation and recreation and is vested
in the Shire of Busselton. The reserve is known locally as the Meelup reserve and the
council has prepared a management plan for the area. The plan has received
endorsement from CALM, the EPA and DPUD. A number of adjacent reserves and
vacant Crown land have been identified in the management plan for inclusion into
reserve 21629. Thbe areas affected are -

Class A reserve 28933 set apart for recitation;
class C reserve 24165, fish processing depot;
portion of class A reserve 2175 1, recreation and camping;
class C reserve 26857, recreation; and
vacant Crown land, foreshore, adjoining class A reserve 2175 1.

This clause seeks Parliament's approval for the amendment of reserve 21629 to include
the above areas of land.
Clause 10: Class A reserve 27004 is set apart for national park and is vested in the
National Parks and Nature Conservation Authority. The reserve is known as the Kalbarri
national park and lies cast and south of the Kalbarri townsi cc. Negotiations have
proceeded for many years between CALM4, DPUD, the Northampton Shire, the Geraldton
Midwest Development Authority, die EPA's West Coast Woring Group and local
residents to determine a shte from reserve 27004 for the future growth of the Kalbanri
towusite. Provision has also been made within the area for a new aerodromne site. As
compensation for the proposed excision of 3 045 ha from reserve 27004, Cabinet has
agreed to the reservation nearby of a 30 000 ha parcel of vacant Crown land for
conservation of flora and fauna. Aboriginal interests in both affected areas are being
assessed and*- suitable protection will be arranged as required. This clause seeks
Parliiament's approval for the excision of 3 045.4058 ha from reserve 27004.
Clause 11: Class A reserve 17671 is set apart for recreation and picnic ground and is
vested in the Shire of Katanning. The reserve adjoins Badgebup townsite and class A
reserve 42677 set apart for landscape protection. Discussions between the Department of
Land Administration, CALM and the councii have determined that reserve 17671 could
be cancelled and included in reserve 42677. This clause seeks Parliament's approval for
the cancellation of reserve 17671 and the inclusion of the contained land into reserve
42677.
Clause 12: Class C reserve 16779 is set apart for water and conservation of flora and is
vested in the Water Authority of Western Australia. The reserve is located at
Kumbarning in the Shire of Kellerberrin. The Water Authority has advised that reserve
16779 is no longer required for water supply purposes. The reserve is surrounded by
class A reserve 563, which is set apart for conservation of flora and fauna and is vested in
the National Parks and Nature Conservation Authority. CALM has agreed to the
inclusion of the land in reserve 16779 into reserve 563. The Shire of Kellerberrin and the
Department of Minerals and Energy have agreed to the proposal. This clause seeks
Parliament's approval for the cancellation of reserve 16779 and the inclusion of the
contained land into reserve 563.
Clause 13: Class A reserve 1669 is set apart for recreation and is vested in the City of
Nedlands. The reserve is known locally as Melvista Park. Telecom Australia has
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advised of an urgent requirement to establish a mobile telephone base station within
reserve 1669. The council, the Nedlands Golf Club, as lessee, and DPUTD have agreed to
die location of the base station within a well timbered area of reserve 1669 to reduce any
visual impact. This clause seeks Parliament's approval for the excision of 258 sq m from
reserve 1669.
Clause 14: Class A reserve 9228 is set apart for the purpose of water and protection of
flora and fauna and is vested in the Water Authority of Western Australia. The reserve is
located about 35 kmn north, north east of Dowerin. The Water Authority has advised that
it no longer has a requirement for the reserve. CALM has advised that it is prepared to
accept the vesting of the reserve and has requested that the purpose be amended to
conservation of flora and fauna. DOLA, the Shirr of Dowerin and the Department of
Minerals and Energy have agreed to the proposal. This clause seeks Parliament's
approval for the change of purpose of reserve 9228 to conservation of flora and fauna.
Clause 15: Class A reserve 7765 is set apart for conservation of flora and fauna and is
vested in the National Parks and Nature Conservation Authority. Adjoining the reserve
was class C reserve 32426, radio transmitter site, Bush Fires Board. which was cancelled
in 1993. CALM has proposed that the former reserved area, now Melbourne location
3994, now be included in reserve 7765. The Shire of Moona and the Department of
Minerals and Energy have supported this proposal. This clause seeks Parliament's
approval for the inclusion of location 3994 into reserve 7765.
Clause 16: Class A reserve 20585 is set apart for a stopping place and is vested in the
Shire of Murray. The reserve is located south of Coolup on South Western Highway.
Although the EPA in its System 6 recommendations suggests that this reserve be
amended to conservation of flora and fauna, negotiations have been reached with the
Main Roads Department, the Depatent of Environmental Protection, CALM and the
Shire of Murray to amend the purpose to protection of roadside vegetation and stopping
place. It is proposed to vest the reserve in the Main Roads Department in view of its
commitment to preserving roadside vegetation. This clause seeks Parliament's approval
for the change of purpose of reserve 20585 to protection of roadside vegetation and
stopping place.
Clause 17: Class A reserve 39897 is set apart for national park and is vested in the
National Parks and Natur Conservation Authority. The reserve has been named the
Purnululu national park and contains die Bungle Bungle Range. CALM has proposed
that part of the adjoining class C reserve 39898 set apart for conservation be included
into the reserve as it contains a section of the sandstone massif, an airstrip and the
Belibum campsite. The Department of Minerals and Energy has agreed to the proposal.
This clause seeks Parliament's approval for the amendment of reserve 39897 to include a
31 000 ha portion of reserve 39898.
Clause 18: Class A reserve 17186 is set apart for native fauna and is vested in the
National Parks and Nature Conservation Authority. The reserve lies at Lake
Walyormourning. some 16 km north of Goomalling. CALM has requested that the
purpose of the reserve be amended to conservation of flora and fauna in accordance with
its policy of ensuring reserve purposes are consistent with its legislation. At the same
time, it is proposed that a section of closed road running through the lake be incorporated
into the reserve. Adjoining owners and the Shire of Goomnalling have agreed to the
proposal. This clause seeks Parliament's approval for the change of purpose of reserve
17186 to conservation of flora and fauna, together with the inclusion of a small area of
closed road.
Clause 19: Class A reserve 23339 is set apart for water and conservation of flora and
fauna and was formerly vested in the Water Authority of Western Australia. The Shire of
Westonia has requested that this now unvested reserve be changed to recreation and be
vested in council. The council has prepared a management plan for the reserve which it
believes has some tourism potential due to its unusual rock and cave formations. CALM
and the Water Authority have agreed with the proposal and the retention of the class A
classification. This clause seeks Parliament's approval for the change of purpose of
reserve 23339 to recration.
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Clause 20: Class A reserve 9997 is set apart for the purpose of parklands and recreation
and vested with the City of Bunbury with power to lease. The reserve is situated on
Oceanic Drive, Bunbury. Lessees of the kiosk currently located on the reserve have
reached agreement with council to expand their operation to provide a restaurant and
public entertainment facility. Under current Department of Land Administration policy,
expansion of the facility to this level requires the excision of the restaurant site from the
recreation reserve to allow separate reservation and vesting with council for public
entertainment. This clause seeks Parliament's approval for the excision of 3 240 square
metres from reserve 9997.
Clause 21: Class C reserve 19735, Albany lot 833, is set apart for trades hail site and
club premises. The reserve is also held in fee simple trust in the name of the Albany
Trades Hall Social and Leisure Club Incorporated. DOLA has been advised that the
grantee disbanded in 1982. Action to surrender lot 833 to the Crown under the
Associations Incorporation Act had been proceeding; however, the Crown Solicitor's
Office has recently advised that the most appropriate course would be to remove the trust
via a Reserves Bill clause. This clause seeks Parliament's approval for the removal of
the trust expressed over Albany lot 833 to allow revestment and ultimate sale of the lot
on the open market.
Clause 22: Class C reserve 38090, Bedfordale lot 56, is set apart for school site and held
in fee simple miust by die Arniadale Christian Education Association Inc. Advice has
been received that the association is in provisional liquidation and the first mortgagee,
BankWest, would like to sell the buildings on the lot and transfer the land to the Swan
Christian Education Association. DOLA has no objection to the sale and transfer
proceeding but also offered die purchaser the opportunity to buy the land at market
valuation, free of trust. The Swan Christian Education Association has agreed to pay
$150 000 as the unimproved market value of the land. Improvements on the land have
been valued in excess of Sim. This clause seeks Parliament's approval for the removal
of the miust over Bedfordale lot 56 to allow subsequent sale.
Clause 23: Class A reserve 41010 is set apart for conservation of flora and fauna and
vested in the National Parks and Nature Conservation Authority. The reserve is located
on Owingup Swamp in the Shire of Denmark. CALM has requested that a portion of
land surrendered via the subdivision process for public recreation now be incorporated
into the adjacent reserve 41010 as it provides a linear corridor which will link to the
Mehinup nature reserve to the west. The Shire of Denmark, the Department of Minerals
and Energy and the Department of Planning and Urban Development have agreed to the
proposal. This clause seeks Parliament's approval for the revestment of lot 24 of
Plantagenet location 2176 and its inclusion into reserve 41010.
Clause 24: The final clause of this Bill is a matter of particular interest to me as Minister
for Heritage and an issue I am pleased to see be progressively developed from concept to
reality. Members are no doubt aware that one of the Government's initiatives to
reinvigorate the City of Perth is the establishment of a historic precinct in part of the old
Town Hall, the central government buildings and the old Rural and Industries Bank
buildings in Barrack Street. The Government purchased the bank properties which
involved three land parcels on 30 June 1994. The properties comprise Perth lots 792 and
837 set aside as class A reserve Nos 24876 and 28330 respectively both for the purpose
of the "use and benefit of the commissioner of the R&I Bank". The remaining property
being Perth lot 845 is a small lot of only 15 square metres which was held in fee simple
by the bank but was the subject of neither a Class A reserve nor a trist.
The purchase was effected pursuant to agreements negotiated between BankWest, the
Heritage Council of WA, Perth City Council and the Government Property Office. The
agreements include requirements for the "R&1 Bank" buildings to be demolished as part
of the historic precinct proposal and for pant of the plot ratio relevant to the lands in
question being transferred to the BankWest tower at the comner of William Street and St
George's Terrace pursuant to a heritage agreement. Funds to enable the demolition of
the old R&I buildings to occur were provided in this year's Budget. The Government
Property Office, following settlement of the purchase and with the agreement of the
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director of the Heritage Council, has requested lots 792, 837 and 1845 be amalgamated
and set apart as one class A reserve for "Historic precinct, public purposes, community
use and ancillary and beneficial commercial purposes". Clause 24 therefore provides for
formal discharge of the trust, surrendered by BankWest as part of the sale contract,
removal of the land from the operations of the frehold land system and consolidation as
a single class A reserve under the Land Act. The consolidated reserve will, however,
continue to be subject to the reduced plot ratio, consistent with the heritage agreement
that formed part of the purchase agreement by the Crown and any possible future
development on this land will have to take this into consideration. I commend the Bill to
the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by WrLeahy.

HEALTH SERVICES (QUALITY IMPROVEMENTr) BILL
Second Reading

MR McNEE (Moore - Parliamentary Secretary) [3.16 pm]: On behalf of the Minister
for the Environment I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The purpose of this Bill is to encourage the establishment of formal quality improvement
processes in the health system in order to promote the attainment and maintenance of a
high standard of health care for dhe people of Western Australia. Quality improvement
encompasses a wide range of activities which are directed towards enhancement of the
quality of patient care. These activities are typically cyclical and include monitoring,
assessment action and follow up evaluation of aspects of patient care. They may also
include -

hospital-based peer review processes, such as clinical audits into surgical
mortality rates;
academic studies into the incidence or causes of adverse patient outcomes and the
consideration of such matters as -

delays in admission to hospital and in gaining access to varied diagnostic
services during a stay in hospital;
patient complaints or surveys of patient opinions of services provided;
clinical management of selected patients or clinical audits of specific types
of cases; and
indicators of morbidity and mortality, such as drug reactions, patient falls
and infections.

Responsibility for undertaking quality improvement activities will rest with quality
improvement committees, the membership of which will represent the persons who
provide the service or services being assessed. Quality improvement is essentially an
educative process and is not a disciplinary procedure. Indeed, it should diminish the need
for disciplinary processes by improving care and minimising expenses related to
complications. By their nature, quality improvement activities require a commitment to
identifying not only problems ini patient care with honesty and with a view to correcting
these problems and improving services, but also must involve commitment to critical
assessment of what has been done and what has occurred even though, on the face of it,
proper procedures have been followed and outcomes are acceptable. If improvement is
to occur it is not enough to accept what is current proper practice as the basis for practice
tomorrow. As a technique it requires the collection of data, setting of standards, review
of data, decisions regarding follow up action and verification of outcomes. Formalised.
quality improvement practices necessarily require documentation of various aspects of
the process.
The effectiveness of these activities is dependent on the willingness of those involved to
engage in frank and open discussions about the practices and procedures being assessed.
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However, this has led to a reluctance on the part of same health professional groups to
participate fully in quality improvement processes for fear of potential legal
repercussions. These fears are likely to inhibit the flow of information, comments, ideas
and advice, and undermine the efficacy of the review process. These attitudes have been
identified as a major inhibitor to die effective implementation of quality improvement
processes throughout Australia.
It is generally acknowledged that in arder to nmaximise the benefits arising from quality
improvement activities, it is necessary to make confidential both quality improvement
processes and the information they generate, and to protect present and former members
of quality improvement committees from possible legal action. All other States and the
Commonwealth have legislated to provide protection for information generated solely for
the purposes of approved quality improvement committees and to protect members of
such committees from personal liability where they act in good faith.
Elements of such a scheme already exist in relation to the mortality committees
established under the Health Act 1911. Ihe scheme adopted by this legislation is to
provide for the approval of quality improvement committees established in accordance
with the rules or regulations of health facilities, associations of health professionals and
other health services. The protection provided by the legislation will be available only to
quality improvement committees which are approved by the Minister for Health. The
Minister will approve a committee only when he is satisfied that -

the committee is established under the rules of the relevant health service or
association of health professionals;
the committee comprises individuals with training and experience appropriate to
the services to be assessed and evaluated-,
the functions of the committee are to assess and evaluate the quality of health
services, to report and make recommendations, and to monitor the
implementation of those recommendations;
the carrying out of the functions of the committee would be facilitated by the
provision of qualified privilege; and
it is in the public interest that the information compiled by the committee is not
subject to general disclosure.

The legislation also provides protection from liability and indemnity for present and
former members of approved quality improvement committees who are or were acting
bona fide in carrying out their responsibilities.
The Bill makes it an offence for a person to disclose information that was obtained by
him or her solely as a result of that person's membership of, employment by, or
association with, an approved committee, except in certain specified cases; for instance,
where the person to whom the information relates consents to the disclosure. In addition,
the Bill renders inadmissible in civil legal actions all documents created by or at the
request of a committee or solely for the performnance of the committee's functions. These
documents exclude primary or source material, which remains accessible. The
exceptions to this legal privilege are where documents contain only aggregated non-
identifying data or where the legal action involves a claim arising from some act or
omission of the committee.
In relation to the proceedings of a committee, members and former members of an
approved quality improvement committee will not be permitted to divulge or
communicate to any court, tribunal, board or person any information acquired as a result
of their membership of the committee. The exceptions to this prohibition are again non-
identifying data and legal action with respect to any act or omission by a committee or a
member of a committee. The prohibition will also nat affect any requirements that
approved quality improvement committees report their findig n recommedation to
their governing body or make available to the public aggregated non-identifying
information.

6200 [ASSEMBLY)



[Wednesday, 26 October 1994]120

This legislation specifically excludes the operation of the Freedom of Information Act
1992 in relation to die information and documents covered by this Bill, If this were not
done, the Freedom of Information Act could be used to obtain details which, although not
admissible, could form the basis of a case prepared and supported on other materials.
However, primary and source material would remain accessible through the freedom of
information process.
T'he Bill also provides a mechanism for specifically including within its ambit the three
mortality committees established under the Health Act 1911. The Anaesthetic: Mortality
Committee, the Maternal Mortality Committee and the Perinatal and Infant Mortality
Committee are statutory committees whose specific function is to examine certain deaths
and determine whether any improvements in practice can be made to prevent similar
deaths occurring. They have an educative role and rely on the voluntary participation of
health professionals in any investigation. Their findings may fornm the basis of education
programs for health professionals in order that deaths are minimnised. Although the
Health Act provides some protections, they are not as comprehensive as those provided
for in this Bill. In addition, this Bill clarifies the issue of indemnity for members of the
committees.
The proposed legislation requires that quality improvement committees observe the
principles of natural justice insofar as they are relevant to the performance of their
functions as a committee. This Bill reflects the outcome of extensive consultation over a
period of years with health professional groups and the health industry generally. There
is widespread support for open, positive and voluntary participation in quality
improvement activities. This Bill provides the protective framnework to foster these
activities for the benefit of the whole community. I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Leahy.

ELECTRICITY CORPORATION BILL
Report

Report of Committee adopted.
Third Reading

MR CJ. BARNETT (Coctesloe - Minister for Energy) [3.25 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a third time.
MDR THOMAS (Cockhurn) [3.26 pm]: I take the opportunity of the third reading
debate to enlarge on a couple of matters raised last night during the second reading
debate. Some of my colleagues will also be speaking in a similar manner. I wish to
discuss in particular an aspect of the separation of the two authorities. For the
information of the House, I had a discussion with the Minister just prior to the
commencement of this debate. The understanding is that in this debate we will also
canvass matters that arise under Order of the Day No 4. the Gas Corporation Bill,
because the two Bills ame complementary and matters that arise under one head are
necessarily affected by the other. That is the reason for the cognate debate yesterday. In
some ways the separation of the State Energy Commission of Western Australia into two
authorities is like a divorce, although hopefully it will be a happier event than they are
usually. Like a divorce it presents new opportunities for the separating parties. Also like
a divorce, one of the most important elements of that process is the property settiemeuL.
One of the other Bills that is part of this package contains a provision for the division of
assets and liabilities of SECWA between the gas and electricity corporations that arm
being created. That is not provided for in either Bill but will be provided for, as I recall,
in one of the Bills to be laid before this House later this session. The nature of that
property settlement will be one of the most important matters in setting the constraints on
the two organisations that have been created. Over the past decade the State Energy
Commission has been bedevilled by debt because of arrangements entered into in the late
1970s and early l9S0s to acquire gas which could not be sold, but for -which
comnmitmnents had been given on a take or pay basis. There was an accumulation of
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unsold gas and an accumulation of debt. That debt is still with the organisation and,
according to the most recent annual report and the statement by the Minister last night,
the debt is in the aider of $3.5b. It is a substantial amount but, fortunately, it is much less
substantial than might otherwise have been the case. In the mid-1980s when negotiations
were under way on the North West Shelf agreements, it was projected that SECWA
might accumulate a debt of $7b. It would have been unable to service that debt and
would have been bankrupt. The debt is now manageable because the arrangements were
renegotiated in the mid-1980s, and the Minister has indicated a reduction in the debt of
SHCWA of $200m last financial year.
The prognosis for the son and daughter of SECWA - the two new organisations - is
dependent on the carve-up of the debt between the two organisations. To what extent
will they be encumbered by die legacy of the State Energy Commission? The Minister
has yet to make an announcement on the carve-up of the assets and liabilities of the SEC.
The division of assets necessarily follows from the functions those bodies will perform
and there should be no surprises in that area. However, there is not necessarily any
pattern in the debt area. On the one hand, it could be suggested that the debt be allocated
between the two bodies on an historical basis; namely, which element or function of the
SEC incurred that debt and will continue that function. Alternatively, it could be done on
a basis which has regard for the future economic capacity of the organisations to repay
and service the debt. I hope in due course that debt will be eliminated altogether. The
Minister indicated last night that in a broad order of magnitude, the debt wvill be
apportioned on the basis of $2b to the Electricity Corporation and $1.5b to the Gas
Corporation.
Mr C.). Barnett: Plus or minus about $l100m. It is negotiable.
Mr THOMAS: What is $lO00m between friends?
Mr Lewis: It was not much to you guys.
Mr THOMAS: The Liberal Party was in government and signed the agreement which
could have led to a debt of $Tb. The Minister should be chary about making those sorts
of jokes. I do not know whether the allocation of the debt has been made on an historical
basis or on the basis of the prospects of the organisations to service the debt.
Mr C.J. Banett: Essentially it has been done on an historical basis against assets, but
there is some fudging at the edges.
Mr THOMAS: The Minister for Energy indicated that debate took place within the
organisation as to which of the new operations would be responsible for what. I
understand that. Apart from the arguments about who incurred the cost, I shall be
interested to learn the extent to which it is likely to affect the future prospects of the
organisations. I am fearful that the prognosis for the Gas Corporation may not be good. I
do not want to be a prophet of doom, but one must be realistic and express the concerns
felt. I wonder whether the Gas Corporation will be able to bear the burden put upon it.
Last year the electricity sector sold electricity to the value of approximately$1l.26b, and
the gas sector sold gas to the approximate value of $669m. The gas organisation was
responsible for 35 per cent of the total energy sales of the SEC, according to the most
recent annual report. On the basis of the figures given for the apportionment of the debt,
the Gas Corporation will inherit 43 per cent of the debt, and will have only 35 per cent of
the sales. All things being equal, that does not auger well for the future of the Gas
Corporation, compared with that of the Electricity Corporation with which it will be
competing. in some areas. I know that is a back of a bus ticket calculation and other
factors are involved, such as the lower recurrent costs in the gas operation compared with
those in the electricity operation. As a consequence, the relative prognosis may not be as
bad. J am unable to continue my remarks because my voice is going.
MR GRILL (Eyre) [3.40 pm]: This is a major piece of legislation; a major initiative by
this Government. If the Labor Party were in power, we would have brought forward a
similar piece of legislation. It will affect the lives of all people in Western Australia in
one way or another. All people in Western Australia use energy, whether it be electricity
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or gas or coal or another form. Even on the south coast where there is a significant wind
farm, people use energy generated by the State Energy Commission of Western Australia
apparatus. This is far-reaching legislation. Because they will affect the lives of all
people in Western Australia, these Bills probably deserve some special scrutiny.
In the Committee stage last night the Minister indicated chat he would be prepared to
reconsider further aspects of the legislation in the light of that Committee debate, and we
are pleased about that However, it does not appear that the Government is prepared to
accept significant amendments to its legislation. That is a pity because the legislation in
my view has a number of significant defects; they can be remedied only by significant
amendments. If I had had more time, I would have liked to dwell upon one aspect of the
legislation, which I touched on last night, to a greater extent. It revolved mround the
position of the domestic consumer and the small industrial and commercial consumers in
this State.
Last night the debate really concerned the various components of the restructure that
should take place, and that was probably appropriate. However, today it is worthwhile
considering the bottom line, and as far as we on ths side of the House are concerned, it
involves some consideration of the avenage punter, the person who owns a house, lives in
a house or rents a house and consumes electricity or gas or some other form of energy
generated by SECWA or one of SECWA's daughters. If at the end of t day all of this
restructuring takes place and those people do not benefit in one way or another, we can
fairly say chat the restructure has failed, the legislation has failed, and the Government
has failed.
Mr CJ, Barnett: Oh, come on! You supported it last night.
Mr GRILL: I am sure the Minister for Planning will agree with my proposition.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You were generous last night. Did you wake up on the wrong side of
the bed this morning?
Mr GRILL: I am not saying that this legislation will fail; all I am saying is that it
deserves some further scrutiny and consideration, and in the event that it fails, we will all
be the losers. It is all very well to be cavalier about this legislation and to make the
presumptions that have been made by the Government - growth will rake place and
everything will be all right - but deregulation of power and energy generation has
occwred in other countries and has not always been successful. Only last night the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition referred me to an article in The Guardian in August
1992 which related to a similar deregulation of the power industry in the United
Kingdom. We concede that the power industry in the United Kingdom is a very much
larger proposition than the grid that we experience in this State; nonetheless some of the
lessons might be similar.
Mr CJ. Barnett: Last night you were saying chat I was too timid. I concede that I have
adopted a fairly cautious approach because I share some of those concerns about rampant
deregulation. The process of change can be destabilising.
Mr GRILL: All I am saying now is that we must be careful and last night I did say chat
the Minister was being too timid. I do not wish to contradict myself.
Mr Ci. Barnett: Now you want me to be gung-ho.
Mr GRILL: I am saying that the Minister must be careful and considered. I amn not
saying that he needs to be gung-ho. There are some tried and tested competitive models
that could have been followed, and were not. Some advice that was given by way of the
Carnegie Energy Board of Review report has been largely eschewed and ignored.
Mr C.J. Barnett: No. For your information Sir Roderick Carnegie, although he would
ask why we did not follow every recommendation in the report, has told me privately that
he is happy with the way we are going.
Mr GRILL: He is probably just saying something similar to what I an saying; namely,
that the option that the Government has adopted is the second-best option.
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Mr C1. Barnett: Only in your view.
Mr GRILL: No, not just in my view. We went through this last night. Quite a number
of academics and people in the industry believe the inister has been a bit too timid in
respect of this legislation. Some of those views have been expressed in academic papers
that have been presented from time to time.
Mr C.J. Burnett: The only people in the industry who have expressed that view are small,
end gas producers who want deregulation overnight.
Dr Gallop: What about BHIP?
Mr CL. Barnett: It wants a market; but frankly, it is not there while there is a contractual
commitment.
Mr GRILL: We discussed this last night and I am more than happy to do so again today.
It is a defect in the Bill. I do not think members on this side of the House are suggesting
that the Minister should be ping-ho. As I said, there are some tried and tested models for
competition which have largely been ignored. To some considerable degree the Minister
appears to have ignored the recommendations of the Carnegie report. He certainly
appears to have ignored the recommendations of the Hilmer report. In respect of the
accountability provisions, there is a very good case that the Minister has ignored the
recommendations of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government
and Other Matters. I will enlarge upon that shortly. I do not say that because it is trite
and it is something that people on this side of the House have been saying for some time;
I am saying it because it is the case.
For the moment I will return to the domestic and small users. They can either benefit or
become victims of this legislation, depending upon the growth in the market. The small
consumer, the avenage person in Western Australia - I am talking about the whole
population as I outlined a minute ago - can benefit from this restructure of the energy
industry in Western Australia either directly or indirectly. The major way in which those
people would benefit directly is by a lowering of tariffs. If that happens. I would be the
first to say that the legislation and the restructure has been successful. However, the jury
will be out on that matter for quite some time.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: I agree with you. That is the ultimate test.
Mr GRILL: In the past few years, as a result of the activities of both conservative
Governments and the Australian Labor Party, the status quo has remained on tariffs.
Tariffs have not been increased much, and in some respects they have gone backwards.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: There have been no increases in tariffs over the past three years; they
have decreased for the small to medium businesses.
Mr GRILL: I was paraphrasing that.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: That is not a bad result, and consumers are happy.
Mr GRILL: If that could continue - and we have not been altogether unsuccessful,
although I would like to see some cuts in tariffs -

Mr C.J. Barnett: There have been some. The threat we now face is that inflation is rising
in Australia, and that will make it difficult. Increases in wages costs and interest will
make it difficult to sustain the situation.
Mr GRILL: There is some agreement on these issues. If tariff cuts can be achieved1
direct benefits will result; but I hope other indirect benefits can be obtained as well. The
major benefit would be job creation. By lowering tariffs to the industry end of the
market - whether it is the heavy industry end or the medium to light end - we can create
jobs in Western Australia, and generate the much lauded concept of downstream
processing and value adding, and also benefit the ordinary punter. The benefit would not
be as direct as that achieved by lowering tariffs: nonetheless, it would be of substantial
benefit Both aspects are important. I have put these arguments on previous occasions.
When about 1990 1 wrote a paper on the matter I argued that probably the most important
thing was to lower tariffs at the top end of the market. That scenario will change, and the
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Minister and I have agreed this afternoon thar if at the end of the day we do not lower
tariffs at tie bottom end of die market, substantially we will have failed. Benefits can be
both direct and indirect.
I now put to the Minister a scenario whereby the people at the bottom end of the market.
die ordinary punters, the domestic consumers, may end up with the wrong end of the
stick. They may end up, as they did in the United Kingdom, in a situation where they
saw tariffs increased According to The Guardian article they saw tariffs going through
the roof for a time. That article is old now - it is a 1992 article - and the situation may
have stabilised, but if the article was authoritative, for that period at least the
restructuring in the United Kingdom was singularly unsuccessful and the people who
seemed to be benefiting least From it and were the victims were at the bottom end of the
market.
The scenario goes this way: A lot of the optimism that is conveyed by the Minister in
respect of this restructuring depends upon how disaggregation and deregulation work.
He has claimed benefits of disaggregation which I find bard to accept; nonetheless, in an
academic sense, he is probably right. He says that Alcoa takes 47 per cent or almost half
of the gas -

Mr CJ. Barnett: It takes 160 terajoules out of 399 terajoules rake or pay -

Mr GRILL: Whatever the figure, it is something between 40 and 50 per cent I think that
last night the Minister referred to a figure of one-half, in rough terms. He is saying that
by the process of disaggregation that Alcoa liability is removed from SECWA 's books as
a government liability, and there will instead be a direct contract between Alcoa and
Woodside. In that academic sense, he is right: Something approaching one-half of the
Government's liability will be removed; but that is only an academic argument because,
as we know, Alcoa has a back-to-back contract with SEOWA -

Mr CiJ. Barnett: Not any more.
Mr GRIILL: It used to be.
Mr CJ. Barnett: As of 1 January it will not be.
Mr GRILL: it used to be. I am being fair in my argument.
Mr Ci. Barnett: That is the point. That is the change.
Mr GRILL: I am being fair. We are talking only about an academic improvement
because die back-to-back agreement which was in existence and remained until the time
of disaggregation, in real terms removed that liability from the Government; and that
liability came into play, as the Minister acknowledged last night, only in the extremely
unlikely circum stance of Alcoa going broke.
Mr CLJ Barnett: I accept what you say. However, it puts the NVP in direct contact with
Alcoa. Under tie agreement the problem was that the NP could not contract Alcoa, its
major customer. The problem was theme was no business relationship - unless it was a
subterfuge relationship. They were precluded from speaking to each other.
Mr GRILL: I do not deny there will be anicillary benefits, but in terms of the real liability
nothing much was removed from the Government as a result of this agreement. The $4b
debt is still there.
Mr CJ. Barnett: What about the Hamersley contract and the Robe River shutes? They
were part of the original deal on the North West Shelf. That is significant.
Mr GRILL: In large measure, the take or pay contract is still in place; the price has not
been reduced, the $4b debt remains. The Minister referred to that last night and it was
referred to generally in debate. All of it is still there. All of that is a government
liability, If Woodside had lowered its price, if a significant reduction in the
Government's real liability had occurred, or if some debt had been shed, somehow we
could say that die Government's liability had been reduced and would not need to be
borne ultimately by the customers of SECWA.
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Mr C.J. Bamnet You have missed the point- You must be die only person in Western
Australia who is saying that disaggregation will not bring major benefits to the State.
The Pilbara was deregulated overnight. Everyone concedes that the price cost will halve
on 1 January as a result of the new contracts. I said that one of the advantages was that
the take or pay price was effectively halved - but you could not say there are not huge
benefits from disaggregation in the north west. You are focusing on a minor issue.
Mr GRILL: There are benefits. However, at the end of the day, largely the liabilities thai
rested upon SECWA and upon die Government still rest with the Government That is,
we still have the $4m debt. We still have the take or pay contract and we sill have the
same price.
Mr C.J. Barnett: We still have the same price for the original contracted volume but we
now have an ability for gas and electricity to buy in the marketplace, which is something
that we could not do before.
Mr GRILL: We still have the take or pay contract arid the prices under that contrc have
not gone down. The Minister cannot argue with that.
Mr CS. Bamnett: For the 200 terajoules, I agree, but electricity and gas is more than 200
terajoules.
Mr GRILL: The liabilities remain in place and will have to be picked up one day, every
day, by the customers of SECWA because no-one else will pay -

Mr CSJ. Barnett: The consumption of gas is currntly above the take or pay level.
Mr GRILL: I will come to that, but die liabilities are still there.
Mr CSJ. Barnett: For the 200 terajoules, yes, but not for the 393 terajoules.
Mr GRILL: The Minister is not arguing that the take or pay contract is not in place, is
he?
Mr CSJ. Barnett: It is now rake or pay for 200 TI.
Mr GRILL: But it is still in place.
Mr CJ. Barnett: I am not privy to die commercial arrangement between NVP and Alcoa,
and neither is SECWA, to the best of my knowledge. That has been a private
negotiation, and one imagines that NVP would be getting the same level of comfort from
its part of the deal. There have been some trade-offs, and you may find that sonmc of
those major customers have negotiated price reductions in regard to extending contracts
and taking more gas, but that has been a private negotiation which has not involved the
Government.
Mr GRILL: I do not want to get bogged down in this argument. Let me compromise by
saying that there have been benefits, but there are still a lot of liabilities left on the
government plate.
Mr CSJ. Barnett: Sure - a high level of debt.
Mr GRI1LL: I am saying dint ultimately that may be picked up, unless there is growth, by
the small consumers. We have to ask where may that liability fall and who may
ultimately have to pick it up. The deregulation of the market is to be top down. I do not
think anyone would argue about that. It will take place, commencing on 1 January 1995,
in respect of customers over 1 000 TI a day -

Mr C.J. Barnett. New customers.
Mr GRILL: - and then in 1997 for all customers over 1 000 TI a day. However, at the
bottom of the market, no dare is set for deregulation.
Mr CJ. Barnett: No, not yet.
Mr GRILL1: Itris possible that there may never be deregulation of that end of the market.
The Miniser made a statement during the course of this debate which really amounts to
'Trust me". The Minister uttered those words last night
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Mr C.i. Barnett: Yes, and people do. The gas industry trusts me. There is a big element
of trust in all this. That has been the key.
Mr GRILL: I do not warnt to impugn the Minister's reputation. Itris not my business to
do char. I do not indulge in that However, the Minister will not be around for ever.
Mr CJ. Bamnett: No, but I will be around long enough to see this through.
Mr GRILL: See it through? To what extent?
Mr C.J. Barnett: To see the process of structural change in the energy industry through to
its conclusion.
Mr GRI.L: The Minister will probably see the legislation through.
Mr CiJ. Barnert: I will be around long enough to see structural change in the industry
concluded.
Mr GRILL: Perhaps that is right, but this legislation will be around for a long time,
probably a lot longer than the Minister will be around, and certainly a lot longer than he
will be the Minister for Energy.
Mr CJ. Barnett: I am pleased you thik it will be a lasting piece of legislation. I agree
with you.
Mr Kierath: Do not hold your breath about waiting for any changes.
Mr GRILL: We got a small change last night.
Mr Kierath: No; I am talking about changes in portfolios. Do not hold your breath.
Mr GRILL: One never knows. The Minister for Energy may become Premier next
week. Stranger things have happened.
Mr C.J. Barnett: That would be a strange thing.
Dr Gallop: The Minister might be on the Premier's 50-50 hit list.
Mr GRILL: To get back to the scenario, the deragulation is top down. The deregulated
market will, no doubt, see the Electricity Corporation and the Gas Corporation lose
customers, and a situation will arise where both of those corporations will have to supply
electricity and gas at lower prices. If that is not correct, there will be very little benefit
out of this legislation. Some fancy figures have been flying around about the rare at
which tariffs may come down. On one occasion, the Premier mentioned a 50 per cent
reduction in tariffs, and the Minister for Energy has been a little more conservative, but
nonetheless the media generally have been mentioning figures of between 0 and 50 per
cent if we take a mean figure of 25 per cent, it still means a fairly big reduction in
tariffs.
Mr Ci. Barnett: That was the target of your Government
Mr GRIL-L: There was nothing wrong with that either. At the end of the day, given the
fact the Electricity Corporation and dhe Gas Corporation will be left with the liabilities
that I have outlined already, with fewer customers, and will probably have to supply the
customers whom they continue to supply at a lower tariff, they might find themselves
between a rock and a hard place. They might find themselves being squeezed. The only
way in which they can pass on the pain and the liability which will remain with them is
by placing greater pressure and higher tariff loads on those people who remain with
them - in the case of the Gas Corporation, the 300 000 domestic consumers, and in the
case of the Electricity Corporation, almost everyone in the State who takes electricity.
They are the people who are vulnerable. That scenario may come about. The Minister
will argue that it will not come about because there will be growth, and that growth wHi
counter the scenario I have put; even though the Electricity Corporation and the Gas
Corporation will have to reduce their prices and they will lose customers, that will be
taken up because of the growth in the market. A similar argument was put by one of the
Minister's predecessors when the original take or pay contract was written. Prankiy, it
did not come about. Similar statements were made when deregulation took place in the
United Kingdom, and the prognostications then were inaccurate.
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Mr C.J. Barnett: You cannot compare the structure here with what happened in the
United Kingdom. I am critical of what Victoria is doing. Victoria is following the whole
hog-type policy that you advocated last night. We have a grid of 2 600 megawatts - a
tiny grid -in the south west of the State. How many pieces can you break it up into?
That is basically where you are comning from.
Mr GRILL: I am concerned about that element of that grid, the domestic consumers,
who will be left with the Electricity Corporation. and the Gas Corporation at the end of
the day and to whom it would be very convenient for the Electricity Corporation and the
Gas Corporation, when they are squeezed by their other customers and by their
competitors, to pass on the pain, the liabilities and the losses, because whatever comes
out of disaggregation - and I do not want to get into that argument again - those agencies
will still be left with significant liabilities and significant accounts to pay off, and in
paying them off, they will have one captive market to which they can pass on increases.
If there wil be a casualty out of this, clearly it wil be the people at the bottom end of the
market - the avenage punter, the domestic consumer. These arguments were raised
yesterday in some detail by the member for Cockburn. They were not addressed in the
Mfinister's response. Given the far reaching natuir of this legislation and the impact it
may have on those people, we deserve a better response from the Minister. These people
may, and, unless the economy grows, probably will, become the casualties. The people
at the top end of the market will be the beneficiaries. However, the punter, the domestic
consumer at the bottom end of the market, may be left holding the bag. I hope that will
not be the case. I hope the restructuring will be successful. Even though the second best
competitive model was adopted, and even though this legislation is defective in regard to
accountability, we wish it success. We just hope that the average punter, the bottom end
of the market, will not be the bunny.
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4. 10 pm]: During the
Committee stage of this Bill a number of matters relating to the Government's primary
objective in respect of the. energy system were clarified& Also clarified were a number of
matters pertaining to the Minister's philosophy in respect of organisational change in.
Western Austraia's electricity and gas industries. What members now know is that the
type of change the Minister feels is desirable at this point in this State's history is a very
moderate change. That was clarified, quite clearly, in the Committee debate.
Mr C1. Barnett: You ame absolutely inconsistent You are saying it is moderate, while
the member for Eyre warned me not to be reckless and to look at what happened in the
UK. I am not in the business of making mistakes and we will have success out of this.
Dr GALLOP: In effect the Minister has taken the State Energy Commission of Western
Australia and split it into two entities - gas and electricity. However, down the track, a
Uitile bit sooner for gas than electricity, a more fundamental deregulation will occur For
the rime being, it is quite a moderate change and the Minister acknowledged that.
Mr CJ. Barnett: I did not acknowledge it at all.
Dr GALLOP: I will illustrate how it is quite a moderate change. In effect we have two
large corporatons replacing one. These two large corporations - certainly more so in the
case of electricity than in gas - will still have a dominant place in the energy market.
Mr CJ. Barnett: Who will be dominant in the Pilbara and the goldfields where there is a
demand?
Dr GALLOP- The north of the State is virtually deregulated now.
Mr CL Barnett: You are against gas to the goldflelds. You actually contributed
positively to the debate last night and now you are getting spiteful.
Dr GALLOP: I am not being spiteful at all and the Minister should listen to what I am
about to say. 'The Minister is contrary now-, obviously he had a bad night.
The difficulty with this legislation relates to two issues. IU the Opposition accpts the
Mfinister's philosophy and strategy, it should then ask: Has that, in both organisational
and policy terms, been rounded off in a way tt will enable the Opposition to conclude
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that benefits will flow through to the consumers of this State? flat is the question mark
that hangs over the Minister's approach.
In the case of energy prices there will be deregulation further down the track. Of course,
whenever matters such as this are put further down the track the only assumption on
which die Opposition can base its assessment is what is the situation now. When this
legislation is passed early next year this State will have an electricity corporation and a
gas corporation, both of which will be major players in their respective marketplaces. I
said in the Committee debate, and repeat it now, that the only guarantee the Minister can
give that that will result in lower prices is his Government's commitment that that will be
the case. An alternative approach is that which was adopted by the New South Wales
Government in 1992 under the former Premier, Nick Greiner, when it established the
government pricing tribunal. Nick Greiner said at the time - and he was perfecdly
corret-
Mr CJ. Barnett: Did he support the deviation from transmission?
Dr GALLOR I am dealing with the system that this State currently has. What occurred
in New South Wales is similar to what this Government has done, although Nick Greiner
corporatised more radically than has this Government. He set up competition between
government agencies within the New South Wales system. He said that those players
would stili be dominant operators in the marketplace and if his government was to ensure
a reduction in prices for consumers, it must establish the government pricing tribunal.
That tribunal would ensure that lower prices were created for electricity, water and
transport. I contrast that with what will occur in this State when this legislation is passed.
This State will have two dominant players replacing one dominant player and the only
assurance the Minister can give is that prices will not increaise. We need a better
assurance than that. Certainly, if we look at the record of conservative governments in
this State's history, we will find that the one thing consistent about them is that utility
prices always increase. Members need only go back to the 1970s and early 1980S to
become aware of the consistent pattern in the increase in motor vehicle third party
insurance premiums and water and electricity charges. In bath decades the motor vehicle
third party insurance fund increased dramatically.
Mr Bloffwitch: It was a little different from the way you left it.
Dr GALLOP: How did the motor vehicle third party insurance fund get that money?
The then Government took the money from the people of Western Australia.
Through this Bill this Government is asking the people of Western Australia to take it on
miust. I think that Nick Greiner has a little more wisdom than the Minister for Energy.
Nick Greiner said that there were two parts to his reform package and that he would bring
about more competition in the energy industry; to make sure that the competition flowed
through to consumers he would establish a pricing tribunal. If this Minister were to
speak to the people who advised Nick Greiner on energy matters, and cook the trouble to
visit New South Wales to see how the tribunal works, he would find it has been a very
effective device in making sure that the consumers receive some advantage. I hope the
Minister understands what I am saying. I have accepted his strategy of reform.
However, if that is his strategy, he should go one step further to make sure it translates to
the consumers.
Mr CJ. Barnett: When there was one monopoly organisation instead of two, why didn't
you establish a pricing tribunal?
Dr GALLOP: I refer the Minister to the written agreement that the previous Government
had between itself and SECWA between 1991 and 1993 to bring down tariffs. I agree
that this Government should go further than that. I have already pointed out that this
proposal was first introduced in 1992, but I have been aware of the system that operates
in New South Wales only in the last couple of years.
Mr C1. Barnett: Weren't you the Minister then? I thought you would have been kept
informed of what occurred in New South Wales.
Dr GALLOP, I was not.
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Mr C.J. Barnett: Thai gives us an idea of how you performed!
Dr GALLOP: I think the Minister is in a very bad mood. As a young lad I used to listen
to the races on die radio on Saturday afternoons and the two advertisements which caught
my attention were for Bex and Ford pills. The Minister may need the latter, given die
mood he is in this afternoon.
I have outlined the first deficiency in the Minister's strategy, If he were to relax a little
and go to New South Wales and speak with Nick Greiner and the energy authorities
there, he would find that in that State the pricing tribunal has worked very well and to the
advantage of consumers.
The second point I raise is that the one thing for which the Minister has not given a
proper guarantee to this House is the way in which the assets and liabilities of SECWA
will be split between the gas and electricity authorities. I know he has said that this will
be coming. However, he did say a few things about gas and electricity that I found a
little puzzling. For example, he said he did not necessarily believe all the debt associated
with the pipeline should go to the gas business. Perhaps in his response to the third
reading debate he could fill in that argument a little more. I am not sure what he is
getting at. It has Slways been my understanding that if the price of gas is to reflect the
marketplace, it should involve an element that relates to the transmission cost of getting
the gas from the north west of the State which properly reflects the cost of puffing the
pipeline into place.
Mr C.J. Barnett: The concern is that under the original contract, Alcoa had to make
capital contributions to the pipeline. Alcoa has been doing that for the past few years. It
has not been used to write down the level of debt against the pipeline. You could well
argue diat had that been accounted against the debt, it would be substantially lower. That
is one of the points in dispute at the moment.
Dr GALLOP: The point I am elying to get across, which the people of Collie want to put
across, is that once the gas and electricity authorities are set up they should be put on a
level playing field.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You are missing the point, If you take, for example, the interests of
coal, had those Alcoa payments been put against the pipeline, the level of debt on the
pipeline would be lower and the transport tariff that could have been applied would have
been lower. If anything, it has advantaged the coal sector, not the gas sector.
Dr GALLOP: I do not see that. [ thought it advantaged the gas sector by having a lower
transmission price.
Mr CLI. Barnett: No, because had the debt been put against the pipeline, the outstanding
debt, and therefore the transport charge necessary to make the pipeline viable, would be
lower, if any sector has benefited it has been coal, not gas. That is part of the debate.
Probably a final debt allocated to the pipeline will be somewhere in the range of $lb to
$l.2b. It will reflect a historical level. It is an accounting argument.
Dr GALLOP: I make the point, with which the Minister agrees, that there should be a
level playing field. However, we need a lot of detailed analysis to assure ourselves that
the level playing field emerges in the end and that one player in that field is not
disadvantaged vis a vis another. Perhaps the legislation would have been assisted if the
Minister in his second reading speech had said more about that issue rather than just
dealing with the organisational. questions involved. That is something to which the
Minister should have given more analysis in his treatment of this issue. The two missing
links in the first half of the equation are the assets liability split and a proper assessment
of the pricing issue. I urge the Minister to look at the New South Wales system.
Let us turn to the second half of the equation - the organisational model for the electricity
and gas business. The Minister has chosen to adopt what he calls the corporatisadion
model. As we went through the Committee stage of the debate it became clear that not
much of the corporatisation model had been left in this legislation. It really is the
replication of a current pattern into two parts, If members consider the current State
Energy Commission Act and the way the Minister relates to the State Energy
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Commission of Western Australia, they will see there is not an enormous difference
between that and what we are getting with the new Gas and Electricity Corporations.
There is a good deal of involvement from the Minister and the Treasurer in the plans of
the corporations. This means there is a tension in this legislation between the Minister's
desire to have the directors of the Gas and Electricity Corporations carry the fiduciary
cannon on the one side, and his desire to keep control as the Minister and the
Government on the other.
Mr CJ. Barnett: It is where you exercise control. You may not agree, but
corporutisation does not mean the abrogation of energy policy.
Dr GALLOR The problem is this: There are two models of accountability. The first
has it that the Minister has direct accountability through his involvement in the affairs of
the corporations or agencies under his authority. The other form of accountability which
has become more prominent in other versions of corporatisation is an indirect form of
accountability where the Minister enforces his authority by the monitoring of the
performance of those set up to carry out the functions; in other words, the concept of
performance guarantees rather than direct ministerial involvement. The one thing this
legislation does not do is build in performance guarantees. That is a disappointment. It
would have been useful if the Minister had taken on board much of the literature which
defines both financial and operational performance and made it clear that that is what he
expected from the corporatised body, rather than give himself enormous access to the
functioning of those organisations. He has chosen the more direct form of involvement
rather than the more indirect form. That illustrates the Minister's conservatism on this
issue.
The final point I make is only a small issue, but it is an important one. The Minister gave
an agreement that he would look into this matter. In Committee on the Electricity
Corporation Bill we addressed clause 54, which outlined the contents of the statement of
corporate intent One of the subclauses states that the typ of information to be given to
the Minister will be put into the statement of corporate intent. The Minister knows I
expressed concerns about that item because it seems that the Minister should have access
to everything that happens in the corporations under his authority.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I can if I request it, but I do not want access to it.
Dr GALLOP: The Minister has subjected himself in the legislation to the possibility that
he will not have access to some information.
Mr C.J. Barnett: That is the type of information that goes into the statement of corporate
intent. On any other matter the Minister can get any information.
Dr GALLOP: The Minister promised to get an opinion on this matter and then to have it
explained in the other place. That is an important matter, particularly given the
conclusions of the Burt Commission on Accountability in 1989.
Finally, I raise the issue of the referee to be appointed to adjudicate in disputes between
producers of gas or suppliers of electricity and the pipeline operators for gas or the
transmitters of electricity. They can be very difficult issues. It is important that the
referee be independent and also accepted as independent by all the players. Perhaps
giving that function directly to the Minister rather than setting up an independent
authority with statutory power may be less adequate than would be necessary given the
high stakes that are involved when such disputes emerge. I leave that suggestion with the
Minister.
The legislation and the philosophy as laid down have deficiencies, It is important for the
Minister to take serious note of the New South Wales pricing tribunal as a complement to
the system that he set up. He should also take account of the points I have raised in
relation to the referee, the statement of corporate intent and, generally, in relation to
performance guarantees and the way in which he may more boldly include them in his
vision for accountability for the new Gas and Electricity Corporations.
MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloc - Minister for Energy) [4.32 pm]: The members for
Cockburn and Victoria Park referred to debt allocation. I assure them that it is done on a
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historical basis. There are some issues, particularly the pipeline issue, that we discussed.
The final allocation of debt is still to be concluded. However, it will become very
apparent in the balance sheet of the new corporations on their inception on 1 January.
The comment that gas will have a higher share of debt than it will of revenue ignores the
fact that the gas utility will derive substantial income from its operation of the pipeline.
I think I answered the comments by the member for Lyre as we proceeded with the eml.
I disagree with him. I think disaggregation of the North West Shelf contracts will prove
to be the most significant energy reform of the lot. I cannot understand why he seems to
stand alone in this State in doubting that. The pricing tribunal was followed in New
South Wales. However, I remind the member for Victoria Park that we will establish an
office of energy. One of the things that the commissioner of energy will look at is
pricing. We will debate legislation on that possibly next week or, if not, the following
sitting week.
There has been a great deal of sophisticated financial modelling of the two new
corporations. Woodside Offshore Petroleum Pty Ltd, because of its desire to protect its
commercial interests, has also done some independent sophisticated modelling. The
whole process has been overseen by the energy implementation group. It has had
substantial resources and people with great talent. It has employed consultants and
people with very experienced commercial minds and who are more competent on major
commercial matters than anyone in this Chamber. I have confidence that it has been
done properly and it has been done well.
Question put and passed.
Bills read a third time, and transmitted to the Council.

PARLIAMENTARY COMMISSIONER AMENDMENT DILL
Second Readng

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.35 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
For the third year in succession, the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative
Investigations has referred in his annual report to the fact that more than 50 government
agencies are still outside his jurisdiction. This means that there is a whole area of public
sector activity which seriously affects "the lives and affairs of the public", in the words of
the Ombudsman, but which cannot be investigated by the Ombudsman. This problem
has existed since the Parliamentary Commissioner Act came into operation in 1972
because only certain government agencies were included in the schedule of "Government
Departments and other Authorities to which this Act applies".
It is not clear, however, why some agencies were included but others were not, except
that there might have been, as the Ombudsman said in evidence to the Estimates
Committee last year, "some policy of excluding advisory bodies, professional regulatory
bodies and so-called 'quasi-judicial' bodies." Since then, bodies were added on a largely
ad hoc basis until 1985 when most new or substitute bodies began to be added on a
regular basis. Even then, however, theme were exceptions. We are left then with clear
inconsistencies between what is in and what is out of the Ombudsman's jurisdiction.
In his evidence to the Estimates Committee dhe Ombudsman listed the following reasons
as explaining the various omissions -,

(1) inadvertent omissions at the time of or subsequent to the commencement
of the Parliamentary Commissioner Act which appear to be clearly
inconsistent with existing or later inclusions - for example. Edith Cowan
University, the Dampier Port Authority, the Rural Adjustment and Finance
Corporation, and the Perth Theatr Trust to name just four of the 17 listed-,

(2) loss of jurisdiction through inadvertence when a body which was within
jurisdiction was replaced by another without appropriate action topac it
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within jurisdiction - for example, the Western Australian Tourism
Commission and the 14 cemeteries boards to name 15 of the 19 listed-,

(3) other apparently inadvertent exclusions such as individual bodies like the
Smnail Business Development Corporation and the Multicultural and
Ethnic Affairs Commission or committees created pursuant to statutory
powers such as the advisory committees set up by the board of the
Geraldton Mid-West Development Authority; and

(4) deliberate exclusions for commercial reasons; for example, BankWest -
for reasons of independence; the Environmental Protection Authority - for
advisory committees; the Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee to name
just one of the four listed - for professional, commercial, departmental and
examination regulatory bodies; the Podiatrists Registration Board to name
one of the three listed - for quasi-judicial bodies; dhe Electrical Workers'
Licensing Board, to name one of the three listed.

All in all, then, it is a most unsatisfactory situation because each of those bodies is
capable of acting in an unreasonable or unfair manner and one would have thought quite
properly the potential subject of investigation by the Ombudsman under, and only under,
the powers laid down in section 14(i) of the Parliamentary Commissioner Act which
states -

Subject to this Act, the Commissioner shall investigate any decision or
recommendation made, or any act done or omitted, that relates to a matter of
administration and affects any person or body or persons in his or her personal
capacity or by any government department or other authority to which this Act
applies in the exercise of any power or function.

How then does this Bill attempt to overcome the problem? Whereas the current Act has a
schedule of inclusion for all departments of the Public Service, with the two exemptions
being the Governor's Establishment and the Agent General, all local authorities and all
statutorily listed therein, this Bill proposes to include all government agencies as is
recommended in the thirty-sixth report of the Legislative Council's Standing Committee
on Government Agencies titled 'State agencies - their nature and function".
Such an approach is, to quote the Ombudsman, "in accordance with the principle of
maximum accountability" and is in contrast "to the present cumbersome and accident
prone situation where agencies (other than departments of the Public Service and local
authorities) have to be individually specified in a lengthy schedule to the Act." By
adopting this approach the onus is then on the Executive to come to Parliament should it
wish to exempt any of its agencies from the investigative work of the Ombudsman.
Parliament will need to be convinced of the validity of the reasons given for that
exemption.
The Bill will achieve this purpose by amending section 13 of the principal Act, subject to
subsection (2), to have the Act apply to Public Service departments, government
agencies, local authorities and any other agency or instrumentality of the Crown or a
local authority to which the Act is declared to apply by rules of the Parliament. The
definition of "local authority" in the Bill is exactly the same as that which exists in the
current Act, but the definitions of "government agency" and "regulatory function" are
taken from the 36th report of the Standing Committee on Government Agencies.
The Bill will provide a simple and neat, yet comprehensive, solution to the accountability
loophole which currently exists in the Parliamentary Commissioner Act. Given that the
Ombudsman is one of the six independent parliamentary agencies referred to by the royal
commissioners in their second report as having a significant role to play in a reformed
system of government, it is incumbent upon us as legislators to act swiftly to remedy the
deficiencies.
I commend this Bill to the House.
Debate adljournied, on motion by Mr Bloffwitch.
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MOTOR VEHICLE (THIRD PARTY INSURANCE) AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Resumed from 19 October.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [4.42 pm]: [ thank the Opposition for the
opportunity presented through this Bill to outline die operations of the motor vehicle
third party insurance fund in this State. I intend to min through the history of the
establishment of this fund, what happened to the funds during the 10 years of the Labor
Government, and the processes undertaken by the current Government to resolve those
problems.
The entire exercise with the State Government Insurance Commission third party
insurance fund is a case study in how a government can destroy a sound financial
institution. In many years to come this episode will be used as a case study in how a
government should not act if it wants to responsibly handle such an organisation. In
1943 - before the end of the Second World War - Western Australian motor vehicle
owners were compelled to insure against death or personal injury liability caused by
negligent driving of a motor vehicle. Private insurers issued and undertook the liability
under the policy of insurance. This started the third party insurance operation involving
the private sector.
In 1949 the Government refined the method of administering the system, and constituted
a statutory body known as the motor vehicle insurance miust - the MVIT - to administer
the Motor Vehicle Insurance Third Party Act 1943. Private insurers simply underwrote
the liability. Initially, some 62 private companies participated in the private scheme, and
the policies were combined with die motor vehicle licences. These were issued by both
the traffic board and local authorities around the State acting as agents. However, private
insurers gradually withdraw from the scheme because the Government set the premium
rates and insurers were concerned that insufficient premium was collected to meet the
claims. Members will understand that political pressure is always applied to keep
premiums low for one reason or another. From 1 July 1982 legislative changes
terminated participation by private insurers, leaving the MYIT as the sole underwriter.
Therefore, the private sector withdrew itself from the third party insurance fund. That
arrangement continued until 1 January 1987 when the trust and the State Government
Insurance Office amnalgamated to form the State Government Insurance Commission.
In April 1984, a year into the first term of the previous Government, the then Premier
commissioned Rodiwells Ltd arnd Price Waterhouse to jointly report to the Government
on a corporate development and strategy plan for the SGIO and the MVIT. One of the
terms of reference of thi inquiry was the feasibility of amalgamating the two bodies.
Categorically, that decision was one of the early WA Inc deals. When the MIV1T board
was asked to inquire into the merger of those bodies, it was given a list of companies
which could provide that advice. The board ranked the companies in order of preference
and Rothwells did not even get a mention on the list. However, the MVIT board was
told, "Rothwells will be doing that work along with Price Waterhouse." That was the
beginning of a very expensive saga for taxpayers in this State.
The Rodiwells people made it clear in their report that the insurance fund should invest
more aggressively and adventuriously. Many restrictions were taken off the investment
practices, as previously funds could be placed only into authorised trustee investment; in
fact, it gave permission to adopt a jung-ho approach in investment. We all know in
hindsight that this was the beginning of what has become known as one of the worst WA
Inc sagas.
As I mentioned, one of the terms of reference of that inquiry was the feasibility of
amalgamating the MV1T and the SGlO. Members must remember that the MV1T was a
relatively conservative board, but it could always meet the claims put to it. The major
recommendation from that review was that the Government should create an insurance
commission responsible for the management of government insurance activity; transfer
functions from the MVlT to the State Government Insurance Commission; and establish
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the SGIO as a separate subsidiary body under the commission to underwrite all classes of
insurance in competition with the private sector, and it was to earn a commercial rate of
return on its activities. It was to establish a sole workers' compensation authority,
including industrial disease, under the control of the commission. Therefore, the merger
was part of a wider corporate strategy which had three main objectives: First to increase
the pool of funds for investment, and thus achieve a higher return on investment; second,
to increase insurance potential and thereby achieve a more competitive rate; and third, to
capitalise on the economies of scale that would be generated through amalgamation. As
a result of their recommendations all assets and liabilities of the Motor Vehicle Insurance
Trust were vested in the Insurance Commission and appropriated to the third party
insurance fund. Advice from Mr Connell was, "Give us the opportunity to handle the
investment of those funds, and we will make them earn a lot more money." He said,
"The days of conservative investments are gone. Give us the funds and we will show you
how to get a better retur and you will be able to bring premiums down." That sounds
really simple. Against the wishes of the board of the MVIT, in April 1984, a report was
compiled by those people.
In 1988 the body's investment assets were $666m, and the end result was that five years
later in 1993. it had investment assets of less than half of that amount; that is, $301m,.
Mare than half of its assets had been wiped out as a result of investments. The original
board of the new combined operation comprised Kevin Edwards, Mr Rees, Mr Tony
Lloyd, Mr Saville, Mr Brush and Mr Michell. The three key Labor Party players in
Edwards, Lloyd and Brush were appointed to the board of the new Insurance
Commission, so they could guide the investment of these funds that were to be earning a
lot more money. Losses resulting from their investment decisions - not including any of
the property transactions they were involved in -totalled $448m including the Bell
Group, $359m; Rothwells, $68m; Spedley Securities, $l15m; and Paragon Resources,
$16mi. Three major players from the Labor Party were involved ini the board's
operations, but members of the Government made it possible for them to be involved in
these transactions. Investments in four companies alone lost $4.48m that came from
people paying their third party motor vehicle insurance. The Labor Party got bold of
those contributions and used them as its plaything, and we ended up with this scandalous
situation.
In June 1988 the third party insurance fund had assets of $666m; by 30 June 1993 these
assets had dropped to $301m, and the fund had a deficit of $330m. I will run through
these transactions, so members know what happened. The largest loss was in the Bell
Group. We invested only $300m, but we lost $359m! On 29 April 1988, $160m was
invested in Bell shares, and $140m in Bell notes. That is a total investment of $300M.
However, that money was borrowed, so very large interest payments had to be met. The
total loss on that investment was $359m. It was stated that Kevin Edwards had put this
magnificent investment proposition to the SOIC board, but Kevin Edwards stated.-

..And in respect to the SOIC, it acted in respect to the Bell matter essentially
under direction by the government.

A huge part of the commission's investment funds was invested in the Bell operation, but
it was not liquid cash; it borrowed the money, under government direction. The Bond
organisation took over the Bell Group, and a deal was done whereby Alan Bond and the
SGIC took a certain position. As a result of a ruling by the National Companies and
Securities Commission the Bond organisation had to sell its holdings and put an offer in
for the remaining shares of the Bell Group. After settlement in 1988 the Bond
organisation owned 80 per cent of Bell Group and the SGIC owned 20 per cent. The rest
is history. The Bond organisation milked the Bell Group, which went broke. As a result
of its going broke the taxpayers of this State lost $359m. In a nutshell, that is how a
board directed by the government made an investment out of third party insurance funds
that cost taxpayers $359m.
The taxpayers of Western Australia lost $68m through Rothwells. Most of the moneys
that were lost were deposited in Rodiwells by the SOIC. Some were share losses, but the
majority were losses associated with Rodiwells. It is interesting to go back to the original
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advice given by Mr Connell in 1984. Mr Connell said. "Bring the two together, allow
them to invest more aggressively and you will earn more money." It is interesting that
the $68m that went into one of M~r Connell's operations was lost. That was only one part
of the taxpayers' losses associated with Rothwells, but a lot has been said about that.
The third area of loss to taxpayers related to Spedley Securities Ltd and amounted to
$15m. Half of those losses of $15~m resulted from a rescue package fr Rodiwells that
was put together by the Government and signed by the member for Eyre. The member
for Eyre signed the agreement which saw the SOIC invest $16.5m into Spedleys in the
last week of October 1988. It is now history that we lost half that money. 'The royal
commission report concerning that rescue package reads -

.. Both of those two documents were signed on 24 October, both were signed by
Julian Chill on behalf of the State in respect of the $75 million facility, and on
behalf of the SOIC in respect of the indemnity document.

In relation to the indemnity document, the actions by the member for Eyre on behalf of
the Government extended the indemnity on the Bell Group Ltd shares and as a result
locked all those losses into the Bell Group. When the Bell Group went broke soon after,
all those moneys were lost. Another part of the report reads -

... the SOIC $5.5 million deposit to Spedleys on 20 October 1988 was solicited
by Kevin Edwards and that Mr Rees checked with David Parker to 'confirmn that
be was aware that the deposit had been solicited, and that he approved of it being
made". Also Mr Rees has stated in his Report to the Deputy Premier of 27
September 1990 that the 21 October 1988 SGIC deposit of $11 million to
Spedleys was made.

"... following a meeting in the office of the Deputy Premier between Mr
Lloyd. Mr Edwards, the Deputy Premier and the Chairman of the SGIQ at
which it was suggested by Messrs Edwards and Lloyd that the provision
by the SGIC of liquid funds to Spedley Securities would somehow be of
assistance to Rothwells. The Deputy Premier was clearly aware of the
solicitation of the funds and approved of the deposit being made by the
SGIC with Spedley Securities."

The same basic players were giving approval for those funds to be paid into the Spediley
Securities Ltd operation; the end result being a loss of approximately $15m. Some
negotiations are taking pinc at present concerning some of the liquidations. Some
moneys may come back, but at this stage it is suggested it will not be a great deal. The
final deal was in relation to Paragon Ltd, a company in which the Government invested
and which was controlled by the Rothwells Ltd people. However, Paragon went bad and
$6m was lost in that exercise.
I have pointed out the history of what took place from as far back as 1943 when the
concept of a thirdi party insurance fund began, to when the private operators opted out of
it, to 1982 when it became a purely government operation. In 1983-84 Price Waterhouse
undertook a study, against the wishes of the Motor Vehicle Insurance Trust. That Study
recommended removing its shackles and allowing it to be more aggressive in its
investments. It did just that and threw the money away in what were some of the most
scandalous of the WA Inc deals.
I hope I have been able to highlight that it was not just the influence of the Labor
appointees on the board - their names crop up all the time as the people who received
approval or direction from the members of the Labor Government to become involved in
those trnsactions. That, in a very summarised form, is how a third party insurance fund
was put into an absolutely devastating situation. No public company would have
survived that; it would have been sent broke. The company simply ran out of cash. It
was only because the Government was involved that the operation was able to continue.
Mr Tiunorden: Forty odd years of building of assets wo be destryed in a couple of years.
Mr COURT: That is tre; in a couple of years it was all gone. Mr Rees, in evidence to a
committee said that essentially all the earlier described transactions or opportuities were
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brought to the attention of the chairman and the board of the SOIC by representatives of
the Department of Premier and Catbinet. It is clearly apparent that the chtairman of die
board believed that, in presenting those opportunities, Mr Edwards and Mr Lloyd Were
speaking with at least the tacit approval of the Department of Premier and Cabinet. The
Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee found that the fact that the board of
the SOIC from October 1987 to November 1988 carried out the wishes of the
Government without reference to the financial responsibilities of the commission. in a
large measure led to the debacle that now faces the State of Western Austalia. It was a
debacle which had to be addressed by dhe incoming Government last year.
What did the Labor Party do about that matter? When the current Leader of the
Opposition and his people came into positions of prorminence, what did they do? The
Deputy Leader of the Opposition knows only too well chat they did not do much.
Dr Gallop interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Day): Order!
Mr COURT: To date I have been quoting largely from reports that the member for
Victoria Park has said have credibility. In 1991 the SOIC adopted a long-term strategy to
return the thirdi party insurance fund to a fully funded Position by 1997. That
necessitated a 30 per cent increase in the compulsory third party premiums effective 1
October 1991, which was approved, and probably four further consecutive increases of
12 per cent which were to be reassessed annually. What happened? In June of 1992 the
12 per cent increase was recommended to the member for Victoria Patk as the Minister.
It was not approved. Members should remember that 1992 was the year before an
election.
Dr Gallop: It was the privatisation of the SOIC. Has the Premier forgotten about that; is
he having a memory lapse?
Mr COURT: The SGIO was privatised a long time after 1992.
Dr Gallop: All the work was done thatcyear. I did allthe hard work.
Mr COURT: How much money was the privatisation of the SGIC to contribute to this
fund?
Dr Gallop: It is not relevant to the issue.
Mr COURT: Why did the member for Victoria Park raise the matter?
Dr Gallop: That money was to go into the SGIC. We have a philosophy on this side of
the House in a recession.
Mr COURT: How much was going to be paid into the SGIC?
Dr Gallop: We look after the ordinary working people, unlike you.
Mr COURT: The Opposition looked after them all right. It blew $448m of their money.
Dr Gallop: In 1980, 50 per cent; in 1981, 25 per cent; in 1982, 10 per cent. flat is the
Liberal Party looking after ordinary working people - ripping them off year in, year out
No wonder the third party fund was in surplus.
Mr COURT: listen to him. "We look after the workting people." What a hidef
Dr Gallop: Do you want to go through the figures again?
Mr COURT: The member can go through them again.
Dr Gallop: In 1976, rates were increased by 50 per cent; in 1978, 33 per cent; in 1980,
50 per cent; in 1981, 25 per cent; and in 1982, 10 per cent.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! There is far too much crass-Chamber interjection and
conversation.
Mr COURT: I asked the member for Victoria Pak what was the relevance of the
privatasation of the SGlO. He first said it was not relevant. Then he said money was to
go into the SGIC. I asked how much and he could not tell me.
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Dr Gallop: Because it was not sold then.
Wr COURT: What did he estimate was going into it?

Dr Gallop: I cannot remember. Can you remember?
Several members interjected.
Mr Shave intrjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The member for Melville.
Mr COURT: The estimate by the member for Victoria Park was that the total sale would
be approximately $70m. It finished up being closer to $130m. Only a relatively small
component of that reached the SGIC.
Dr Gallop: That decision was not made.
Mr COURT: As he knows, some of those moneys had been used to ensure the SGIO had
a reasonable capital base. It was a minuscule amount of money and would have had no
effect when taking into account losses of more than $400m. The Labor Party received
advice that if it became involved in an investment which would bring in a 30 per cent
increase and a 12.5 per cent increase for four years it may have been able to bring the
fund into a balanced position by 1997. At the first opportunity in 1992 it knocked back
the 12 per cent increase. It then asked for at least a 6 per cent increase. Of course that
was also knocked back and that very responsible decision by the now Deputy Leader of
the Opposition added another $43m to the deficit. One would think that millions of
dollars could be easily come by in this business.
I will read the advice we received on 28 June last year from the Chairman of the State
Government Insurance Commission.
Dr Gallop: That is not advice; it is a letter. Was a recommendation sent to the
Government backed up with an actuarial report to this levy?
Mr COURT: I am about to read it out.
Dr Gallop: That is a letter that came later. We will catch out the Premier on this issue.
Mr COURT: The letter reads -

On 30 June 1987 the State Government Insurance Commission had a net equity of
$60.4m.
Since then the results, principally from a series of investment decisions, show a
deficiency of funds at 30 June 1992 of 5347.8 million.

So it has gone from a positive position of $60m to a negative position of $347m. it
continues -

It is estimated that the position has further deteriorated in 199Z/93 by
approximately a further $46 million.
The compulsory third party insurance fund was in surplus at 30 June 1988 with a
net equity of $84.8 million. At 30 June 1993 a deficiency is expected of 5300
mllion. The damaging investments commenced late in 1987 with an investment
in Rodiwells followed by investments in Spedley Securities and in the Bell Group
totalling $466 million. The State Government Insurance Commission has
subsequently written off $450 million of those investments.

That is just written off. It continues -
In addition, write-downs totalling $245 million have resulted from property
investment during the same period.

I have not been referring to the property investment. It continues -

A submission made to Cabinet in 1991 relating to Third Party Premium increases
sought an immediate 30% increase followed by a regime of four consecutive 12%
annual increases to achieve a fully funded position by 1997.
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This was approved by the previous Government. however the 12% increase
recommended for 1992/93 by the SOIC was not approved and therefore the
shortfall problem has been exacerbated.
As a result of no premium increase in 1992/93 the cash flow shortfall has
necessitated the sale of SOIC's most liquid assets. Disposal of such liquid from
the investment portfolio's liquid asset base will result in a lower absolute
investment return which adversely affects the 1993/94 cash flow situation and
requires untimely liquidation of further assets if an immediate premium increase
is not obtained.

Dr Gallop: Premium!
Mr COURT: It continues -

On 7 June 1993, the Cabinet endorsed an SOIC recommendation that, effective
from 1 July 1993, or as soon as possible thereafter, a Premium income increase
apply in the form of an ongoing Levy of $50 per annum to certain classes of
motor vehicles.
In support of the submission this letter is to provide background on the
circumstances relating to the financial status of both the SGIC and the
Compulsory Third Party Insurance Fund, since 30 June 1988.

That is signed by the chairman of the commission. What had happened was that they
were actually selling liquid assets to pay claims. The chairman came to us and said, "We
have run out of liquid assets to sell. We will be forced into a fire sale situation to sell off
assets just to meet claims for this year."
Dr Gallop: Tell us about the levy.
Mr COURT: That is the situation ibis Government faced. We had to increase the
premium.
Dr Gallop: No, you introuced a levy.
Mr COURT: We increased the premium income by $50, so that we could -

Dr Gallop: No, you didn't. What about using your intellect, if you have got any. You
are hopeless because you are an embarrassment to the office. Address the issue of the
nature of this tax, the legal basis of it and the basis on which it was introduced.
Mr COURT: We have to mention Carmen.
Several members inteijected.
Mr COURT: On 13 August 1992 the Treasurer, Carmen Lawrence, wrote -

RE: INCREASE IN CI? PREMIUMS
In reference to your memorandum to die Hon Dr Geoff Gallop MILA, I wish to
acknowledge your concern with respect to media speculation on an increase in the
CTP premiums due to the write down of the SGIC property portfolio.
I wish to indicate that the recommendation to the Board of Commissioners of a
twelve percent increase is unacceptable to the State Government. Consequently I
would ask that any increase in the CTP premium be no more than the current
Consumer rice Index (CPI) levy.

So the situation was that the Government was given a clear plan, "We are in a mess; we
have a problem; this is how we get out of it." With that clear plan presented to it, it said
no, and as a result of that it ended up increasing the deficit by $43m.
I will complete my comments by saying that die last thing we want to do is take over a
financial mess and have to make the hard decisions required to reinstate that third party
insurance fund. As the member for Avon said, it had 40 years of good records and built
up its credibility and investment performance from 1943 to 1983, and in a couple of years
it was totally destroyed. This Government has made decisions to return it to a fully
funded situation.
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Mr Catania: If you dhink imposing a levy or tax is a hardi decision, would it be harder to
put it in the black by managing it properly?
Mr COURT: That is typical. Members opposite think that if people do not worry about
it, all these magical things will happen in the economy and, all of a sudden, the $330m
deficit will bccome zero.
Mr Catania: I said, "managing it properly".
Mr COURT- The member for Balcatta. believes in fairies - that is his problem. Because
the previous Government did not make the decision to rein in the first 12.5 per cent
increase, the deficit increased by $43m in one year. I ask the member for Balcatta
whether he thinks thene should be an increase in the premiums to allow the organisation
to work its way out of the mess.
Mr Catania: Not now you have a levy.
Mr COURT Forget about the $50 levy. Does the member think there should be an
increase in the premiums?
Mr Catania: Why increase the premiums if you are already charging an avenage
household with three cars $150 a year?
Mr COURT: Because there is a deficit of $330mn, which the former Labor Government
created.
Mr Catania: It is the easy decision.
Mr COURT: The member for Balcatta is a business person and he can do a lot better
than that.
Mr Catania: 1 thought you could.
Mr COURT: I now ask the Leader of the Opposition: Leaving aside the $50 levy, what
would he do to lift the fund out of that deficit?
Mr McGinty: We certainly would not impose the sorts of massive increases that under
the previous Liberal Government were imposed on the fund to kep it so flush - increases
of the magnitude mentioned by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition during the course of
this debate.
Mr COURT: That does not answer the question. What would the Leader of Opposition
do to return it to a properly funded insurance flund?
Mr McGinty: What contributed to the $100m turnaround of the profitability position of
the SGIC this year?
Mr COURT: That indicates the naivety of members opposite.
Mr McGinty: Therein lies the answer to the question.
Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition has just been told by one of his members that
he is talking about the wrong miust fund. There are three trust funds inside the SCIC and
one relates to third party insurance. The Leader of the Opposition is talking about a
turnaround of $66mn, of which a certain component comes from the $50 premium
increase. Another component comes from the imiprovement in some of the investment
areas, and another from the different clams record coming throughi, because the
legislation was amended in relation to this matter. In an attempt to resolve this disastrous
situation, the Government has increased the premiums and changed the legislation so that
it will have some effect on the claims record. This State has a growing economy, and I
hope the investment performance will improve so that we can reduce the time required to
work our way out of this mess. I have a graph in my hand which shows the situation
peaking at $330m. It appears the Leader of the Opposition is not interested in that. With
an increas in the levy and a change in the claims record, at the current rate it is possible
that we will reach a balanced position in five years. Members opposite were told in 1991
that it would take six years until 1997 to reach that position. They decided not to do
anything about it because they have a bank card mentality; that is, debt is not a problem,
just keep borrowing more money.
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I hope I have spelt out to this House the absolute stupidlity of Opposition members
introducing such a Bill, when they demonstrated in government that they were totally
irresponsible in their management of this fund. The responsibility for losing chat money
lies with the Labor mazes who were on the board of the SOIC and were directed by the
Labor Government. Members opposite were totally irresponsible in crating this
situation when in government and, when faced with the problem, they were irresponsible
again by refusing to tackle the problem. Who was the Minister at the time? It was the
current Deputy Leader of the Opposition.
fI sound angry about this, I am, because the taxpayers - the motorists of this State - have
been forced to pay $50 more on their licences as a result of the scandalous behaviour of
members opposite when in government If members opposite want to debate the subject
in this House, I will stand and give them the facts. I asked the Leader of the Opposition
what he would do to resolve the current deficit. He said that the Opposition would not do
what happened in the 1970s.
Mr McGinty: That is a lie, Premier. Nothing of that nature was said in this House today.
You am malevolently misquoting me.
Mr COURT: Tell us now.
Mr McGinty: Get your facts straight. You will not get away with lies like chat any more.
Tell the truth from here on in. Correct what you said. You told a malicious lie to this
House.
Mr COURT: I did not.
Mr McGinty: You ane not allowed to lie and you know that.

Withdrawal of Remark
Mr JOHNSON: The Leader of the Opposition used an unparliamentary term according
to Standing Order No 131, and I ask him to withdraw.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Day): That language is unparliamentary and I ask the
Leader of the Opposition to withdraw.
Mr McOINTY: I withdraw.

Debate Resumed
Mr COURT: I will ask the Leader of the Opposition again -

Mr McGinty: Correct yourself. You are not telling the truth.
Mr COURT: I asked the Deputy Leader of the Opposition what he would do to resolve
the situation of a $330m deficit in the fund. He said, "I won't do what you people did
back in the 1970s." That was his answer.
Mr Mcflinty: That is better. It is different from what you said a few minutes ago.
Mr COURT: What would the Leader of the Opposition do in the 1990s?
Mr McGinty: Get your story straight, Premier. Stop feigning your stupid ignorance; get
on with it, you goose.

Withdrawal of Remark
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Day): Order! That language is unparliamentary and I ask
the Leader of the Opposition to withdraw.
Mr McGINTY: It is fairly apt.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I ask the member to withdraw without answering
back.
MrtMcG~iTY: I withdraw.

Debate Resumed
Mr COURT: I have asked the Leader of the Opposition on a number of occasions what
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he would do in 1994 to strengthen a fund which has a $330m deficit. We know that the
Government's measures are unpopular. People have paid an increase in premiums, the
legislation has been changed and will affect the claims record, and we hope for an
improvement in investment in this State. That is the solution of this Government. No
solutions have been put forward from members opposite and that sums up the
Opposition. It was irresponsible in government when getting this fund into the mess, and
irresponsible in not being prepared to work its way out of the mess. Those members are
now in Opposition. This legislation was introduced by the Opposition, but it cannot
indicate what it would do in 1994.
MR SHAVE (Melville) [5.29 pm]: I was interested to read the second reading speech
of the member for Victoria Park. I ask him to take some responsibility for his own
actions. In his speech he says that the so-called tax, as he refers to it, was introduced
improperly without any consideration by the people's elected representatives in
Parliament. He also says that in the past year Western Australians have made a $50
contribution to the Liberal Party re-election campaign every time they renewed their
motor vehicle licence. That is absolutely right. All people in my electorate who look at
that -

Mrs Hallahan: Talk about integrity.
Mr SHAVE: We will talk about thac in a moment. As I was saying, all people who live
in my electorate when they pay the levy are voting for the Liberal Party. It must be
worrying for that lot on the other side.
Dr Gallop: You are out of touch.
Several members interjected.
Mr SHAVE: No, I am not. I am a simple person. I am not an academic or an educated
person. I do not read books. I am one of those people whom the academics and
freeloaders of this world live off - the battlers who get out and work.
Mr McGinty: You are also without a Seat.
Mr SHAVIE: I am not too worried about that. I might talk to the Leader of the
Opposition to get a few hints about how to stab people in the back. The member for
Victoria Park also said that in relation to this rotten $50 charge those in receipt of a
widow's pension are exempt unless they receive a war widow's pension; that is, if
someone's spouse died while fighting for Australia, that person must pay the $50 tax.
However, low income people, such as the unemployed, students and health care card
holders, receive no exemptions. Disabled persons are also slugged for the $50 tax. it is
absolutely right these people are feeling the effects of the levy.
Dr Gallop: You have a chance to change that tonight by voting for our legislation.
Mr SHAVE: The member for Victoria Park is one of the people who is responsible for
the levy. On 18 March 1988 the member for Victoria Park said -
Dr Gallop: We have heard this one before.
Mr SHAVE: Not from me. He said -

The second thing that the Burke Government did, which was a clea innovation -

This is from our academic genius on the other side of the House, who has read books,
who has never gone out into the streets and earned anything except that from the public
purse. Members should look at the former union delegate, now the Leader of the
Opposition, who took money out of the pockets of poor battlers and hotel workers, who is
living in his fancy house, with his nice car, and who has never stuck his neck on the line.
He has been a full time freeloader from the day he came out of the womb until today. I
bet the Leader of the Opposition and his mate sitting beside him are greedy; they have
not changed much.
Mr Trentorden: The Leader of the Opposition was on the superannuation board.
Mr SHAVE: Did the Leader of the Opposition get paid any money when he was a
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member of the Government Employees Superannuation Board when all of those dirty
deals were getting done?
Mr Mc~inty: No.
Mr SHAV)E: He probably cannot recall, or he does not know or he was not there.
Let us get back to die comments of the academic member for Victoria Park, On 18
March 1988 he said -

The second thing thac the Burke Government did, which was a clear innovation,
was to realise that if those Government institutions and existing Government
institutions such as the SOIC and the Superannuation Board already in the
marketplace were to work properly in that marketplace, they needed to be
commercialised.

Who was going to comnmercialise them? It was all of these academics sitting on the other
side. Members should look at the Leader of the Opposition, who has never worked in his
life, and die member for Victoria Park, who has been a full time student with his snout in
the trough and always taking and never getting a job. What else did the member for
Victoria Park say? He said -

...-the Burke Government saw that the tradi tional Labor idea of Government
intervention in the economy could work if it were allowed to because the
experience of the past was that the Liberal Governments had not believed in the
ideal of Government intervention in the marketplace and therefore they had not
let it work ...

Does the member for Victoria Park believe in intervention in the marketplace now?
Dr Gallop: Of course I do.
Mr SHAVE: Absolutely! T'he member for Victoria Park has no: changed his spots in the
same way as leopards do not change their spots. My experience is that if a mug is given
a job in business and he goes broke and he is given another job, he wI do exactly the
same thing.
Dr Gallop: Do you believe in regulated trading hours?
Mr SHAVE: The people in the Press should get it right. If the Press continues to support
those opposite, as it is doing at the moment, therm will be another socialist Government
and another intervention in the marketplace and anotheir Laurie Connell. Those same
mugs who got caught last rime are still sitting on the other side of the House. They have
not changed.
Several members interjected.
Mr SHAVE: They ame very sensitive! What else did the member for Victoria Park say?
Those opposite should not be ashamed of being socialists, If they are socialists, they
should be proud of it, and they should not get upset. The only thing is that socialists do
not like having a go themselves. They do not like getting out onto the street and having a
go. Does the member for Victoria Park like his sheltered workshop? Does his mawe next
to him, the Leader of the Opposition, also likes the sheltered workshop? Neither of them
has ever had to work. The member for Victoria Park on 31 August 1989 also stated -

We have seen, through the financial activities of our State Government and
revealed in its Budget dealing with consolidated revenue and through the trading
enterprises of the State Government, that funds have been channelied into that
basic area to facilitate the way of life we all support.

That means, the war widows and the disabled; and what about the single mothers? How
often did the former Government look after the single mothers? The member contines -

Only last year the Stare Government Insurance Commission sent funds across to
the State Government which were channelled into the Family Foundation.

That was a general fund. The funds were channelled across. It was all borrowed on the
backs of the battlers - from Bankcard! He said -
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I know that in my electorate those funds have been put to a productive use in
Jimprovin the basic infrastructure of our society, helping young citizens and
ensuring that community groups -

Mr Trenorden: I think he was talking about the leader's account.
Mr SHAVE: Absolutely. Itis another community fund.
Mr Thomas: What about the money in brown paper bags?
M~r SHAVE: When the member for Cockburn starts interjecting I know that I am
reaching the truth of the matter.
Several members interjected.
Mr SHAVE: Let us listen to some more comments made by the member for Victoria
Park.
Dr Watson: What about your employment of strippers at Raunchy's?
Mrt SHAVE: Does the member for Kenwick have a problem with ladies employed in the
entertainment business?
Dr Watson: I have concerns and reservations about the way in which you use them.
Mr SHAVE: How do I se them?
Dr Watson: Get on with your speech. I have hit a nerve, and that is your problem.
Mr SHAVE: I have employed many people in the hotel industry. I have employed
thousands of them, including a lot of single mothers, kitchen hands, and young, unsilled
people. Over 20 years I have employed perhaps 5 000 people. They are good people.
Contrary to what the member thinks, many of the ladies in the entertainment industry,
such as at Raunchy's, are very nice people.
Dr Watson: I do not argue with that.
Several members interjected
Mrt SHAVE: The member is making some suggestion that there is something wrong with
people who are employed -

Dr Watson: There is something wrong with you as an employer. You know what I
mean.
Mr SHAVE: Oh, I should not employ those people? I should be like the member and
place my head in a buckeL
The member for Victoria Park made a lot of other comments, such as -

The Labor Party and the Labor Government is making it possible for Government
instrumentalities to work, to be involved in the marketplace and act on behalf of
the citizens of this State because we accept two fundamental principles with
regard to our Government instrumentalities. The firt is that there should be
management freedom.

I have never seen that happening with a socialist Government.
Several members interjected
Mr SHAVE: He continues -

Secondly, the Burke and Dowding Governments have said to the government
insruwnentalidies operating in the marketplace, "You are not there to be the dead
hand of socialism. You are there to promote the welfare of citizens ...

Mr Trenorden: Of citizens! Of Bond!
Mr SHAVE: The battlers, yes. He continues -

..so that you must adopt commercial objectives and raise money for the people
of this State ...
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Terry raised a lot!
Several members inteijected.
Mr SHAVE: I knew that I would get the member for Cockburn going.
Mr Thomnas: You carried money wround in a brown paper bag.
Mr SHAVE: That was for the benefit of the member for Cockburn, just before dinner!
The member for Victoria Park continues -

a. nd part of that money will return to help those citizens in their community
services, their education, their roads, their railways ... We want government
instrumentalities in the marketplace promoting the welfare of the citizens . ..

Everything that the member for Victoria Park says sounds reasonable. It is like socialism
and communism: It sounds reasonable but it never works. T he saddest thing about the
member for Victoria Park is the fact that he has gone right through his life -
Dr Gallop: Come on! Don't give me this nonsense!
Mr SHAVE: He has gone right through his life leaning on a crutch -

Dr Gallop:- Do you want us to go through your life? We have higher standards than you.
Mr SHAVE: The member has gone through his life leaning on a crutch.
Several members inteijected.
The ACflNG SPEAKER (Mr Day): Order! This has been a very free-ranging debate,
and. it would be fair to observe that in the past 10 minutes I have given both sides a great
deal of latitude. It is time to return to debate on the Bill. I ask the member for Melville
to direct his remarks to the Bill.
Mr SHAVE: I turn now to integrity and the sorts of comments levelled at the Premier by
the member for Victoria Park. [ want to know why, when the member received advice to
increase premiums by 12 per cent in 1992. he refused to do so.
Dr Gallop: What happened between me and the Cabinet is the business of the Cabinet at
that time. It is a fact that your Government would lower itself to rake Cabinet documents
like that to mislead the Parliament. I know what you did!
Mr SHAVE: We know what the member did.
Dr Gallop: Why don't you tell the truth about it? You tell lies about it!
Mr SHAVE: We know exactly what the member did.
Mr McGinty. Obviously you don't!
Mr SHAVE: We know, and the people outside this place know. Everyone knows.
Dr Gallop: What the Premier did tonight is a disgrace.
Mr SHAVE: The member for Victoria Park acted in a very wrongful manner. He was
told by government officials that the fund was in a desperate condition. He went to his
Cabinet colleagues and said "We have been asked to do something." They said not to do
anything. That was in 1993. They said, "We have an election. We must stall them for
another six months, and then we will ktick the guts out of them." So, he left it -
Mr McGinty: It is a lie. You know that, or else you are making it up. I know what
happened because 1 was there. and what you said is a blatant lie.
Mr SHAVE: I do not tell lies, the member does.
Mr Mc~inty: You just told one. I was there and!I know what happened. You have just
told a lie.
Mr SHAVE: On 19 October 1994 Dr Gallop said the $50 levy should never have been
levied upon the people of Western Australia. He continued -,

It is an unlawful tax imposed outside the powers of the SCIC to charge properly
determined insurance premiums.
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The words used by the member for Victoria Park are fining. The words he used were
"improper" and "unlawful". They were the words that applied to his Government. He
used those words, but the only thing he did not do was apply them to himself. He lives
by two standards. He attacks the Premier, yet he and his crooked mates were involved in
improper dealings. The royal commission found that.
Mr McGinty: The royal commission found nothing of the sort. You are lying again.
Mr SHAVE: The royal commission also found -

Mr McGinty: There was no finding by the royal commission in relation to the member
for Victoria Park. You are a liar!
Mr SHAVE: We will get to the Leader of the Opposition,
Mr McGinty: I will no: cop this any more. You cannot tell lies like that and get away
with it.

Withdrawal of Remzark

Mr STRICKLAND: We have standards in this place, but in the past 10 minutes they
seem to have dropped. It is unparliamentary to use terminology which reflects
improperly on members. I ask the Chair to ask the Leader of the Opposition to withdraw
his unparliamentary remarks.
Mr Thomas: What about the words "your crooked mates"?
Mr McGINTY: The issue at stake is how one defends oneself when what is said in this
place is knowingly untrue. The member for Melville has made two specific allegations
that I know for a fact to be downright lies. Thbe member for Melville, in making those
statements, knows that they are downright lies. I accept that the general principle is that
the words "lie" and 'liar" are unparliamentary, but when we have an extreme case, not
only provocative but also knowingly untrue, I do not think that standing order should be
invoked so as to prevent a proper categorisation of the comments of the member for
Melville. I ask you, Mr Acting Speaker, in considering your ruling on this matter, to take
into account the fact that I say here quite categorically that the member for Melville has
lied to this House in absolutely explicit terms. We need to be able to defend ourselves
against allegations which have been made improperly. I will happily accept and
apologise for an injudicious use of that term. However, in this case, it is not injudicious.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Day): It is, I understand, longstanding practice in this
House that the words "lie" and "liar" are considered to be unparliamentary. Therefore, I
must ask that it be withdrawn. In response to the question from the Leader of the
Opposition about how he should deal with the matter, it is not for me to give him advice,
but I suggest he use other words. About five minutes ago, I was extremely tolerant in
allowing a number of interjecdions from the Leader of the Opposition which could well
have been requested to be withdrawn, but I let them pass because I believe a number of
fairly strong statements have been made from the other side. However, in this case I
asked that the comments be withdrawn.
Mr McGINTY: I withdraw. On a further point of order, l ask that the comments made
by the member for Melville about royal commission findings against the member for
Victoria Park, given -that they were knowingly untrue, be also withdrawn.
Mr Blaikie: That is a debating point.
Mr McGINTY: It is not. Members cannot tell untruths like that. I have asked that that
be withdrawn.
The ACTING SPEAKER: What were the comments that you are asking be withdrawn?
Mr McOIINTY: The comments made immediately prior to this matter being raised,
which provoked my reaction, were from the member for Melville to the effect that the
member for Victoria Park had been the subject of adverse findings in the royal
commission. That is knowingly and demonstrably untrue, and the member for Melville
should not be able to make untrue statements to this House. That is even more
unparliamentary than the language you have just asked me to withdraw.
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Mr SHAVE: Mr Acting Speaker, as Hansard will show at a later time, the Leader of the
Opposition is trying to con you. That is not what I said.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The member for Melville, as everyone here heard, clearly used
the words, "you and your crooked mates". Mr Acting Speaker, if that is not
unparliamentary, I cannot see how you can apply the rules you have and not ask the
member for Melville to withdraw those words.
The ACTING SPEAKER: I will not rake any more points of order about this issue. On
the point of order originally raised by the Leader of the Opposition, it is not the role of
the Chair to determine what is true and what is untrue. Therefore, there is no point of
order. Every member of this House has an opportunity to make a contribution to the
debate and to put his or her point of view.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Mr Acting Speaker, I asked that the words "you and your
crooked mates" be withdrawn. You have not addressed that.
The ACTONG SPEAKER: There was no allegation that any member of this House is
crooked- Therefore, there is no point of order.

Debate Resumned
Mr SHAVE: I refer to a newspaper article of 20 September by Margot Lang, which
stares -

The commission also criticised dhe SGIC's purchase of city properties for
Mr Holmes a Court for $206m in November 1987, saying that the deal had been
done with extraordinary haste.
Five months later came the disastrous Bell Group deal between the SGIC and Mr
Holmes a Court, which ended up costing the Stare $372m and which the royal
commission said had been improper from the outset.

It is true that I did refer to crooked mates of certain people associated with the
Opposition; it is true that this article confirms that; and it is true that some of those
people axm in gaol. I cannot see why the Leader of the Opposition is so sensitive about
this issue.
Mr McGinty: You ame misleading the people again. That is not the question 1 raised.
You should get the wax out of your ears, you big boofhead.
Mr SHAVE: The problem of the Leader of the Opposition is that a stigma is attached to
the Australian Labor Party that he is trying to get rid of. He is trying to get the monkey
off his back. The Australian Labor Party has a real problem. The people will not forger.
The member for Victoria Park talked about the integrity of a person who is destined to be
the best Premier that Western Australia has ever had. The Leader of the Opposition will
hate this, but he will sit theme and rot, and they will do to him what he did to the member
for Kalgoorlie for two years. They will nail him. The Leader of the Opposition Will go
to the next election and he will lose, because he is the most unpopular member of
Parliament in my electorate to ever hold a seat. His time is coming. One week after he
loses the next election, they will get rid of him. They will throw him out on the rubbish
heap.
Mr Graham: You are already there. You do not have a seat.
Mr SHAVE: That is the pot calling the kettle black! Where will the member for Pilbara
go?
Mr Graham: The Pilbara.
Mr SHAVE: That socialist rabble opposite that talks to us about propriety, that is so
angry -
Mr Cunningham interjected.
Mr SHAVE: The member for Marangaroo is up to his neck in it. Other members of the
administrative committee of the Australian Labor Party were Tom Butler, who is still
here, and is nor a bad bloke; Mark Bishop, Cheryl Davenport, Stephen Smith and John
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Crouch. They were good business people! Did they not do a good job for the battlers,
the war widows -

Mr McGinty: Is this relevant? This is an abuse of the Pauliamient
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Day): We are debating the Motor Vehicle (Third Party
Insurance) Amendment Bill, and I ask the member for Melville to direct his remarks to
that Bill.
Mr SHAVE: Mr Acting Speaker. I take your point. I am trying to piece together the
circumstances that led to all of this money being lost, the type of people involved, their
capacity to govern, and their capacity to run a business. The West Australian may be
stupid enough to keep supporting members opposite, but I think it will change its ways at
the next election.
Mr McGinty: Having listened to this rubbish tonight, who would want to preselect him?
Mr SHAVE: The Leader of the Opposition should go home and ask his mum what to do
because obviously he does not know. He has to ask the Acting Speaker.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! It is impossible for anyone to make sense of what is
being said, particularly the Hansard reporter. I ask the member for Melville to direct his
remarks to the Chair and ask other members to cease inteijecting.
Mr SHAVE: What we see with this motion is a pathetic attempt by a rag-tailed band of
socialists, who are living in the past like dinosaurs and who will never change, to attack a
Government for fixing up the problems which they have caused. They will not take
responsibility for their own inadequacies.

Sittng suspended from 6.00 to 730 pm
MR STRICKLAND (Scarborough) [7.32 pm], This Bill seeks to remove what is
commonly known as the $50 levy, even though essentially it is an increase in the third
party premium. People are debating the semantics as to whether it is a levy or a premium
increase. I do not support the Bill.
The first question that one should raise is: Why has there been an increase in the
premium or the imposition of a $50 levy? Everyone is of the clear understanding that the
reason for the levy is to remove the deficit in the compulsory third party insurance fund.
I understand, from the information I have obtained, that the $330mn deficit which was
mentioned earlier in this debate is really the net difference between $220m in assets and
$550m in liabilities. I am sure members agree that if the Stare Government Insurance
Commission were a private business, it would be insolvent.
Before I deal with the trends of the third party insurance fund I will give members,
especially new members, some information which is not known to many people. I refer
to the minority report of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Cornmnittee on its
investigation into the SOIC. Members are aware that regulation is a way in which the
Government can control the various forms of business. In December 1986 the
regulations for the new SGIC were introduced by the previous Labor Government. The
problem at that time was that a State Government instrumentality could not be subject to
federal controls. Members should be aware that it is the job of the federal insurance
commissioner to monitor insurance companies and that insurance companies are required
to report quarterly and provide information on the company's solvency ratio. If it
becomes necessary, the commissioner has the power to close the door of insurance
companies. The previous Government changed the regulations to suit the new
circumstances - that is, the State Government relationship - by transferring the
responsibility for the SGIC from the federal insurance commissioner to the Treasurer.
Only one provision under those regulations was changed. Instead-of the SOIC being
required to report quarterly, it was required to report annually. If a company reports on a
quarterly basis it must have its books in order to enable it to make its report. If a
company reports on an annual basis, for 364 days of the year all sorts of transactions can
be taking place, but on the next day the books must be in order. In the case of the SG[C
someone eventually slipped up by forgetting the reporting date and did not get the
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accounts in order to record rho solvency information. As a result a decision was not
made in time and it was eventually identified that a decision made in August was
backdated to 30 June in order that the SOIC could qualify to remain in business under the
solvency requirement. That was outrageous and illegal and it was brought to the
attention of members by tho Auditor General.
I have tried to outline what occurred so that members have an understanding of the depth
of the investigation. It occurred to me that a deliberate attempt had been made by the
people in control of the Labor Government to adust one regulation to give that
Government the flexibility to allow it to use the third party insurance funds as it saw fit.
That action was reported to the Parliament and a lot of heated debate occurred at the
time. It is important that members remember what happened because it is a key cog in
the issue and it indicates that all was not well and perhaps that what had been done was
deliberate. The purpose of the third party insurance fund is to provide the wherewithal to
pay our on injury claims following motor vehicle accidents. As a matter of interest I
have ascertained that the average time for settlement is two years. However, it can be as
short as six months or longer than 10 years. That means it is not easy for people to be
precise on what the payouts will be. That is referred to as a long tail in this industry.
Because of matters such as this, when debating insurance issues we are in the world of
wrend mathematics - looking at trends to see whether things are going right or wrong,
rather than looking at the exact figures at the end of each year.
In 1993 there was a $330m shortfall in the SOIC compared with other situations where
the moneys in a fully funded scheme are ther, to meet the liabilities. No Government
would let an instrumentality like the SCIC fall off the perch, because if it did there would
be a calamity and people would not be covered for third party insurance. There would
also be a long tail of liabilities amounting to hundreds of millions of dollars. Somehow
those claims would have to be paid. It is good business sense to have a fund and ensure it
has reserves so that liabilities can be met. I will return to the 1992-93 situation and then
look forward. The premiums are collected as people pay their accounts. In 1992-93 the
money collected for premiums did not match the money paid out in liabilities, resulting
in a cash flow deficit. I want to distinguish clearly between cash flow deficit and fund
deficit. The fund deficit, which we are discussing tonight. is where there is no money to
meet liabilities; however, the cash flow deficit is the annual situation where the money
coming in does not meet the money going out. My figures indicate that in 1992-93 there
was a $23m deficit in cash flow. Any business operating in that situation is leading very
much a hand to mouth existence. Quite bluntly, it is drowning; it is going broke. People
cannot stay in business long if they cannot collect enough money to pay the year's bills -

Mr Trenorden: Particularly if you have blown all your assets.
Mr STRICKCLAND: - particularly if the assets are blown. This Government decided on
a two pronged approach to tackle the problem. The first prong was to restore the capital
situation in the fund. That is why the $50 levy was implemented. The levy is to restore
the capital and remove the deficit. The second prong used by the Government was to
work on how we would slow down the money that was going out; that is, the payment of
claims. We had a heated debate in this place on the threshold legislation which provides
that, for pain arnd suffering, people will not get the firt $10 000. Many members on both
sides of the Parliament experienced a bit of heartache about that. Members on this side
said that it was simply a reasonable requirement to help restore the health of the SGIC.
What has happened after one year of operation? At the end of 1993-94 the income from
prmiums was $208m and the income component from the levy was $46m, a total of
$254m. The payout for claims for 1993-94 was $216m. That means if there had not
been a levy, which will raise $46m, there would still have been a negative cash flow of
$8m. There would still have been a problem. The levy was required in the 1993-94 year,
otherwise the SGIC would continue to go broke at the rare of another $8m. The levy was
an important tool in helping to remove the deficiency in cash flow.
One of the difficulties in working our this matter is that although $46m of the levy is
collected, there is a time delay in taldng it into account in the books. That is because the
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SGIC realises dhere are people who take out licences and then cancel them and get
refunds; therefore, as the year goes by it gradually takes the money into the books in an
appropriate way. It is not just said that $46m is in, because there can be considerable
outflows. In the 1993-94 year the situation was not as good as it will be. From die $46m
an amount of $28mi was taken into the accounts to reduce the fund deficit.
I return to the issue of the trends. The threshold has been in place for a year. The trends
in 1994-95 indicate this situation: Premium income is estimated to be $21 Im, a modest
increase on $208m from the previous year, and the levy is anticipated to bring in $52m -
a total of $263m. The claims payouts are estimated at $192m. For the very first time, in
1994-95 it is expected that the benefits of the policies adopted by the coalition
Government will produce a cash flow, instead of a deficit, in excess of $19m. It is quite
a significant achievement to turn something around in just two years. At the end of
1994-95 we will all be able to make judgments as to how realistic these predictions ane.
At that time the Government will be able to consider the level of the levy and the level of
the premiums. The Government is not in any position to consider reducing the levy at
this point, simply because the SGIC has been running at a loss. If it were in private
enterprise, the whole thing would be closed.
I have a graph of the third party insurance fund, prepared by the SOIC, which indicates
clearly the way in which the problem built up over the years 1989 to 1993. It also
indicates die forecast by which the levy will reduce the deficit in the fund. It has been
indicated in other places that 1997-98 will be the last year in which there is a deficit.
[The material in appendix A was incorporated by leave of the House.]
[See p 6258.]
Wr STRICKLAND: The graph shows how dhe coalition's plan through the $50 levy will

eliminate the deficit. That graph does not include other forces that will affect the
economy. We anticipate and hope for an upturn in valuations. However, we cannot
predict that will happen. Just as there was a huge crash in the valuations of buildings
because the SOIC paid inflated prices for property, we cannot predict precisely what the
changes in valuations will be. However, it is reasonable to suggest in the present climate
that there will be an upturn in valuations and that will help to pay off the deficit sooner.
There will also be, in the present economic climate, improved investment performances.
Mrt Shave interjected.
Mr STRICKLAND: No, we would not. However, these are factors which will give us
optimism about the Government's course and which will improve the options and the
flexibility for this Government either next year or the year after.
In summary, there has been a very big improvement since 1992-93 which is
demonstrable by the runs on the board. In our first year in Government. the deficit
decreased from $330m to $269m, a gain of $61m on the problem. A lot of that was due
to the $50 levy. I do not think there is a member in this House who likes the $50 levy.
The comments I receive ane that, although people do not like it, they are really dirty on
those who voted Labor and caused the levy to be introduced. The difficulty the
Government has is that it must face up in a responsible way to the State's economic
problems. The supporters of members on this side of the House and the members ane
really dirty that this Government has had to pick up a problem that it did not create. The
irony is that, in the 1989 election, if 165 people in three seats had voted a different way,
there would have been a change in Government. I wonder who the 165 people ant who
caused the Labor Government to remain in power and therefore caused us four more
years of pain. T7he problems which occurred in those four years saw the SGIC go from a
surplus of $67m to a deficit of $330m.
One of the tragedies about the investment portftlio is that the SOIC invested very heavily
in property. In fact, its investment totalled 56 per cent whereas, in 1987, the property
component totalled only 8 per cent. Putting all of one's eggs in one basket can cause
great problems, particularly when one pays inflated prices for those eggs which is exactly
what happened.
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I have a couple of examples of what occurred during those years to cause the SQIC's
problems. Westralia Square was bough: for $239mn and is now valued a: $72m. The
Forrest Centre was bought for $11 im and is now valued at $67m. Those dramatic write-
downs provide us with an explanation for the massive deficit in the fund. The difficulty
was that someone sold Westralia Square and the Forrest Centre to the SGIC and he
walked away with a lot of the fund's money.
Mr Taylor. You are saying that the problems with the SGIC are related to its property
portfolio.
Mr STRICKLAND: I am saying that some of the problems are.
Mr Taylor: That is completely contrary to what the Premier said.
Mr STRICKLAND: No. it is not. There are many reasons for the SQIC's problems, the
main ones being that there has been a negative cash flow which has now been turned
around, a devaluation of property values, and money was lost in share transactions.
Earlier in the debate, members opposite go: angry and upset and accused tis
Government of making the people pay. The question is: If the Government loses the
people's money, where will it get money from to run the State? Of course, the answer is
that it has to go to the people and ask for more money. That is a sad fact of life. The last
Government lost the people's money and unfortunately, although members opposite do
not likec it, the people have to pay. If the State is to stay solvent and be placed on a
proper business footing, that must happen.
Another inceresting figure for the House is the estimated opportunity cost of lost capital.
If the former Government had not lost the money, it could have got investment money
back. That has been estimated at between another $200m and $300mn over five years,
enough to do the maintenance on all of our schools.
I do not want to continue with the negatives. What happened with the SQIC was a great
tragedy. I support the Premier's comment that this is a case study of what not to do in the
future. We should learn from it. In conclusion, although we have gone through some
very dark and difficult days, we are not out of the woods yet. However, we are getting
out of the woods; things have turned around. There is now a positive cash flow and an
economic climate which is improving and which will involve investment performance
and a possible adjustment in property values which will provide this Government not
only with the opportunity to fix the problem through the $50 levy, but also with more
levers to pull and more flexibility on how to handle that levy. Most of us on this side
would love to see a reduction of the levy because we do no: want to send people large
bills. However, this is a responsible Government which has said that it will get its
financial house in order in a reasonable and responsible way. It realises that every year it
has the option to examine how to apply the levy, adjust premiums and put in place other
actions. We have a chance to solve the SCIC's problems. I support what the
Government has done and I do not support the Bill.
MR MCGINTY (Fremantle - Leader of the Opposition) [8.00 pm]: Listening to the
contributions from most members opposite, one could be excused for believing this was a
general debate on matters of ancient history. However, the Bill seeks to amend the
Motor Vehicle (Third Party Insurance) Act by inserting after section 3T two new
provisions; namely, sections 3U and 3V. It seeks to make void any additional
imposition, levy, impost or charge calculated on a flat scale. Also it seeks to make
unlawful any message or advice which is misleading, deceptive or designed to politicise
the payment of a premium. In layman's terms, we seek to render void the $50 levy
payable on each licence renewal, along with political messages on the renewal notice.
Members opposite have been remarkable in their failure to address the content of the Bill.
The Premier ran through a fairly jaundiced, and a: times dishonest, view of the history of
this matter. We then had contributions from the vegi patch. The member for Melville
wallowed in the gutter, as is his wont; he is rapidly becoming the unintelligent Wilson
Tuckey of State Parliament. I was required to withdraw my statement that a number of
things he said were lies, and I withdrew that as it was unparliamentary. Nevertheless, I
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do not resile in any sense from the statement that the member for Melville knew that
what he was saying was untrue.
The SPEAKER: Order! I did not hear all of dhe Leader of the Opposition's comments as
I was engaged in another conversation, but I hope that he has cleared the decks and will
return to die substance of the debate.
Mr McGINTY: I had to give the member for Melville one touch-up before I finished.
Clearly, the member was trying to ingratiate himself with the President of the Legislative
Council and the powers that be in the Liberal Party because he does not have a scat for
the next election.
Mr Shave: This photograph has your name on it.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr McGINTY: He is desperately running around the place trying to find a seat.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member has had his share of cake and a little ice-cream as
well.

Point of Order
Dr GALLOP: I realise that it is difficult with different people occupying the Chair, but
earlier in debate Opposition members raised the same paint you now raise, Mr Speaker.
However, the Opposition claims were not supported by the Chair. Perhaps you could
speak to your colleagues who occupy the Chair in that regard.
The SPEAKER: There is no point of order.

Debate Resumed
Mr McGINTY: I could not resist the opportunity to touch up the member for Melville.
Mr Tubby: Not very effectively.
Mr McGINTY: I would happily do so more effectively if the Speaker would give me the
opportunity to do so.
The SPEAKER: I cannot do that.
Mr McGINTY: This Bill will remedy an unfortunate recent stage in the history of this
State; namely, the unlawful application by this Government of a $50 levy, accompanied
as it is with the notice on the bottom of the licence renewal paper. My view is shared by
many others in the community who have applied their minds to reach an informed view
of the Government's actions in this regard. This matter has been referred to the Public
Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee to investigate the lawfulness of this
imposition. It is appropriate in this debate to reflect briefly on the basis of the claim that
the levy is unlawful.
A fundamental proposition of law is that when administrative action is taken - as with the
$50 levy imposition - and that is not in line with the purposes contained in Statute, it is an
improper purpose and, as such, is illegal action by the Government. One must consider
the blatantly political message contained on the licence renewal notice which outlines the
reasons for the levy to be imposed; that is, to achieve a political end in relation to what
has become known as WA Inc. Also, if the purpose of imposing the levy was to pay off
WA Inc losses as has been described, that is equally illegal - that is not a purpose
contemplated by the Motor Vehicle (Third Party Insurance) Act.
I now refer to a legal opinion provided by R.H.B. Pringle, QC, on this question -

However, if it was a substantial purpose ... of the SOIC and the Minister in
imposing the levy to reduce the deficit rapidly so that the SC3IC can be sold off or
floated off to advantage, in my view such a purpose would probably have been
"ulterior" and the imposition of it would have been unauthorised by the Act.

Clearly, if that is the purpose, it is an illegal one; the levy constitutes an illegal action.
Mr Strickland: You must take some action to remove a huge deficit like that.
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Mr McGINTY: Let us deal with the issues. I do not disagre with the member for
Scarborough.. Nevertheless, the Government's actions are unlawful because they
constitute an improper purpose achieved by the imposition of rho levy. The actions are
also unlawful because a distinction must be made between a premium and a levy. A
premium is authorised under the Act - a levy is not. Again, I refer to Mr Pringle's legal
opinion, which reads -

The word "premium" is a term of art in insurance law and means a stum of money
paid by an assured to an insurer in consideration of the risk being insured against;

He then refers to the authority of a 1983 English case of Swain v Thbe Law Society. The
payment imposed by this Government is unrelated to the risk. The levy is a general, flat
payment paid by every person regardless of the risk insured against. As such, ir is a levy
and cannot be described as a premium. A premium is clearly a risk-related payment.
That view is expressed by an eminent Queen's Counsel, who regards the payment as
unlawful.
Mr Strickland: This raises a very interesting point: If the funds were not available to pay
claims, they must be acquired. That is where the money has gone.
Mr McGINTY: To the extent that I have developed the argument so far, I have said that
imposing a fiat levy is unlawful for two reasons: First, it has nothing to do with meeting
the risk involved or the payment to be made from the funds because this is a flat
payment, not a premium. The Act authorises the payment of a premium only.
I do not advocate this, but if the Government were to increase the premium by an
appropriate amount, we could not mount an argument relating to its unlawful nature.
Substantial reasons support the passage of this Bill as it will bring to an end an unlawful
action by this Government. The change in terminology that occurred after the levy was
first imposed is interesting. Initially it was described as a WA Inc levy, but once the
Government realised it was on shaky legal grounds it became a premium levy to try to
give it the quality of a premium. The Government cannot convert something that is nor a
premium - in other words, not risk related - into a premium by calling it a premium levy.
The Government was caught out by what it did earlier, and no doubt it was acting on
legal advice that what it did was illegal. Therefore, it changed its name, but that does not
change its quality. It is still an unlawful payment.
The second basis on which I suggest the levy is unlawful, and it is by no means as strong
an argument as the other I put, is that it was done without any reference to this
Parliament. This perhaps is not so much in the unlawful category, although imposing a
new tax on the people of Western Australia should be done by the Parliament rather than
by administrative action or, in this case, by announcement. There is certainly authority
for the proposition that a government announcement of a charge or the imposition of a
new tax will not give legal effect to that tax unless it is authorised by the Statute
concerned.
A very strong commitment was made both before and immediately after the State
election in 1993 not to do the very thing that has now been done. Prior to the election the
Premier promised that there would be no new taxes by a coalition government. It was a
"read my lips" statement. However, on Sunday, 27 June 1993 when word about the WA
Inc levy got about, the Premier said in bold terms that he was not considering a WAInc
tax. Two days later, on 29 June 1993, the Premier announced a levy for WA Inc losses,
and he claimed that was not a tax. If the Premier wants to say to the people of Western
Australia that the $50 per vehicle levy is not a new tax being imposed on them, I wish
him well; but they will treat him in the same way as others. They will accuse him of
indulging in semantics. In substance and in form, it is not only a breach of the
undertaking - given two days before the levy was introduced - that there would not be a
WA Inc tax, but also a breach of a pre-election promise that there would be nio new tax
by a coalition government. This Bill should be passed by the House because it will
overcome an unlawful act by this Government. It will declare the levy an unlawful act
and make the $50 payment void.
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It is an extremely unfair tax in the sense that it is regressive. One of the fundamental
principles of taxation law, if one is looking at the question of equity in taxation, is that a
taxation provision should be progressive in its nature; that is, the tax goes up according to
one's capacity to pay. We have a regressive tax. It hits low income earners, pensioners.
and students - young people who are unrelated in every conceivable way to the
unfortunate events of the 1980s. It hits them equally. as it does the millionaires and the
well off people of our society.
Mr Strickland: Liberal and Labor voters as well.
Mr McGINTY: The member's National Party colleagues am opposed to it to a greater
degree than anyone else as farms have a number of vehicles, and $50 is paid on each of
them. It does not surprise me that considerable anxiety exists about the inequity of this
tax in the country. The Opposition agrees with a number of members who represent
country electorates that its application is inequitable. It is an unfair tax.
Mr Tubby: It is unfair because they never voted Labor in their lives.
Mr McC3INTY: It is unfair because it is regressive, and the way in which the
Government has imposed this tax is hurting people.
Mr Tubby: I agree with you.
Mr McGINTY: The member for Roleystone can cross the floor in a minute to put an end
to this regressive tax.
Immediately prior to the last state election we had a considerable debate about
government paid advertising. It was in the context of the political disclosure legislation
and the now Government - then the Opposition, and particularly members in the upper
House - made great play of the fact that during election times government advertising
should cease. Essentially, they were saying that it was highly improper for the
government to use its funds to promote itself as a political party, or to demote the
opposition.
The levy is a most blatantly political statement appearing on the vehicle licences of every
citizen in the State. It is designed to achieve a political end. It is blatant political
advertising, and in that sense it is a payment effectively to the Liberal Party because
people are being required not only to pay the $50 but also to carry around a political
message from the Government of the day. That is contradictory to the principles of
members opposite when they were in opposition. What the Ombudsman had to say about
this Government's rhetoric prior to the last election and since is equally applicable here.
Members opposite were purer than the driven snow when it came to the use of taxpayers'
funds to promote the Government of the day when they were in opposition; it is now
guilty of the sins it alleged we were guilty of when we were in government. This
Government has used taxpayers' money in order to print a blatantly pro-Liberal and
andi-Labor message on every vehicle licence that is issued.
The Government should not be using its position in government to send that blatantly
political message. Firstly, it is wrong in principle and, secondly, the Government has
created a precedent it will have to live with for many years to come. Having endorsed it,
if Government members do not vote with us tonight, they will be passing up the
opportunity to remove the $50 levy from all of the citizens of this State who have
vehicles. T'he Government will be endorsing the use of taxpayers' funds and taxpayers'
documents to promote a biased party political position with a clear political message. If
the Premier wants to live that way, so be it, but if it comes back to haunt him in the
decade ahead, he should not complain, because he perpetrated it. If the Government runs
a WA Inc levy proposition on the licence documents, it is guilty of rank hypocrisy.
Members opposite said one thing when they were in opposition, and the exact opposite
when they got into government.
It is not simply a matter of the Opposition in this Parliament moving this Bill to get rid of
the $50 WA Inc levy. It is not simply a point of view that we have; it is a view widely
held in the community. I am regularly invited on talkback radio and by far the most
common complaint against this Government is its action in imposing the $50 levy.
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People in the community put a series of arguments to me on talkback radio and generally
around the place, but the one thing that they very much resent about the Government is
the imposition of this new tax. That is in the public mind. The Government should act in
response to community concern and the view that people warnt an end to this tax. Not
only is there concern in the community, but also I get feedback on taikback radio and
from the media - most recently on 16 October 1994; not that I often rely on die Sunday
Times as an authoritative source, but I will on this occasion. Its editorial under the
headline "Scrap the levy" reads -

'he welcome news that the State Government Insurance Commission has had a
$100 million turnaround poses a big question for Premier Richard Court: When
will he scrap the $50 third party levy his Government imposed on car owners to
cover the disastrous losses of WA Inc?
The discriminatory levy was not soundly based in the first place. Why should one
category of people - motorists - be foxced to pay the cost of bad WA Inc
decisions? The decision smacked of political point scoring.
The SGIC's ability to transform a $65 million loss into a $46 million profit shows
that it should be able to nrde out of its past problems without using this unfair
levy to raise extra revenue.
The levy was planned to last for seven years and Mr Court now says it may be
possible to get rid of it in five.
The Government should do better than that. It should scrap the levy immediately.

That is the very issue we are seeking to achieve in introducing this legislation into
Parliament.
Mr Tubby: It has die same type of voodoo economics as you do.
Mr McGINTY: The Fairest division of the Liberal Party showed the same type of
"voodoo" economics - according to the member for Roleystone - when it called for the
abolition of the levy and forwarded a motion to the Liberal Party state conference. That
was recorded in The West Australian of 1 August 1994. From its own ranks people are
trying to get a message to the Government that they want the levy done away with.
Mr Kierath interjected.
The SPEAKER: The Minister for Labour Relations, order!
Mr McGINTY: Hendy Cowan, the Leader of the National Party, said in August that the
Government might be "foxced to it-examine the levy". It will be very interesting when
the next speaker, who I understand is the member for Avon, speaks on this matter
because only two months ago he was saying that the levy was inequitable. He said that in
the context of the National Party member for Roe calling for the levy to be removed. The
National Party carried a resolution, which is soundly based, at its state conference in
August this year to scrap the levy. The rank and file of the Liberal Party are trying to
give its members a message that they cannot hear. The Labor Party in this Pariament is
urging the Government to get rid of the levy and in an overwhelming way the community
is trying to give members opposite a message. However, as with many other matters, the
Government simply will not hear it.
Mr Icierath interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr McGINTY: I urge the House to support this legislation. It is an unlawful Act; it is
regressive taxation; it was improperly introduced and the public wants to see an end to it.
I urge members to support this Bill which will get rid of the $50 levy.
Mr Tubby intrijected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order die member for Roleystone.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [8.23 pm]: I welcome the opportunity to be involved in
this debate. This matter goes back a long way. I can well remember some pain from this
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debate in the late 1980s when I spoke in considerable detail on the plight of the SGIC and
SG1O. The Deputy Premier at the time, David Parker, the then member for Fremantle,
misled this House while I was pilloried by the Press for my stand. I read that speech
again only a few mont ago and I was close to being 100 per cent right in the details I
raised. At die tine the Press ridiculed me, Hon Max Evans in the Upper House and
several ocher people who raised the issue.
If the Press, the Labor Party - the Government at the time - and the public of Western
Australia had taken some notice when we raised these issues, we would not be speaking
about debts rater than $400m of several years ago or current debts of $330mn. It did not
have to happen. The State was warned; the then Government knew the position and
misled this House, and the media let down the State. We are now arguing about the levy,
and the Leader of the Opposition is quite right in pointing to the National Party and
saying I referred to the levy as being inequitable. It is. However, what do we do about
it? The third party insurance fund is fed by only one source;, that is, by premium.
Dr Gallop: By investment.
Mr TRENORDEN: There cannot be investment unless there is profit out of premium.
The member for Victoria Park blew the investment. There is no investment.
Mr Shave intezjectecL
Mr TRIENORDEN: That is right. The only way to logically replace it is by increased
premium.
The Government at the time referred to capital implants out of the consolidated fund.
Whether the money comes from the consolidated fund or out of premium is irrelevant
because either way, unfortunately, the taxpayers feel the pain. However, at least the
premium relates to the activity of accidents, injured people, tragedy and such related
matters, which is what the SGIC is about. This is a social insurance. It is there to give
compassion to the community when people are hurt in motor vehicle accidents. To do
that we must have a fund from which we pay them. Therefore, they must pay a premium.
Mr CJ. Bamnetc: It is not a slush fund for property investments. It is for people in
hardship.
Mr TRENORDEN: It causes me rat hardship when I must listen to the tripe from the
other side. I had a little to do with changing the workers' compensation and third party
insurance laws. Nobody on this side wanted to do that.
Dr Gallop: Yes they did; they have been warnting to do it for years.
Mr TRENORDEN. The member for Victoria Park did it. Nobody else was responsible
but he.
Dr Gallop interjected.
The SPEAKER: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition, order!
Mr TR.ENORDEN: I will enjoy myself in a few minutes because I have some wonderful
quotes from the member for Victoria Park. He in particular, and other members on that
side of the House are responsible for the changes in the workers' compensation system
and the third party scheme. They gave the Government no alternative.
I do not have the annual report of the SGIC and the SGlO with me now as the member
for Belmont beat me to it, but I read it last week. I am not picking on the member for
Belmont. As most people in this House know, I have an interest in the SOIC and the
SGIO. The tables in those reports show a remarkable curnaroui~d in the outstanding
liabilities. The member for Belmont says I am wrong, but my memory tells me the
outstanding liabilities have dropped by about 20 per cent to 25 per cent. That turnaround
will be mainly as a result of the changes in the legislation. Other effects are increased
premiums, which happened mainly as a result of the previous Government's policies, and
the levy, If we do not fill up the empty hole from premiums, there is no logical base. At
least the premium is related to an actuarial projection of people getting hurt and insurance
in terms of social justice. I can see no way other way of going about it.
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Despite that, I acknowledge that the levy is inequitable. Many people in my electorate
have more than one motor vehicle. Many working people, who have up to three cars in
their family because they all work, must pay a penalty. I argued that at the time, but did
not win; that is part of being in government. I would have liked to see the levy kept to
certain makes of vehicles, but that is a minor paint. The fact that the National Party is
unhappy with the levy is well and truly established.
Mr Tubby: The Liberals are not too happy about it either.
Mr TRENORDEN: Precisely. To say this levy should be scrapped ignores the fact that a
big black hole must be filled up. The alternative to not filling up the big black hole is not
paying people their claims. Certainly no-one in this House would try to talk about not
paying claims. Another paint that has been raised is whether an insurance levy is lawful.
Dr Gallop: That is a fundamental issue.
Mr TRENORDEN: Of course it is; but the member is absolutely wrong about the levy
being unlawful. The term "levy" has been used to mean premium ad infinitumn. Every
person who buys insurance pays a levy now - I should not say everyone, because a
handful sneakily insure overseas and therefore do not pay a levy.
Dr Gallop: Why are premiums different according to different classes of vehicles?
Mr TRENORDEN: Because of the risk factor.
Dr Gallop: Exactly, and that is the definition of a premium. That is all yo u can do under
this legislation. Theme is no reference to a levy.
Mr TRENORDEN: I have a few definitions from the Concise Oxford Dictionary.
Dr Gallop: It is what the law thinks that matters.
Mr TRENORDEN: The member for Victoria Park must listen. The Concise Oxford
Dictionary defines a levy as a collection of contribution. What is another word for
premium? It is a contribution.
Dr Gallop: Read the law books.
Mr TRENORDEN: The definition of a premium is an amount to be paid in consideration
of a contract of insurance. Contribution is defined as to pay or to give jointly with others.
They all mean the same thing. Whether it is one or the other makes no difference.
Whether one calls it a contribution, which life insurance companies call it, or a premium,
which general insurance companies call it, or a levy, which is what the fire brigade calls
it, what difference does it make? It is still a contribution, tax, sum, regular payment or
whatever. Whether it is tided a levy or premium is totally immaterial.
Dr GALLOP: You would make a good lawyer! 'Totally immaterial" - what a headless
argument.
Mr TRENORDEN: I have a good quote for the member later on.
Dr Gallop: That is totally immaterial.
Mr Kierath: You would know all about that, being an academic.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order!
Mr TRENORDEN: The raising of fire brigade funds could be called a contribution or
premium, but the fire brigade calls it a levy. It calls it a levy because it means basically
the same thing. What is in a name? It means nothing. The member for Victoria Park is
saying the $50 should be dropped but, if he remembers, in November 1981 he raised the
premium by -
Dr Gallop: By 30 per cent
Mr TRENORDEN: It was $50. That is right, 30 per cent It was all right for him to
raise the premium by $50 at that time.
Dr Gallop: It was done properly according to the Act.
Mr TRENORDEN: So is this,
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Dr Gallop: That is where the argument falls.
Mr TRENORDEN: I am surprised to find that the member for Victoria Park and I do not
agree with each other.
Mr Tubby: Was it $50 per vehicle?
Mr TRENORDEN: -Yes, every vehicle. The member for Victoria Park raised the levy by
$50 in November 1991.
Mr Tubby: That is about $70 in today's terms.
Mr TRENORIDEN: That is right. I cannot let this day go by without commenting on a
couple of things. I have a photocopy of a page of the members of the Government
Employees Superannuation Board of 30 June 198S. There is a beautiful line-up of pin-
striped gentlemen, and in the middle, there is one Mr McGinty. It says that one absent is
Mr K. Edwards. He is still absent, is he not? He was absent in those days too. I will tell
members off the top of my head about the decisions which came out of the
superannuation board in which the Leader of the Opposition was involved. Do members
remember the circumstances of the northern motels where there was quite a scandal up
on the north coast. The member for Pilbara is not here, but that was really a good deal.
At that time who was on that board voting? It was Mr McGinty, the employee
representative. Some millions of dollars were involved, although I must admit my
memory is not so good Remember Anchorage and the great little deal at Fremantle? It
was organised only recently I understand, but through all those years Mr McGinty was on
that board voting on those decisions.
Dr Gallop: He is "the Leader of the Opposition".
Several members interjected.
Mr TRENORDEN: There were the great central district property deals of Westralia
Square and Central Park. I am in debt to the Minister for Planning, because he reminded
me about the put option. 'Remember the put option with Mr Warren Anderson? What a
wonderful property deal.
Mr Tubby: Was he on the board then?
Mr TRENORDEN: Yes, he was on the board then.
Mr Tubby: Right in the thick of WA Inc.
Mr TRENORDEN: Right in the thick of the action.
Mr Bloffwitch: He said he had nothing to do with it.
Mr TRENORDEN: Remember Party's deal at Halls Head? There was of course that
other place we have never heard of - Rothwells! The money that went in there was
amnazing. I have some difficulty with the Leader of the Opposition sanctimoniously
saying to me that I am doing something wrong in these circumstances, given the history
he has and the pain that those decisions caused me when I was sitting on the other side of
the House.
Dr Gallop: You would not know the truth if you fell over it.
Mr TRENORDEN: Did those events occur or not? Was the Leader of the Opposition on
the board for those years?
Dr Gallop: You take it up with the Leader of the Opposition. He will tell you.
Several members interjected.
Mr TRENORDEN: From 30 June 1988 he was a member of the State Superannuation
Board for three years.
Several members inteijected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr TRENORDEN: The other members were Rolston, Edwards, Helm, Kingsrnill,
Mansfield and Middleton.

[ASSEMBLY]6238



(Wednesday, 26 October 1994] 63

Several members interjected.
Mr TRENORDEN: I would 1like to remind the member for Victoria Park of the royal
commission days. T'he Premier mentioned earlier chat those board members were
considered to be the pawns of government. Remember the timing - from 1988 to 1991.

Point of Order

Dr GALLOP: Mr Acting Speakcer, before you were in the Chair the Speaker, who of
course has ultimate authority over the proceedings of this House and sets the agenda for
the standards of debate, called the Opposition benches into order for straying from the
topic, very much in the manner in which the member for Avon is currently straying. I
request you to ask him to get back to the point of this legislation, otherwise we will have
to take up the whole issue of inconsistent rulings from the Chair.
Several members inteijected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order! The member for Dianella. I accept the
point of order. I think the member for Avon is beginning to stray. I thought so a moment
ago and I was going to remind him. I was hoping he would come to a conclusion on that
part of the debate and return to the main debate before us.

Debate Resumed
Mr TRENORDEN: I hate to disagree, Mr Acting Speaker, but I was a long way away
from the topic so I will come back.
Mr Kierath: We should move a major motion on this.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr TRENORDEN: I was talking about the State Superannuation Board, which has little
to do with a $50 levy. What does have much to do with a $50 levy is the investment
practice of the SGIC. I wish to speak about that for a moment and to give a few quotes
from the member opposite. What amuses me is that when in opposition I asked questions
of the member for Victoria Park, and for all those years he never really answered
questions; but he got two right. I asked him four questions one day. They were -

(1) Do the four funds controlled by the State Government Insurance
Commission collectively have an underwriting loss in excess of $50
million?

(2) Is the asset holding of those four funds approximately $350 million in
deficit?

(3) Has he received advice that he should increase motor vehicle third party
premiums to cover these deficiencies?

(4) Will the net proceeds of the sale of the SGIO cover underwriting
deficiencies by the end of this financial year?

He answered -

Unfortunately, I lack the incisive1 comnputerlike brain of the member for Avon ...

I asked the then Minister for Microeconomic Reform another question about the lasses,
as follows -

Does the Minister agree with a recent article in The West Australian by Karen
Brown tidled "'SGIC a pawn of Government" in which Mr Rees, the former
Chairman of the State Government Insurance Commission, is quoted as stating
that he saw the SGIC as a fiscal structure within Government and it was,
therefore, proper for the SCIC to have regard to, and act in accordance with,
Government initiatives and/or Government policy? Is this still Government
policy?

The then Minister replied in part -
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Yes, the Government does expect the SGIC to carry out its philosophy and
policies in that area. In respect of specific decisions about where to invest the
money to earn the best return for the funds, of course, we set up the board to do
that on behalf of the Government.

That is corret because the previous Labor Government directed those people and, as a
consequence, the money was lost. I also asked a question on 22 August 1991 as follows -

When the Government establishes a new State Government Insurance
Commission proposed to be called the Insurance Commission of Western
Australia, will it commence with a negative asset base of approximately
$100 million?

I did not know at that time that the figure was $450mn. I further asked whether the
Government would require additional funds. The then Minister replied -

Without referring to the cwrrent figures of the SGIC, I cannot conflirm what the
precise position will be for the new Insurance Commission of WA . ..

He was the Minister at the time and yet he did not know what the position was. I can
understand why he did not want to know about it. The Minister also stated -

It will not require an injection of funds from the Government of Western
Australia when it is set up. There will be no further increase in premiums this
year.

Between 22 August and 12 November 1991 the figure increased by 30 per cent.
Dr Gallop: There was a report to the Government from the SGIC between those two
dates.
Mr TRENORDEN: Is the Deputy Leader of the Opposition suggesting that he was
totally ignorant of the position between those dates?
Dr Gallop: We did not have die reports.
Mr& TRENORDEN: I also believe in the Easter bunny! It is very hard on this side of the
House to listen to the sanctimonious rubbish from Opposition members about the $50
levy being removed. There is a bole in the commission's funds which was caused by
members opposite. When I and other members tried to demonstrate to the then Labor
Government and to the whole of Western Australia that there was a major crisis in this
area, members opposite denied it for a number of years. As we already know, during that
period die position deteriorated. Decisions were made by Premiers, Treasurers and
Ministers that extended the problems from 1988 to 1989, to 1990, to 1991 and so on.
Each year the debt increased. It gives me absolutely no pleasure to be confronted by
angry people who do not like paying the $50 levy. I do not like paying that levy either.
Mr Kierath: I tell them to send their complaints to the Labor Party.
Mr Graham: They can send them to me.
Mr TRENORDEN: I will send any people who complain to the member for Pilbara. The
only pain I feel in this debate is anger and irritation that the people who caused the pain
are tiling me I have some part in it. I have no part in this pain and I accept no
responsibility whatsoever, except for ning a decision to rectify die dreadful problem.
Other than that, it is laughable to be called the types of names being used by members
opposite.
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [8.46 pm]:. I bring
this debate to a conclusion by referring to the three arguments the Opposition has put in
favour of this Bill. Firstly, the tax is imposed at a flat rate on almost every Western
Australian motor vehicle owner. It is inequitable and regressive and. indeed. it is a bad
tax. Members opposite have agreed with that argument and, therefore, we won the first
point. The second argument put forward by the Opposition in support of the legislation is
that the tax was imposed upon the people of this State without parliamentary
consideration, and in direct contradiction of a promise made before the last election, and
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repeated after the election, that no new taxes would be imposed on them. I turn to ibis
argument. For the first time members of this Parliament will have a chance to vote on
this issue and, to quote the member for Avon, will bave a chance to take responsibility or
otherwise for this measure by voting on it. That opportunity was nor given to members
opposite by their own Government, but has been given to them by the Opposition. The
Opposition believes it is a very bad principle to introduce a new tax without
parliamentary consideration. It has introduced legislation that will give members a
chance to declare in this Parliament where they stand on the tax.
The third major argument of die Opposition is that this measure is unlawful. Some
strong evidence was provided to indicate, independently of the financial position of the
SGIC and the measures that may or not be necessary to improve its position, that it is
illegal. Last year our spokesman on financial matters put forward the Opposition's
strategy for dealing with this subject. There are three tests of the legality of this
imposition. The first test is how it was introduced. The Government has not been very
forthcoming on this issue. It has not explained how the idea of the levy emerged from
within the system of government. There would be no doubt about die illegality of ths
measure if the idea had been proposed by the Government to the SOIC.
Mr Strickland: I think you will find that the SGIC went to the Premier and said we have
a terrible problem of a $330m deficit, we cannot pay our bills, we are going broke, and
we must do something about it.
Dr GALLOP: The SGIC may very well have said that to the Government and, if the
Government suggested that it should impose a $50 levy, the measure would be illegal
under section 3T of the State Government Insurance Commission Act, which is quite
clear on the way in which premiums can be adjusted and the processes that must be
followed in doing so. If what the member for Scarborough has implied in his interjection
happented, there is no doubt about the illegality. When this matter goes to the Public
Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee it will call before it representatives from
the State Government Insurance Commission and the Government, and we will be
interested to hear the explanation of the precise process used when this measure emerged.
That is test number one.
Test number two relates to the issue raised by the Leader of the Opposition when he
made a quite proper distinction between a levy and a premium. By law a premium is a
risk-related payment. That is why the premiums charged by the State Government
Insurance Commission vary. The different classes of vehicle have different risks
attached to them. We have a flat rate levy here. It is our contention that the legislation
does not give the Government the authority to do that. It gives it the authority to adjust
premiums - there is no question about that. That authority was used in 1991 when the
premiums went up by 30 per cent. If the Government warnts extra authority to do
something else, it must be legislated for. Of course, this announcement was made by
press release, rather than by legislation. That is the second test of the legality of this
levy. We believe the test has been failed.
The third test is this: Was this levy introduced for the reasons laid down in the
legislation that relate to the situation faced by the SGIC both in the short run and in the
longer run, or was it introduced for some ulterior purpose? We have evidence to indicate
that there was an ulterior purpose. When the Government defends this levy it talks about
the political situation of the Labor Party versus that of the Liberal Party. In other words,
the levy, as a device, was a suitable means by which it felt it could illustrate the sins of
the past. Then it added insult to injury by putting propaganda on the motor vehicle
renewal forms. That is evidence that indicates that this is politically driven.
Unfortunately the legislation does not allow for political reasoning in respect of our
premiums; it allows only for commercial reasoning.
Another possible ulterior motive may have been that the Government of the day wanted
to improve the situation of the State Government Insurance Commission with a view to
changing the markcetplace. It may wish to privatise motor vehicle third party insurance, a
point made by the plaintiff lawyer group last year. If that were the case, again this
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legislation would be illegal. I refer members opposite to the legal situation which is that
if we do something for an ulterior purpose, even if that ulterior purpose is not the sole
purpose for which it is done, it will render the legislation illegal. Those three tests must
be met: Firstly, what process was followed in setting the levy and what was the
relationship between the SGIC and the Government in doing it? Secondly, is the levy a
premium as defined under die Act or is it a separate tax imposed without authority?
Thirdly, was it done for ulterior motives?
In respect of all of those arguments, which we mounted in defence of our legislation, we
had no response from the Government. That is the way in which this Parliament now
conducts itself. We see very poor second reading speeches for most legislation that is put
forward by the Government. We see very short speeches with very little illustration of
the philosophy of the legislation. When it comes to responding to our legislation, theme is
very little argument or analysis. At the end of the day that will catch up with members of
the Government.
The public expects us to treat these matters seriously. The Labor Party approaches the
issue of the financial position of the State Government Insurance Commission with two
principles: First, we must move to a situation where the gap between the assets and
liabilities is removed. The member for Avon called it the black hole. Of course, we must
move to remedy that situation. My question is this: Who takes the burden of shovelling
and how long do we take to do it? We say on the Labor side that the burden of
shovelling should be borne fairly, and not unfairly by a tax that discriminates against low
income people and working people who, of necessity, must have more than one vehicle
in fth family. We will not do it that way; we will not tackle it by placing an unfair
burden on those people. That is the second principle that must come to bear in dealing
with the finances of the State Government Insurance Commission; namely, that there is
fairness in the way in which we tackle that problem. All along we have been looking for
away to tackle the issue fairly. If we were back on the Government benches now and

responsible for the finances, we would do these things in a fair way. That is our
philosophy. We must deal with the situation but not in a way that is unfair and
regressive. That is our principle. We stick with it and that is why we put forward this
legislation today.
I remind members opposite of the Liberal Party attitudes to the ordinary people in respect
of die State Government Insurance Commission and its premiums.
Dr Hames: When you put it up by $50, how did you do it?
Dr GALLOP: At that time the State Government Insurance Commission came to the
Government and under the legislation we chose to increase premiums. If the member
had been following politics closely for the past couple of years, he would know as a
matter of public record that I put forward a proposition based on the Canadian system
that we should link our insurance policies more closely with a traffic accident policy. In
some Canadian provinces people must pay part of their premium on the basis of any
demerit points that they may have lost for driving infringements. In other words, a
disincentive is provided for driving badly and it is linked into a general strategy to cut
accidents.
It is important that we recognise where we stand on this issue as opposed to the position
of the liberal Party. In 1976 die premiums went up by 50 per cent; in 1978 by 33 per
cent; in 1980 by 50 per cent; in 1981 by 25 per cent; and in 1982 by 10 per cent. No
wonder the insurance fund was in surplus in 1983. The easy option, as the member for
Balcanta put it, has always been followed by the Liberal Party in this State. The Liberal
Party's attitude to motor vehicle third party insurance has always been to fleece people;
that is, to take the easy option.
Members are forgetting about another part of this Bill; that is, it makes it illegal for a
government to use its motor vehicle licence renewals for party political propaganda. It is
proper for us to make it illegal for any government to use the renewal forms for party
political purposes. If members oppose this legislation they are acknowledging that it is
quite proper to use the renewal forms for party political purposes. The time has come.

6242 (ASSEMBLY]



[Wednesday, 26 October 1994] 64

For the first time, we can vote on the issue. For the first time, the tax has come to the
Parliament. For the first time, we will all have the opportunity to show people where we
stand on this unfair, regressive tax; this bad tax that has been introduced improperly
without reference to the Parliament, and which is illegal under the State Government
Insurance Commission Act.
Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (19)
MrM.DBarnett Mrs Hailahan Mr Taylor
Mr Catania Mrs Henderson Mrlbomas
Mr Cunningham Mr Kobelke Ms Wanock
Dr Edwards Mr Marlborough Dr Watson
Dr Gallop Mr McGinty Mr Leahy (Teller)
?&rahlam Mr Ripper
Mr Grill Mrs Roberts

Noes (27)
Mr Ainsworth Mr Kiernth Mr Shave
Mr CJ. Barnett Mr Lewis Mr W. Smith
Mr Blaikie Mr Marshall Mr Strickland
Mr Board Mr McNee Mr Trenorden
Mr Bradshaw MrMmuon Mr Tubby
Dr Constable Mr Nicholls Dr Tunibull
Mrs Edwardes Mr Osborne Mrs van de Klashorat
Dr Flames Mrs Parker Mr Wiese
Mr House Mr Pendai Mr Bioffwirch aelfer)

Question thus negatived.
Bill defeated.

MOTION - ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT, REVIEW,
MINISTER FOR THE ENVIRONMENT'S RESPONSE TABLING

DR EDWARDS (Maylands) [9.05 pm]: I move -

That this House calls on the Minister for the Environment to table immediately
his response to the 1992 review of the Environmental Protection Act under
section 124 of the Act and to explain why he has failed to honour his ministerial
responsibilities in this matter.

This is a serious matter, and one to which I draw the attention of the Parliament this
evening. Section 124 of the Environmental Protection Act obliges the Minister to carry
out a review of the operations and effectiveness of die Act five years after it was
implemented. The Minister must then prepare a report based on that review and, in the
words of the Act, as soon as practicable thereafter present the report to both Houses of
Parliament. The Environmental Protection Act was proclaimed early in 1987, and the
five years were up early in 1992. The review subsequently occurred, starting in April
and concluding in November that year. However, afer 18 months in government, the
Minister has yet to table his response to that review. This is a serious issue.
By failing to table his response the Minister, firstly, is ignoring his own Statute which
requires him to do that; and, secondly, failing to be accountable in the way recommended
by the royal commission, with a report that lends itself very well to the accountability
provisions. Finally, and interestingly, the Minister is working against die Liberal Party
policy which promised "to take close account of the findings of the recent review panel's
recommendations".
I will outline some of the ways that the review was conducted, and then some of the
matters in it to demonstrate how important and valuable it is, and why the Minister
should provide his response. We all know that a review is not the end of a process but
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rather the beginning of something new, but we are yet to see the beginning. The review
was conducted by an independent advisory committee composed of three people. The
chairman was Mr John Ramsay, head of the Department of Environment and Planning in
Tasmania. Also serving on the committee were Harold Qlough from Clough
Engineering, and Mr Neil Blake, an environmental consultant who previously worked
with the Australian Conservation Foundation. The terms of reference of the review were,
firstly, those set out in the Act which were to look at the operation and effectiveness of
the Act the effectiveness of the authority, and the need for continuation of the functions
of the authority, In addition, because of the concerns expressed in early 1992 - concerns
that continue now - the review was required to look at a number of other issues. They
were providing up-front environmental assessment guidelines; speeding up the approval
process; expediting community consultation, but without cutting into its effectiveness;
and simplifying procedures for the development of environmental protection policies.
The concerns still remain, and the information in the report will be valuable in helping to
address those concerns.
The committee approached the review, I suppose one could say, in three ways: First, it
held a public seminar, and it contacted various interest groups and other authorities as
well as people who had links to the area. It held an open forum which 180 people
attended. As well, there was the usual process of calling for written submissions; the
committee went to great trouble to ensure that people knew the review was on and to get
the interested parties to make submissions. Many of the submissions were what one
could call open in that once they were tabled, they were available for review by other
bodies so that people who had made contributions could check to see what other
organisations had said and understand their viewpoints.
The review committee drew up what it called a stakeholder list of groups which it
believed should be consulted, and solicited their views. Part of that process was to
contact all local government authorities and obtain their input. it received 141
submissions as a result of this process. Right from the beginning, the committee was
concerned that it be independent and tackle all of the issues. One of the first things it did
was approach three groups of people: Professor Main, a former chairman of the
authority; representatives of the Conservation Council of Western Australia and the
Australian Conservation Foundation; and representatives of the Chamber of Mines and
Energy of WA and the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia. The
review committee was careful to point out that it wanted to focus on what all groups
regarded as the salient issues.
T'he committee released its report in mid-October 1992. It then sought further public
comment, which closed at the end of November 1992. The committee received 32
submissions, which generally supported the report. I have gone to some trouble to talk
about how the review was conducted, with the aim of demonstrating that it was
independent, that it was an extremely comprehensive and open process, and that there
was a lot of consultation. Fortunately, the review document was well received.
The report made four important recommendations. The first recommendation dealt with
the primacy of the Environmental Protection Act, and the review committee went into
some detail to explain what is was, how is worked and why is was necessary. Is is timely
that I talk about that matter now,'because the primacy of the Act is under some threat
from another Bill that is currently before the House and the authority is worried that the
primacy of the Act may weUl be eroded.
The second recommendation dealt with the right of the public to participate in the
processes established by the Act, and there was almost unanimous support for that. The
third recommendation was that the EPA should always be independent. Again, there is
currently concern from the community and the authority that its independence may be
eroded. The fourth recommendation was an agreement that the scheme of the Act should
continue as what the committee called a ministerial model, where final decisions would
rest with the Minister, the Government or the Parliament, depending upon the particular
situation.
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The review also deal: with some definitions. The committee looked closely at the
definition of "environment" and said that should remain as it is in the Act. It also looked
closely at dhe definition of "proposal", examined and explained it, and said diat should
remain as it is in die Act. The notion of proposal is another issue that is under thrat.
The concern of the committee was very much to improve, simplify and make more
flexible the procedures that are involved in the Act. The review ao provided for
delegation of functions to a level where matters could be dealt with more expeditiously or
responsively. The review committee said that it was keen to reduce the time taken for
decisions to be made. That matter is still of concern, and it should be looked at today in
1994.
One interesting point that was made in the review is that there be a commissioner for the
environment. The review committee looked closely at dhe appeals process and concluded
that it should be made tighter and more effective. It recommended that the review
process be under the control and management of the commissioner for the environment,
who should be independent of that process. This person should be a full time appointee
and have a five year contract, and be skilled in negotiation, conciliation, mediation and
consultation. The commissioner should be properly resorced so that he or she would be
able to carry out the job effectively. Further recommendations were made about die
duties of die commissioner, how the office would work, how it would receive
information, and bow it would make appeals. The committee wanted to set up not a
system that would be adversarial but rather a person who would be independent and deal
with some of these appeals. It also suggested mechanisms to improve the appeals
process.
The notion of a commissioner for the environment or, as it was referred to in one line, an
environmental ombudsman, got quite a good run in dhe Press when the report was first
released and there seemed to be a lot of support for it. Many people who made
submissions supported that notion. However, what do we have now? We certainly do
not have any EPA ombudsman or commissioner. We have one officer, an appeals
coordinator, who is poorly resourced. That is a sad reflection on all the work that went
on in this review and also of what is happening with the environment currently.
It is of interest that when die report was released, it was supported in the Press by the
Chamber of Commerce and Industry, which is quoted in The West Australian as agreeing
with most of the recommendations. It was supported also by the Chamber of Mines and
Energy, which said that many of the committee's 150 recommendations supported the
views expressed in the chamber's submission. Therefore, there is no doubt that it was an
independent, comprehensive and well detailed review. The opportunity arose in diis
review for a decision to be made to bring the Environmental Protection Authority and die
department that was recommended closer to die principles that were outlined in the report
of the royal commission. The royal commission made a number of recommendations to
promote public miust and confidence in our system of government. Those
recommendations included that government be conducted as openly as possible, that
public officials and their agencies be accountable for their actions, and that there be
integrity in the process of government. It is clear that the Environmental Protection
Authority, as it was then, was conforming with these principles, but equally that there
was scope to improve the authority so that ultimately it would be a model agency. One
way in which it does conform is by making information accessible to die public. For
example, die EPA advertises each week in The West Australian about the matters in frornt
of it and invites public comment. The authority has also been very keen to have public
consultation throughout the approval process. However, consultation and the way in
which information is made available to the public are under threat from the planning Bill,
and I hope that when the amendments are made, this threat will disappear.
The primacy of the Act is also important in regard to the recommendations of tie royal
commission, because the primacy of the Act means that government agencies and private
sector proponents art trated by the Act in the same way. That is a very important
consideration. Again I am concerned that this proposal will be watered down. The
review suggested further changes to improve even more the principles of openness,
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accountability and responsiveness. One of the major changes is to the role of the
commissioner for die environment. For example, the comrmissioner must demonstrate,
when disputes arise, that the relationship between bureaucracy and the appellants is at
arm's length and there is true independence. It is sad that a lot of these recommendations
have not been picked up.
When the report was released the Liberal Party wade some use of it in its policy
document. It said in its environmental policy document that it would introduce methods
of including a fair, impartial and independent system of appeals and bring about a level
of accountability that is without precedence in Western Australia. Unfortunately, we are
yet to see this; the appointment of an appeals officer does not amount to dhat at all. The
document also referred to setting up an outside, qualified and independent person for
advice; that is, a commissioner as suggested by the review. However, that has not come
to pass. Finally, the document said that in looking at assessment procedures it would
take into account the findings of the recent review's recommendations.
What we have now is an authority which is more conservative than it was previously. In
spice of that, the authority is very concerned about some of the issues that currently
confront it. In fact, the authority is concerned that its powers will be eroded. that the
primacy of its Act will be removed; and that its independence will be erodedL In
addition, the authority believes that some of the changes proposed in this State, particular
in the planning legislation, will not enhance environmental protection and that is a very
sad state of affairs.
Ihe review is a very valuable document which is now going to waste. Even more
important than that, the review was undertaken because it was a requirement under the
Statutes. It is sitting somewhere on a shelf and the Minister is not fulfilling his
obligations by coming into this Parliament and responding to it and advising what he will
do about it. The Government is missing a valuable opportunity to implement some of the
principles recommended in the second report of the Royal Commission into Commercial
Activities of Government and Other Matters. Finally, the Liberal Party is ignoring its
platform, and that is very interesting.
Unfortunately, it feeds into the situation where environmental standards in this Stare are
being decreased: I refer members to the Creery wetlands and protection for the Lake
Clifton stromarolites and the ludicrous situation in which the Chamber of Commerce and
Industry of Western Australia is fighting a big EPA shake-up, as was headlined in The
West Australian. It is ludicrous that we must rely on the Chamber of Commerce and
Industry to protect the EPA Act. This is a very serious matter and I look forward to
hearing the Minister's response. I commend the motion to the House.
MR MeGINTY (Fremantle - Leader of the Opposition) (9.24 pm]: I am happy to
second this motion, to which there are two dimensions: Firstly, it indicates a breach of
the Minister's statutory duty. T'he member for Maylands pointed out that under section
124 of the Environmental Protection Act the inister has a duty to report to the House as
soon as practicable after receiving a copy of the review of the Act five years after it came
into effect. Some 18 months have now passed since he became the Miinister for the
Environment and he has not made that response.
As the member for Maylands correctly observed, under a tripartite approach - that is,
representatives of the Government, the conservation movement and industry - the Act
was reviewed and the report was received in the course of 1992. Following the receipt
of the report public submissions were invited and the submissions closed in November
1992. Some 32 submissions were received from environmental groups, members of die
public and people involved in the development side of industry. As the responsible
Minister for the Environment at the end of 1992, I set about analysing the submissions
that had been received to coordinate a response on behalf of the then Labor Government
I was able to conclude my recommendations and had Parliament still been sitting they
would have been tabled in the Parliament. A 41 page document was prepared headed
"Report to Parliament by the Minister for the Environment, Hon Jim McGinty MLA, on
the Review of the Environmental Protection Act 1986". However, members will
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appreciate that with the submissions closing in November 1992 and Parliament ceasing to
sit in December 1992. it was not possible for me as the then responsible Minister to table
that response in the Parliament. If Parliament had continued to sic during January 1993
that would have been done. Nonetheless, having coordinated all those submissions, I set
about discussing the matter with my ministerial colleagues. A minor difference of
opinion occurred on one or two matters which remained unresolved at the time of the
State election in February 1993. In light of the considerable controversy which emerged
with the change of government and the actions of the new Minister for the Environment
there was considerable public concern and some debate on this issue. For that reason, in
early 1993 I made available to the public the response of the Australian Labor Party,
given that it was no longer in government. That did not satisfy the requirement of the
Act which requires the Minister to report to the Parliament as soon as practicable.
Eighteen months has now elapsed since the new Minister for the Environment took over
that office and he has failed to measure. up to his statutory duties. The review of the Act
has been completed and it is appropriate that he table his response to it. He should have
done that in the first few months of coming into office. flat was not done and from all
indications he does not intend to table his response to the statutory review of the
Environmental Protection Act. Certain things go on notwithstanding the change in
government and that includes Ministers' duties. Ministers change from time to time and
sometimes the party in government changes. However, the Minister cannot undo the
review that was conducted. He may not like its findings, but it is the review. In his
report to Parliament the Minister should enunciate the Government's policy.
The second dimension to the argument is that the community wants to know where the
Government is going on the environment. In respect of the Environmental Protection
Act, the review and report mechanism enables the community to plan ahead and to know
what will happen in respect of environmental legislation. Currently widespread
community concern has been expressed about the direction of this Government's
environmental policy. That concern has been within the community for a considerable
period, and one of the reasons the Minister should forthwith table his response in this
House to the review of the Environmental Protection Act is to provide a measure of
certainty to the community so that the people will know the direction that environmental
protection in Western Australia will take under this Government.
The environmental movement and industry thought they knew where they stood with the
platform on which the now Government went to the State election in 1993. People in the
voluntary conservation movement took considerable comfort from one element of the
Liberal Party policy put forward prior to that election; that is, there would be no lessening
of environmental standards. That was the one issue people quoted at me as the then
Minister for the Environment from the platform of the Liberal Party. It is also the phrase
that is most frequently quoted back at me now with a measure of apprehension, disgust
and concern by people in the environmental movement who say that was the essential
promise made to them prior to the election and that is why they gave some support to the
Liberal Party at that election.
It is clear that that support from the voluntary conservation movement was a tribute to the
member for South Perth and his interest in the environment and his skills in dealing with
the community. I do not say this to damage the political career of the member for South
Perth in any sense. I realise that praise from one side of the Parliament to a member on
the other side can often be misinterpreted. As the person who has responsibility on the
Labor side of' the House for putting forward the environmental policies of the Labor Party
I say that we had a formidable foe in the member for South Perth in debate in the
community to win support on environmental issues. The community cook him at his
word, that is, no environmental standard would be lessened.
T'he concern that has emerged from the community since then is clearly that that promise
has not been honoured by the Government. It reflected itself early in the piece with an
unprecedented no confidence motion against the Minister for the Environment by the
Conservation Council of Western Australia, the peak body representing almost every
conservation organisation in this State. It was not simply the Government's sacking of
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Barry Carbon, the former chairman of the Environmental Protection Authority, or the
amendments to the Environmental Protection Act that were put through the Parliament
last year which split the position of chief executive officer and chairman in defiance of
die recommendations of the review of the Act. It was not simply the question of mining
in national parks or the threat to dhe Ningalco national park that caused concern. One
could go an with a litany of concerns the environmental movement had about the way in
which this Government is managing the environment; however, it is more fundamental
than that. No sense of direction is being given by the Government to environmental
protection in Western Australia.
The employers, developers, industrialists, and conservationists to whom I speak want to
know where the direction is. Most of them do not mind if die direction is enunciated in a
way which they will not particularly approve. It is the uncertainty and lack of direction
which is the essential problem in the community. One could have reasonably expected
the incoming coalition Government to generally follow the thrust of the report on the
review of the Environmental Protection Act. The Minister for the Environment on taking
office said in an interview in The West Australian that he could see no reason to split the
position of chairman and chief executive officer of the Environmental Protection
Authority. It then came as something of a surprise to the community when he did the
exact opposite and proceeded to introduce legislation into Parliament to effect that split.
The recommendation of the review of the Environmental Protection Act was that the
position should not be split at this time. There was some debate as to whether it should
be split. The document I made public early in 1993, the Labor Party's response,
indicated that the former Government would not have split the position of chief executive
officer and chairman of the EPA.
So many of the other recommendations contained in that review had widespread
community support; for example, the creation of the position of appeals commissioner or
commissioner for the environment. It was seen as an appropriate mechanism to
overcome the then existing inefficiencies and difficulties with the appeals process;
certainly the perception that an appeal against an EPA recommendation to the Minister
was an appeal from Caesar to Caesar. Those questions of the appeals process were
addressed in the report, which recommended changes to a number of inefficiencies. It is
disappointing that the actions of the Government have not measured up to the
recommendations of that report.
An appeals coordinator has been appointed to the Minister's office. That person does not
fill the function of the appeals commissioner or the commissioner for the environment
envisaged by the report; that is, someone at a senior level with significant negotiating
skills who would overcome that problem of the appearance of an appeal from the EPA or
the Minister being a Caesar to Caesar appeal. The position has been significantly
downgraded from that recommended in the review of the AcL. T'he question of the
independence of the Environmental Protection Authority has also come under
considerable attack with the legislative changes that were made during 1993. The
community groups concerned with environmental protection in Western Australia - the
Conservation Council and People for Environmental Protection, to name but a couple -
saw the legislative changes that were made last year as an assault on one of the key
recommendations of the Ranmsay review; that is, the independence of the EPA.
We are currently witnessing a major debate on the issue which is fundamental to the
operations of the Environmental Protection Act, the primacy of the Act, and the question
of public participation in the environmental processes in Western Australia. The debate
taking place within the Government, the environment and development communities, and
the broader general public, has as its basis the question of the primacy of the
Environmental Protection Act. The concern that is raised with me more often than any
other on this issue is that the Minister, by his endorsement of the planning Bill some time
ago, has been a party to removing one of those essential elements of the Environmental
Protection Act which the review recommended continue; that is, that the Act be regarded
as primary and overriding all other Acts which come into any conflict with it.
Ihe planning Bill contains another manifestation of the difficulties that have arisen
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because of a clear statement of government policy. The application of section 124 of the
Environmental Protection Act, requiring the Minister to table his response to the review
of the Act, would be overcome if we knew the direction the Government was taking. It is
difficult to accept dhnt a move to remove the EPA from a stage in the planning approval
process can be construed as anything other than a lessening of environmental standards -
something contrary to that recommended in the review document, and which the public
might be in a better position to debate if it knew where the Government was going;
however, it simply does not know. All it is getting from this Government are conflicting
messages.
The member for South Perth in standing up to the Minister for Planning on this issue has
enhanced enormously his credibility not only in the conservation community, but in the
broader community, by saying that a commitment was given before the election; that the
Environmental Protection Authority was most unhappy with what the Government is now
proposing; and that he would cross the floor if the Bill came forward to this House in its
unamended form. Underlying what he is saying is the question: Where the hell are we
going in environmental protection in Western Australia? We need to know. If the
Minister had cabled his response to the review, perhaps we would have some guidelines
on which to work to deal with the matter for the future. The public has a right to know
the environmental direction in which this Government is caking us. In coo many areas,
we do not know.
I refer to another related area, that of wildlife conservation in Western Australia. A draft
Bill was put out for public comment in 1992 with submissions closing in early 1993. We
have yet to see from the Minister a sign that he has even considered any submissions
received or whether he intends doing anything about the legislation. The community has
no knowledge about what the Minister is doing on that matter, even though public
submissions closed some 18 months ago.
I could go through many issues which impact on the environment and about which the
Minister tells us nothing. What we need is a clear statement of government policy. We
may want to argue in this House about the direction of that policy. However, there is
nothing worse than having no policy and no sense of direction. I call upon the Minister
to honour his statutory obligations and table that report so that we can then debate in the
community t direction in which the Government is going. What we are seeing at the
moment from t Minister is symptomatic of a general neglect for the envimnnment; chat
is, a neglect of his statutory duties. I urge the House to support the motion before it.
MRS HENDERSON (Thomnlie) [9.43 pm]: I support the motion. The issue before the
House tonight relating to the Minister's neglect in performing his duties is but one of a
series of instances of the Minister demonstrating his scant regard for his duty as
custodian of conserving and preserving the environment of Western Australia. One of
the most obvious things that has happened in recent days was the extraordinary example
during the debate about preserving the internationally recognised Cree'y wetlands of the
Minister not only not supporting the local conservationists who worked hard to preserve
chat area that had been listed in the Ramsar Convention, but also lending his support and
his office to the developer's offers to the community to induce it to vote for the
development. The local people were not fooled by those grandiose plans and offers.
Some of them which I have mentioned in this House were thinly described bribes of job
creation and so on and the people voted overwhelmingly in favour of preserving the
wetlands. I hoped to see a statement by the Minister giving credence to the local people
and their understanding of the significance of the area and their support for their local
environment. Unfortunately, chat was not forthcoming. Many people commented on the
fact that the Minister, in that debate, failed to support the environment as was his duty.
The second issue I raise is one that has been referred to by two previous speakers in this
debate; that is, the Minister's failure to protect the independence of the Environmental
Protection Authority. The Minister has been shocked by the extent of the support of all
sectors of the community for the role of the EPA. That support includes even those who
are most likely to be affected by its decisions, the business and industrial community.
The Minister has been aware for a long time - in fact, since August - that the
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Environmental Protection Authority was gravely concerned about the implications of the
planning legislation. The EPA, which was constrained from speaking publicly as public
servants about this matter, conveyed to the Minister its grave concerns. Even so, the
Minister said publicly that the draft planning Bill was good for the State and presented no
dangers for the EPA. Ihe Minister would be aware of the EPA's concerns, because the
EPA spelt out its concerns in some detail. It indicated that it believed that the legislation
would remove the primacy of the Environmental Protection Act. The authority said that
it would affect its independence. It said it would reduce the strength of its environmental
protection policies - the Epps - that it would significantly change the method of
providing advice, that it would remove the ability of the public to refer to and seek advice
from the EPA, and that the legislation would not enhance environmental protection in
Western Australia. It summed up its position by saying that it was unable to support the
Bill. We found out about the EPA's concern only because statements began to appear in
the Press. The concerned forces came forward and presented their views publicly with
others in the community expressing the same position. It is time the Minister admitted
that he was wrong, that the Bill does seriously undermine the independence of the EPA,
that it does remove the capacity of the public to have major input into decisions of the
EPA and his job as Minister for the Environment is to protect the environment and to tell
dhe community that he does not support the legislation and that he wants radical changes
made to it. He has not said that. We have only heard the former Liberal spokesperson
for the environment saying that he believes the legislation is bad for the State and that he
would go so far as to cross the floor to vote on it. Many people have commented on the
extent to which that has enhanced his standing in the community.
There are two or three other examples of the Minister reneging on his duty to protect and
preserve the environment. They are issues that touch on questions of States' rights which
is an issue which causes a degree of obsessiveness and which infects all members of the
coalition Government. One of those decisions was the decision by the Minister not to
have Western Australia join the national environmental council, the body which will set
standards for ambient air pollution, water quality control, vehicle emissions and all of
those things which are of grave concern to the community. Western Australia will have
no say in setting those standards. It is one thing for the Minister to say that we should not
be bound by standards established elsewhere; some people would sympathise with that.
However, when this State is given the opportunity of being a player in the game to help
establish the standards, it is very parochial for him to say that the State will not be
involved in the process and at the end of the day that we will not be bound by national
standards. The environment knows no bounds. When one considers that our flora and
fauna and other natural features of the environment do not stop at the State's border, the
consequences of the Minister's actions is something that future generations will regret.
A fourth area which the Minister, because of his position on States' rights, has
jeopardised, is the management plan for Shark Bay. The world heritage committee has
expressed on the international scene grave concerns about the fact that no management
plan has yet been brought forward by the Government for that area. The former
Government developed a management plan. Agreement was reached between the State
and Federal Governments on the plan. The new Government indicated that it wanted to
redevelop the plan. That was 18 months ago. Still we do not have a management plan
for Shark Bay, which most people describe as one of Western Australia's most priceless
assets, a place of such international significance that scientists come from all over the
world to look at its features.
On top of that, the Federal Government announced a major strategy on biodiversity.
Western Australia and New South Wales are the only two States that have not committed
themselves to that strategy. The strategy sets up a national biodiversity council into
which the States can have input. Again, the Minister said that this State would not be a
player it would not sit at that table and help draw up the guidelines for preserving
Australia's biodiversity. Let us not be under any illusions: Australia has such immense
diversity that it is significant on an intemnational level. We have more than half a million
different species, most of which are found nowhere else on Earth. Eighty per cent of our
280 mammals, 750 reptiles, 200 frogs and around 21 000 flowering plant species occur
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only in Australia. Our biodiversicy is essential to our future. Undoubtedly, it provides us
with food and has a great potential regarding medicine and industrial products. Also, it
provides the basis for many recreational activities. It s the variety of life. More than
10 million people a year visit our national parks, nature reserves and recreation areas to
see our biodiversity.
For Western Australia not to participate in such a major initiative is a setback for this
State. Western Australian has the largest number of species of plants of any State in
Australia by an enormous factor. The Minister does not benefit Western Australia by
refusing to participate in all of these forums in which opportunities are provided. As the
Minister for the Environment, he has a duty to participate in national forums so that
Western Australia's voice is heard and has a say in the strategies and Policies developed
for die environment. The people with whom the Minister most identifies - the large
companies, resource developers and industrialists - want a national standard for the
environment so that they know where they stand in every State in which they operate. I
commend the motion to the House as it touches on one area - there are many others - in
which the Minister has failed in his duty to the environment.
MR MINSON (Greenough - Minister for the Environment) [9.51 pm]: A range of
issues have been raised in debate tonight. The core of this motion relates to my response
to the 1992 review of the Environmental Protection Act which, under section 124 of the
Act, I should give as soon as is practicable. The motion refers to the fact that I have
chosen not to respond in detail to the 1992 review, chaired by Professor John Ramsay. I
made a brief ministerial statement on 1 December last year, in which I said -

Many other recommendations in the report appear to be worthy of closer
examination, leading to legislative or administrative change. However, before
introducing these changes to the House I in tend to seek the advice of the soon to
be appointed Chairman of the Environmental Protection Authority, and the Chief
Executive Officer of the Department of Environmental Protection. I expect these
two people to implement a proper process which will lead eventually to an
amendment Bill for consideration by Government and the Parliament.

Although Dr Steadman took up the new EPA position in January or February, Dr Brian
Jenkins took over as Chief Executive Officer on 19 September 1994. Therefore, he has
been in that office for barely five weeks. I make no apologies for executing a rigorous
executive search all over Australia to fill this position.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: He is an excellent choice.
Mr MINSON: Ilagree.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: He has quickly won the respect of industry and the environmental
movement.
Mr MINSON: Yes. Dr Jenkins is a man I admire immensely, first, for his intellect,
second, his people handling skills, and third, his great knowledge of environmental
matters. He was recruited from Kinhill engineers in Adelaide, where he held a high
position. He will go down as one of the truly great contributors to environmental
protection and environmental bureaucracy in this State.
I draw members' attention to a comment made to me about a week ago by Dr Jenkins.
He said that he has dealt with environmental protection agencies all around the world,
particularly in South East Asia and Australia. He has compulsorily attended the meetings
of the EPA Board, and he said "I have never sat in with a group of people discussing
environmental matters where there is such a high intellectual debate." He indicated that
this State's environmental protection board is of the highest quality. He is not a man to
give self-praise, so I will give it for him; he has the ability and intellect to deal, with
others, with revisits to the Environmental Protection Act to consider recommendations
for change.
A number of general comments were made in this debate which I will not deal with in
detail. However, I shall refer to the independence and primacy of the Act and the
authority - they have not been affected. The commissioner for the environment was a
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position recommended in the context of the need for independent appeals processes. The
fears was always that the Minister for the Environment would have little or no experience
in the field of the environment. Even if he had experience, he was untrained - and that
was true of most Ministers for the Environment. Even if they had some training, the
Ministers had nowhere near the level of expertise of other people in the Department of
Environmental Protection. Therefore, the reason, when boiled down to the essence, for
the appointment of the commissioner for the environment was to achieve an independent
appeals process. That could be done a number of ways.
A fear bad been held that the Minister of the day would ring up the Chairman of the EPA
and say, "I have an appeal before me. Do you want to revisit it and consider whether you
have made a mistake, or add to it?" It was feared that appeals were handled in that way.
I did not believe that was acceptable as appeals had to be, and must be seen to be,
separate. Recommendations in this regard made particular reference to the character and
negotiating skill of the person who would become the commissioner for the environment.
It so happens that a person in the system came from the department into my office who
has considerable qualifications - although not the highest - and experience, and he
possessed negotiating skills and the ability to bring people together. That person applied
for the appeals convenor's position along with seven or eight others, and he was
appointed on merit. However, that position does not exist within my office - it is a
separate telephone number and is resourced separately - and I reject any notion that the
position is part of my office; it is not.
The only complaint I have is that now everybody knows we have a competent and
independent person to whom one can lodge an appeal, and people know that they will
receive a fair hearing, I am receiving many mome appeals than I understand has been the
case in the past. David Nunn is an unexceptionable person for that job. Barry Carbon
rang David Nunn and said that he could not think of anyone in Western Austraia who
could better fill that position. Although he is not the commissioner for the environment
as recommended, I wanted to trial this process. I have no regrets about the trial being put
in place.
Dr Edwards: How are you evaluating its success?
Mr MINSON: It is mainly achieved through feedback received. The reason for the
recommendation of the position of commissioner for the environment in the first place
was that people were so dissatisfied with the process. People seem satisfied with the new
process, with the exception that sometimes they think the appeal takes too long. That
reflects two things: First, the number of appeals lodged, and second, the complexity and
detail which David goes into in the inquiries he makes. Theme has been mention of
dereliction on my part in protecting the environment. I reject that accusation. Ile
outcome at Ningaloo speaks for itself. We did not drill inside the park and implications
to this effect were calculated to cause damage and those people knew they were not true.
hn detenmining the forest management plans I am proud to have cut the forecast yield by
30 per cent. In my opinion we truly have a sustainable yield forest. I admit that some
people in Western Australia do not believe we should have multiple use forests. We have
had them now for over a century. The policy of this Government is that we will continue
to have multiple yield forests on a sustainable basis. On the reverse side, the paper I
distributed this afternoon gives some basic facts about the forests which speak for
themselves.
There was mention of the Citery wetlands. I have no qualms in saying I am proud of the
negotiating position we took and the scheme we put forward for the Creery wetlands.
We all won out of that. l am sad that the project will not proceed, but Ireiterate that itis
private property and the environmental approvals last five year. All the talk of my
stepping in and becoming heavy handed and taking over the land is nonsense. I intend to
make sure that proper negotiations take place before any of that happens.
Members made many references to the Planning Legislation Amendment Bill. It is clear
that a negotiating process is taking place and amendments have been drafted. The
environmental committee has not as yet reported in the party room on those amendments.
There may be other amendments, and I do not intend to discuss that.
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Mention was made of Shark Bay. I was particularly disappointed to read in the morning
Press an article on a report by Dr Jim Thorsell of the International Union for
Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources who is contracted to provide information
and evaluations to the world heritage committee which is based in Paris. It contains two
very relevant paragraphs. The first received attention in the newspaper this morning, and
referred to a management structure. It stated that there, had not been a great deal of
progress in the implementation of a management structure, flhat was referring to the
development of the Pearce-Kelly agreement. It is true that those negotiations are
continuing. That agreement has a number of serious flaws. I was particularly
disappointed that this morning's article did not include a crucial paragraph of the
conservation status report compiled by. Dr Jim Thorsell sent to me by the reporter who
wrote this morning's article. Thbis information was available, and I am sad it was not
included. The report states -

On the second issue, substantial progress at the field level to strengthen
management had occurred. This includes expansion of education and information
services, removal of feral animals, construction of barriers fences and
boardwalks, provision of improved visitor services, and reintroduction of
burrowing bettong. A series of management plans for the marine reserves and
Monkey Mia are under way as is a Fisheries plan and a Terrestrial Reserves plan.
There is also evidence of much greater public support for the nomination but the
number of CALM and Fisheries Department staff available to manage such a
large area are still seen as insufficient.

At a meeting I attended in Shark Bay complaints were made about the number of CALM
staff who were wandering around the area. However, .1 happen to agree with Thomsell on
this. I would like to see an even greater commitment from CALM. The report
continues -

IUCN has indicated some minor concerns (shell harvesting, dolphin feeding) to
reserve management during a site visit in April 1994.

Changes have been made to dolphin feeding and I have no proposal before me on shell
harvesting. Had chat paragraph been included in the article this morning it would have
given a clearer indication of what I have been trying to say; that is, the question of
bureaucracy and the management structure of people who sit on committees and who
appoints them, is not of prime importance. This repont is a glowing endorsement of the
State Government's and CALM's management of the world heritage area. I hope
someone from the media picks up chat comment and runs with it,
A response will be tabled in the form of a public discussion document. We will take into
account in that document after a reasonable time the experience of the CEO and the new
board. It will take into account che comments brought to light in the 1992 review; the
recommendations made to me recently from the Department of Environmental Protection
and the Australian and New Zealand Environment and Conservation Council on
contaminated sites legislation; our experience with the appeals convener, and whatever
comes out of the planning legislation process. It will be well considered, and will be
tabled as soon as is practicable. I will not bring ill researched bits of paper into this
House just to fit somebody else's time line. I reject the motion.
Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (19)
Mr M. Barnett Mrs Hallabian Mr Taylor
Mr Catania Mrs Henderson Mr'Thomnas
Mr Cunningham Mr IKobelke Ms Wanock
Dr Edwads Mr Marlborough Dr Watson
Dr Gallop Mr McGinty Mr Leahy (feller)
Mr Grahamn Mr Ripper
Mr Grill Mrs Roberts
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Noes(27)
Mr Ci. Barnen Mr IKierath Mr Shave
WrBlaikie MrLewis W W. Smith

Mtr Board Mr NMhall Mr Stnickwan
Mr Bradshaw Mr McNee Mr Trenorden
Mr Day Mr Minson Mr Tubby
Mrs Edwantes Mr Nicholls Dr Turnbull
Dr Manes MW Osborne Mrs van de Klashorst
Mr House Mrs Patter Mr Wiese
Mr Johnson Mr Pendal Mr Bloffwitch (Teller)

Question thus negatived.
GAS CORPORATION BILL

Report
Remor of Committee adoptedc.

Third Reading
MR CJ.. BARNETT (Cottesloc; - Minister for Energy) [10.11 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a third time.
MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [10.12 pm]: An arrangement was reached between the
Opposition and the Government that the third reading speeches of these two Bills would
be dealt with as if we were in a cognate debate. My colleagues who spoke earlier today
and I. in the time I spoke, canvassed the matters of both B ills during the third reading
debate on the Electricity Corporation Bill. Unfortunately for me at least - and I hope for
the 1-ouse - my voice gave out approximately 12 minutes into my speech and I had to
discontinue. I will therefore use this opportunity to complete the comments I wanted to
make. Those conmmemnts relate largely to the Gas Corporation Bill; therefore, it is
appropriate they be made during the third reading speech on that Bill. My comments are
substantially similar to those made by die member for Eyre who carried on the speech
which I was unable to continue early this afternoon.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order! The background conservation is too
high. The member has a problem with his voice volume.
Mr THOMAS: I will therefore skin that subject. The point I was making when my
speech ended was that the most important decision concerning the break-up of the State
Energy Commission of Western Austraia into the Gas Corporation and the Electricity
Corporation - the divorce as I call it - is the property settlement. It is not so much the
property in terms of the assets of SECWA that involves the most important decision; that
logically follows from the decision to have two utilities performing those two disparate
functions. The most important decision in which the Government has any discretion lies
in the carve-up of the liabilities. Each of these corporations will begin its new life with a
considerable encumbrance because SEC WA has substantial debts which must be divided
between the two "sons" or "daughters" of SECWA. Each of those debts must be serviced
by its revenue. That will put a constraint on their capacity to provide cheap energy to
industry and the community of Western Australia. In his speech yesterday the Minister
indicated that the split of the debt between the two corporations is approximately $2b to
the Electricity Corporation and $1.5b to the Gas Corporation. I made the point that the
revenue from the sales of energy to those two corporations, as they can be discerned from
the accounts a: die State Energy Commission, is $1.6b in electricity sales and $669nm in
gas saes. Therefore, there is a disparity in the ratio between allocation of debt and
revenue in that the Gas Corporation has 35 per cent of the sales, but will receive 43 per
cent of the debt. How this wI affect its financial performance I hope we will be able to
debate in later Bills when discussing this matter and after we have done more analysis of
those figures.
Obviously ocher factors are involved, including the fact that the gas operation is less
labour intensive. Although those two ratios suggest that the Gas Corporation will be
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more encumbered than the Electricity Corporation relative to its revenue, that might not
be the case when other factors am taken into account. The Gas Corporation has another
aspect to its operation looming which will also affect its viability; chat is, both the
Electricity and Gas Corporations will be subject to competition by the opening up of their
natura monopolies - namely, the pipeline and the high voltage transmission system - to
other providers of energy and must compete in the market for the provision of energy.
They will be obliged to provide access to those natural monopolies to ocher producers of
electricity and gas.
The decision making in that regard concerning the Gas Corporation is more advanced.
The Minister has indicated that announcements will be made - I think 1997 is the target
date - on the opening up of high voltage transmission lines to competition, whereas those
decisions have already been made concerning the Gas Corporation. The Minister
announced earlier, I think in September, in a ministerial statement to this House - as I
recall on the same day as a public statement - that the opening up of the gas market will
commence from 1 January 1995. That is only a few weeks away. Therefore, the Gas
Corporation will face competition early in its life; in fact, from its first day of operation,
because of the potential for competition.
I asked the Minister the following question on notice which was answered on
13 September 1994 -

(1) (a) How many customers does the State Energy Commission of
Western Australia have for gas who consume 1 000 terajoules of
gas per year or mome through a single metered connection to the
Dam pier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline;,

(b) who are those customers;
(c) what quantities of gas are sold at which price to those customers

and what proportion does this comprise of SECWA gas sales by
volume and by income?

I was seekcing that information because the second step on I January 1996 is that the
existing customers of SECWA, or the Gas Corporation as it will become, who consume
1 000 terajoules of gas a year, will be the first able to contract with other suppliers;
therefore, they will be able to leave as their contracts expire and take up the provision of
cheaper gas from other sources. I asked the Minister about those who consumed 500 TI
under similar circumstances. It was interesting that the answer was that the volume and
income of gas consumed by that top end of the market - that is, in excess of 1 000 TI a
year - was 79 per cent volume and 63 per cent income. In the next step down of between
500 TI and 1 000 TI, the Minister was good enough to name the companies in that
category, but he was obviously not prepared to divulge individual prices. The inister
indicated that in that step the proportions of volumes and income respectively were 8 per
cent and 7 per cent. Therefore, by volume some 87 per cent of the gas market is
contestable in external sales, and by income it is almost 70 per cent. It is a very high
proportion.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: I agree it is a high proportion, but as you will appreciate when you have
some major shares like coal locked away, while it is 87 per cent in theory it is out of the
competition because a large amount is locked away.
Mr THOMAS: I simply make the point that the Gas Corporation is being born under
circumstances where it will be very much subject to the discipline of competition. The
onus is on the people operating it to perform, but will not be easy in those circumstances.
I suggest they will face similar problems to those that SECWA faced in the early 1980s
when it was committed to a certain course of action which made it very difficult for it to
match its source commitments with the gas for sale. 1 hope that is not the case and I wish
the corporation well. I do not want it to get into difficulties, and the State could hardly
afford a situation like that again. However, I draw the attention of the House to the fact
that it could occur.
I will briefly elaborate on some points I raised last night, and while ancillary to the
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central operations of the Electricity Corporation I think they are important. I would like
the Government to take them seriously. The first is the proposition that the grid should
be open to people who wish to co-generate by providing energy from renewable sources.
The legislation foreshadows possible access to the grid by people who wish to make sales
to other parties at the level of high voltage 66 kV transmission lines. It is technically
feasible to pump the power into the grid at lower voltages, and it could be done at
240 volts AC. If householders could possibly generate electricity by renewable means,
that would be the voltage at which they would want access to the grid. I am advised it is
technically possible electronically to have the power pumped back into the grid. It is
technically possible to have a situation where households which have renewable energy
resources are able effectively to have the meter turning back the other way on the
occasions when the amount of energy generated by wind power, solar power or some
other source is greater than the consumption. The Use Of the grid as a battery overcomes
one of the problems that arises with the use of renewable energy. SECWA in the past has
resisted such suggestions very strongly and argued that renewable energy should be used
in the grid only when economic in terms of total avoidable costs, which means essentially
the Last piece of coal and last cubic metre of gas for generating that power. That ignores
the fact that one of the avoidable costs by having alternative sources of energy is the
avoidance of capital costs, which is a substantial component of the cost of electricity. To
be reasonable the price offered to providers of renewable energy to the grid should
approximate the retail price.
This may sound fanciful, but Western Australia is to become the site of the United
Nations Centre for Advanced Solar Energy Research. We have become world leadens in
the development of renewable energy sources and the technology to utilise it. For that
reason the centre is to be located at Murdoch University, which is one of the leadens in
that field. Nonetheless, renewable energy is limited so far to sources off the main south
west interconnected grid. I suggest it would be a good demonstration of the community's
commitment to alternative energy, such as the centre at Murdoch University, if the grid
were opened up and the new Electricity Corporation went perhaps that little extra mile
and made access to the grid possible. Worldwide, Western Australia has a major role to
play in energy policy. Western Australia is becoming a major petroleum province. The
gas industry has enormous promise, as does the oil industry. We should also play a
major role in the provision of alternative energy.
I mentioned last night the notion of the dc-engineering of Australia. As Chairman of the
Select Committee on Science and Technology I have taken the opportunity of reading
fairly widely about policies and current issues in the field of science and technology. I
have been impressed by a paper, which I have undertaken to provide to the Minister,
issued by the Institution of Engineers and called "Towards the rebuilding of Australia's
engineering capabilities in key areas affected by the changing balance between public
and private sector employment". That paper was written by Professor Douglas Clyde,
who is professor of civil engineering at the University of Western Australia and also the
national President of the Institution of Engineers. In this paper Professor Clyde refers to
the fact that public sector utilities, such as Westrail, SECWA and the Water Authority in
this State - and their equivalents in other States and to a lesser extent at the
Commonwealth level - have played a major role in providing employment for engineers,
in discharging their core functions, and facilitated the development of technology in
those areas. T1here has been a tendency in the corporatisation and privatisation of those
organizations for those functions, which are often somewhat ancillary and severable in
some senses, to be disposed of. In that situation, Western Australia in particular, and
perhaps Australia as a whole, could become de-engineered and the skills would no longer
reside in this State. For the development of our economy it is necessary for us to
diversify, and we need a skiled work force in the community which is equal to the best
in the world. The products we seek to place on the world markets must be not only
competitive in price, but also die most advanced. We must supply the products people
require, and in almost every field that requires us to maintain levels of science,
technology and engineering equal to the best in the world. Professor Clyde draws
attention to the serious problem of de-engineering and the danger of a marked reduction
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in the skills base of Australia. Speaking as the president of the national institute, he said
chat while these processes are continuing, allowance must be made for the roles formerly
performed to ensure that does not happen.
It can be seen that as utilities such as the Electricity Corporation and Gas Corporation
become corporatised, they dispose of ancillary functions. I talked about the engineering
services branch, which has been described by the SEC WA board in its contemplation of
its future as profitable but not central to the core activity - the provision of electricity. It
was, therefore, considered that it could be sold. One can envisage the circumstances in
which it would be sold and generally run down, with the functions it performs possibly
Weing taken over by a company based outside this State or even outside die country. At
one stage SEC WA was responsible for the head engineering contracts for the
construction of power stations. That work is now contracted out, and ultimately those
engineering skills may no longer reside in Western Australia. Therefore, fewer career
opportunities are provided for students who study engineering at universities in Perth.
WA would become a lean, mean, and profitable agricultural and mining State, but would
not diversify in the way necessary for the State to further develop. That is a marginal and
incidental element of the future of the sons and daughters of SECWA, but it is an element
of decision making that the State Government must bear in mind. T'he Commonwealth
Government will not do anything about it, because it has no necessary interest in
promoting the skills base of Western Australia. Those are the three points I wished to
make in this third reading debate.
My next comment should have been made yesterday when the advisers were in the
Chamber. I thank the Minister for making available Bill Heron and Mark Hands who
provided a very comprehensive briefing on the Bills. We were advised that the briefing
would be for half an hour, but we tied them up for two hours. The member for Eyre and I
were most appreciative of that briefing, and we wish both new corporations well.
MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloc - Minister for Energy) [10.34 pm]: I thank the
member for Cockburn for his last comment, and for the support he and the Opposition
gave to the legislation. The debt allocation is a critical issue and it is in the final throes of
being resolved. I agree that the electricity business is inherently strong, but the gas
business must be watched and we must be sensitive to it in the first couple of years.
The concept of householder access to low voltage transmission is interesting. [ do not
pretend to have read or thought about it. I take the comments of the member for
Cockburn in good faith and will consider the matter. The tie-engineering aspect is an
issue. I know the member for Cockburn has a genuine interest in scientific and
engineering matters. To some extent I share his concerns about the way people are being
trained. I do not know what the long term future of apprenticeship schemes is, but I think
those skills are being developed very quickly in other sectors of the economy. Although
organisations such as SECWA were the dominant domicile of such skills, a range of
skills can be found in mining, resource and processing industries. One must now look
across the economy, although I rake the member's point. I thank members for their
contribution to the debate.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.

House adjourned ai 1036 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

GOVERNMENT REPORTS - COMMISSIONED SINCE STATE ELECTION
788. Mr RIPPER to the Minister for Community Development:

(1) What reports have been commissioned by departments, agencies and/or
statutory authorities under the Minister's control since the state election in
February 1993?

(2) Which reports ame available to the public?
(3) What was the cost of each report?
(4) Who undertook each report?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1)-(4) The information sought by the member is not readily available and will

take some time to research and collate. In view of the expense associated
with the identification of what are, in the main, public reports, and easily
available to the member, I am not prepared to instruct officers of the
Department for Community Development, The Family, Seniors, and other
agencies under my ministerial responsibility to provide the requested
information.

FINANCIAL COUNSELLORS - PROFESSIONAL INDEMNITY INSURANCE
1190. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Community Development:

Further to question on notice 849 of 1994 -

(a) what insurers or other organisations did the Government seek
advice from on the costs of community organisations providing
professional indemnity insurance for financial counsellors;

(b) did each insurer or other organisation provide details as to the
actual costs of providing professional indemnity cover

(c) if so, what costs were provided by each insurer or other
organisation;

(d) what insurer organisation provided the lowest quote or costs for
such professional indemnity cover for -
(i) individual financial counsellors:
(ii) individual community groups;
(iii) a group scheme?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(a) Minet Professional Services was the broker chosen by the department for

this task.
(b)-(c) After obtaining a minimum of three quotes Minet Professional Services

advised the department that it would be more cost effective for services to
have a combined policy rather than individual policies. Minet identified
FAI Insurance Group as providing the lowest quote for a group scheme.

(d) (i)-(ii) Not applicable.
(iii) PA! Insurance Group.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - "SER VICES" NOT
"AGENCIES" FUNDING

1426. Mr BROWN to the inister for Community Development:
(1) I refer to the press release issued by the Minister on 13 June 1994

concerning the community services industry study and ask -
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(a) does the Government still intend to fund "services" and not
"tagencies" in the 1995-96 financial year

(6) if so, what functions provided by agencies will be -
(i) funded;
(ii) not funded:

(c) will administrative functions connected with the delivery of client
services be classed as "services" for which funding may be
granted?

(2) Has the evaluation process been determined?
(3) If so, when will it be made publicly available?
(4) If not, will the evaluation process for each service provided by an agency

be -
(a) agreed with that agency;
(b) determined centrally by government;
(c) different for each agency to take into account the different beliefs,

ideals and services provided?
(5) Has any decision been made on how outcomes will be assessed?
(6) If not, when will a decision be made on the criteria to be used to assess

outcomes?
(7) What work has been done to identify means of implementing quality

control across the community services industry sector?
(8) Does the Government have any evidence to show that some non-

government community organisations providing these services lack
quality control methods?

(9) If so, what evidence does the governmen t have?
(10) Have the 20 Department for Community Development district managers

mapped -

(a) services available in their district;
(b) services needed;
(c) gaps in services?

(11) If so, is that information publicly available?
(12) If not, why not?
(13) If the DCD district managers have not completed the work described in

(10), when -

(a) is it envisaged that work will be completed;
(b) will that information become publicly available?

(14) Has any of the work identified in (10) been completed in any districts?
(15) If so, what districts?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) (a) Yes.

(6) Functions required to provide services as negotiated with non-
government organisations will be funded.

(c) Yes, they may be included in the funding agreement with non-
government organisations.

(2) This process is yet to be finalised.
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(3) Not applicable.
(4) (a) Yes, as part of the funding agreement wit non-government

organisations.
(b) Government will play a major role in determining the evaluation

process.
(c) Any differences in services will reflect differences in evaluation.

(5) Outcomes will be deternined by the service being provided.
(6) This is planned to be completed for the majority of services by the end of

the year.
(7) Work is under way to include reference to relevant guidelines for quality

services in contracts with non-government organisations.
(8) Currently agreements with non-government organisations. do not contain

reference to guidelines for quality of services and this information has not
therefore been collected in a systematic fashion.

(9) Not applicable.
(10) This is part of the transition process and is planned to be completed by 30

June 1995.
(1l)-(12)

Not applicable.
(13)-( 14)

See (10).
(15) Not applicable.

HOSPITALS - SUNSET
Resident Relocations, Deaths; Translocation Syndrome Programs

1485. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) How many residents have moved from Sunset Hospital since t

announcement that it was to close?
(2) Where have these residents been relocated?
(3) Have all the relocations involved the support of the family and/or Mrends

of residents?
(4) Has the Health Department instituted any policies/programs to offset the

effects of translocation syndrome?
(5) Have any residents died since moving from Sunset?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -
(1) Since the end of July 1994, 19 residents have been relocated.
(2) A total of 10 nursing homes and nine hostels throughout the

metropolitan area.
(3) Yes.
(4) A literature review has not identified the term "traslocational

syndrome". The Health Department has advised me that some
Sunset residents may have difficulty in relocating to other facilities
and have taken this into account in their detailed planned approach
to relocation. Follow-up of residents who have been relocated has
been initiated by personal visits and repeat visits if indicated. The
hospital manager has made personal contact with directors of
nursing and hospital supervisors to discuss the process and
outcome surveys post relocation have been conducted with
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positive results. There has been one resident who started drinking
in excess of his program at Sunset. Following four visits to
Rockingham, the problem was resolved. With every other transfer
there has been only favourable feedback.

(5) Nil.
LAND - CROWN RESERVE 27807 (FREMANTLE FISHING BOAT HARBOUR -

MEWS ROAD
1495. Mr McGINTY to the Minister representing the Minister for Lands;

(1) What is the classification of Crown Reserve 27807 (Fremantle Fishing
Boat Harbour - Mews Road)?

(2) For what purpose is Crown Reserve 27807 dedicated?
(3) What is the correct area of Crown Reserve 27807?
(4) Has a certificate of title been issued for Crown Reserve 27807?
(5) If a certificate of title has not been issued, why not?
(6) Is the Department of Land Administration Titles Division able to issue a

freehold title for the sale of the area of land contained within Crown
Reserve 27807?

(7) Is the Department of Land Adnminisnrtion Titles Office able to issue a
freehold title for the sale of any allotment within the area of land making
up Crown Reserve 27807?

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

(1) ClassC
(2) Harbour purposes.
(3) 6.6706 hectares; however,. action is currently being taken to

include the southern breakwater (Fremantle lot 2097 which is
vacant Crown land). This action, subject to the approval of Is
Excellency the Governor in Executive Council, will increase the
size of reserve No 27807 to about 8.6496 ha.

(4) No.
(5) No request has been made for the issue of a Crown prant.
(6)-(7) No.

HEALTH DEPARTMENT OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - PILBARA HEALTH
SERVICES REVIEW

1502. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) Which Pilbara health services are currently being reviewed - ABC

Regional News, 29 September 1994?
(2) Which external consultant has been employed to "review" the "draft

review" of health services in the Pilbara towns referred to above?
(3) How was that consultant appointed?
(4) What are the terms and conditions of his/her consultancy?
(5) What will be the cost to the taxpayer of the consultant's report?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -
(1) The health service requirements for people in the towns of

Roebourne and Wickham have been evaluated through a
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consultative process which culminated in a report in early
September 1994 to the General Manager of the West Pilbara
Health Services. The work was performed as an in-house project
and coordinated by a part time project officer who is a health
professional. The report to dare serves as a foundation upon which
to develop strategic options.
The Northern Health Authority as purchaser and the General
Manager of the West Pilbara Health Service are currently
examining the report with a view to planning the most effective
way to develop purchasing and service delivery options designed
to meet the community's needs.

(2) No external consultant has been engaged, but utilisation of an
external consultant is being considered. However, if a consultant
is to be used it will not be employed to "review6' the "draft review".
The next requirement is to develop purchasing and strategic
servicing options.

(3) As above, there has been no consultant appointed. If an external
consultant is engaged, the Northern Health Authority will be
responsible for that process.

(4) Not applicable.
(5) The investigation and reporting costs to date have been met within

the existing funding allocations. As purchaser, the Northern
Health Authority will meet the costs of developing a purchasing
strategy. The provider/s will meet costs associated with the
development of service delivery strategies.

HOSPITALS - FREMANTLE
Computer Technology, Tenders

1524. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) Have any tenders been recently let for the provision of computer

technology to Fremantle Hospital?
(2) If yes -

(a) who won the contract;
(b) what services and/or equipment will be provided;-
(c) what is the total value of the contract?

(3) Was the winning contractor the lowest tenderer?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply-
(I) Yes.
(2) (a) Fujisech.

(b) Supply, installation and commissioning of hardware and
software for the South Metropolitan Psychiatric Services.

(c) $96556.
(3) No; however, it was the lowest conforming offer.

YOUTH4 SUICIDE ADVISORY COMMITTEE - BUDGET
1526. Mr KOBELAKE to rte Minister representing the Minister for Health:

(1) What has been the budget for the Youth Suicide Advisory Committee for
each financial year since 1988?
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(2) What is the budget allocated for the Youth Financial Advisory Committee
in the current 1994-95 financial year?

(3) What were the major areas of expenditure in the 1993-94 budget and how
much money was spent on each of these programs or items?

(4) In the 1994-95 budget for the Youth Suicide Advisory Committee what
are the key items of proposed expenditure and how much has been
allocated to each of these?

(5) What are the key target groups at which the Youth Suicide Advisory
Committee programs are directed in order to prevent suicide?

(6) How is the planned expenditure for the current year allocated in order to
reach the designated target groups?

(7) Who are the current members of the Youth Suicide Advisory Committee?
Mr MII'SON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -
(1) Year Budget Allocation

1988-89 334000
1989-90 334000
1990-91 334000
1991-92 334000
1992-93 329 188
1993-94 329 188

(2) The 1994-95 budget is $322 604. This represents a 2 per cent
reduction on the 1993-94 allocation and corresponds to the overall
budget reduction for the HDWA allocation to hospitals.

(3) The answer was tabled. [See paper No 439.1
(4) In January 1993, the Youth Suicide Advisory Committee held a

two day planning meeting to consider policy options and to
develop strategic plans to reduce suicide among youth in WA. A
set of recommendations including the projected budget and budget
priorities for the triennium 1993-95 was then submitted to the

inister in the report entitled "Reducing Suicide and Self-Harm
Among Young People in Western Australia". This report has
provided the direction for funding priorities in 1993-94. The 1994-
95 budget follows up projects initiated in 1993-94 in accordance
with the budgetary planning for the triennium. These include -

Funding of improvements to hospital and following
services for youth presenting at accident and emergency
following self-harm: $114 384.
Funding to the Samaritan Befienders; to extend the 008
youth line to country areas of the State, to develop the
youth liaison service, and to coordinate the maintenance of
networking arrangements to support isolated country
workers: $39 939.
Funding of an education officer and training of schools
personnel in the early identification and-referral of students
at risk and development of response plans to prevent
suicide clusters: $60 000.
Funding of the WA Coroner's database for epidemniological
surveillance of suicide among people of all ages within
Western Australia: $34 500.
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Funding of a part time training officer to implement
statewide training workshops for youth workers and others
dealing with youth utilising the "Makdig a Difference"
materials: $30 000.
Travel and printing conts associated with conducting ntra
workshops and distribution of training materials: $35 000.
Funding of the Carnarvon positive outlook project, a
demonstration program targeting adolescents in the
transition to high school to reduce the incidence of
adolescent risk behaviour and to promote positive mental
health: $30 000.
Committee executive and secretarial support: $12 000.

(5) The major strategy of the committee has been to improve the
competencies of caregivers and other adults who are in direct
contact with, or who have responsibility for, young people in the
following situ ations of increased risk -

Youth admitted to hospital following deliberate self-harm.
Youth in custody.
Youth in schools who are at increased risk by virtue of their
recent exposure to the suicide of a fellow student.
Youth residing in country areas of the State.
Disaffected youth and street youth who are "hard to reach"
through mainstream health care and other community
services.
Survivors of suicide-, that is. parents, siblings and close
associates of the deceased person.

(6) All major items funded during 1993-94 have been reviewed by the
YSAC and then referred to the committee's executive group which
has the final responsibility for authorising expenditure.

(7) The existing members of the committee are -

Chairman: Dr Hugh Cook
State Director Child and Adolescent Psychiatry
Department of Psychiatry
Princess Margaret Hospital

Secretary: Mr Sven Silburn
Consultant Clinical Psychologist
WA Research Institute for Child Health

Executive: Ms Maria Harries
Department of Social Work
University of Western Australia
Dr Steve Zubrick
Consultant Clinical Psychologist
WA Research Institute for Child Health

Committee: Assoc Prof Tom Hamilton
Accident and Emergency
Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre
Mr David Axworthy
Senior Consultant
Education Department
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Ms Ann McMullan,
Senior Policy Officer
Department for Community Development
Ms Denise Follett
Clinical Co-ordinator
Youth Link (fanner Troubled Youth Support
Services)
Mrs Val Macger
Deputy Principal
Penhios College
Representative: Assn of Independent Schools WA
Dr Bret Hart
Community Physician
Gascoyne Health Region
Carnarvon
Mr Ron Hirsch/Mr Val Turner
Accident and Emergency
Royal Perth Hospital
Mr Bob John stone
Teaching Hospitals Social Work Depts
Ms Vera McKenzie
WA Catholic Education Office
Dr Allan Quigley
Director of Clinical Services
Alcohol and Drug Authority

Mr Dennis Sheppard
Director
Perth Samaritan Befrienders
Sgt Ken Watkins
Personnel Information Unit
WA Police Department
Ms lillian Wiese
Community Nurse
Belmont Senior High School
Ms Jenny Cugley
Youth Suicide Project Officer
Education Department

HOMESWEST -DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM
Successful Tend erers, Submission of Qualifications

1529. Mr KOBELK to the Minister for Housing:
(1) Further to the answer provided to question on notice 1408 of 1994, will

the inister provide the actual details provided under the "submission of
qualifications" provided by each of the successful tenderers for the lots of
land sold by Homeswest under the development opportunity program?

(2) In the case of each of the above successful tenderers what were the
additional details accumulated by Homeswest officers that substantiated
that the particular tenderer had the capacity to undertake that subdivision?

Mdr PRINCE replied:
(1)-42) The "submission of qualifications" was not a condition of tender and was

only sought to establish the capacity of the tenderer where necessary.
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GOVERNMENT PUBLICAIONS - "AUSTRALIA'S WEST"
1534. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Commerce and Trade:

(1) What was the cost of production of the document "Australia's West -
July/September 1994'?

(2) What was the purpose of producing the document?
(3) What was the cost of distribution of the document?
(4) To whom were the copies distributed?
(5) Where was the document printed?
(6) By which company was the document printed?
(7) Is the document a regular production?
(S) If so, how often is die document produced?
Mr COWAN replied:
(1) Outsourced production costs of $8 474.
(2) To provide information about business activities in Western Australia and

die State's commercial potential.
(3) $2412.
(4) 5 000 readers in business, overseas clients, government, regional business

organisations, chambers of commerce, libraries, media1 airlines and hotels.
(5) Perth.
(6) Muhlings Pty Ltd.
(7) Yes.
(8) Quarterly.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS - "SMALL BUSINESS OUTLOOK"
1535. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Commerce and Trade:

(1) What was the cost of production of the document "Small Business
Outlook - July 1994"?

(2) What was the purpose of producing the document?
(3) What was the cost of distribution of the document?
(4) To whom were the copies distributed?
(5) Where was the document printed?
(6) By which company was the document printed?
(7) Is the document a regular production?
(8) If so, how often is the document produced?
Mr COWAN replied:
(1) $1330.16.
(2) As stated in the document, "It is for any person who needs to stay

informed on the small business sector in this State." It is also to assist die
Small Business Development Corporation in marketing its other reports
and services.

(3) $261.50.
(4) Small Business Development Corporation contacts.
(5) Perth.
(6) Swift Print and Copy Service - Kensington Swreet, East Perth.
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(7) No. Similar document produced previously.
(8) Not available.

HOMBSWEST - SOUTH HEDLAND. RENT INCREASE
1537. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Housing:

(1) Has Homeswest recently increased rents on its properties in South
Hedland?

(2) lIso -
(a) what was the amount of increase for each type of accommodation;
(b) what were the reasons for the increase?

Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) On 26 September 1994 there was a rent increase for tenants not receiving

a rental subsidy. This affected only 24 per cent of tenants residing in
South Hedland, as 76 per cent receive a rental subsidy and pay no more
than 25 per cent of their income on rent.

(2) (a) Type of Dwelling March 1994 September 1994
1 Bedroom
Cluster house $76.10 $82.40
Townhouse/duplex 85.70 92.80
2 Bedroom
House 127.00 137.50
Townhouse/duplex 116.20 125.80
3 Bedroom
House 137.80 149.20
Townhouse/duplex 126.50 137.00
4 Bedroom 150.30 162.70
5 Bedroom 159.90 173.10
Note: Rents in Lawson and Walnut Grove am to remain at March
1994 rates as they have already reached a level equivalent to
market rents.

(b) To bring Homeswesc's rent in line with market rents. In the north
west, rent increases are on a staged basis with increases being no
morm than 10 per cent.

PATIENTS' ASSISTED TRAVEL SCHEME - EXPENDIT URE; FEDERAL
CONTRIBUTION

1573. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) What was the total expenditure of the State Government on the patents'

assisted travel scheme for the year ended 30 June -

(a) 1986
(b) 1987
(c) 1988
(d) 1989
(e) 1990
(f) 1991
(g) 1992
(h) 1993
(i) 1994?

(2) What was the contribution received from the Federal Government towards
the operation of the patients' assisted travel scheme for the year ended 30
June -
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(a) 1986
(b) 1987
(c) 1988
(d) 1989
(e) 1990
(0) 1991
(g) 1992
(h) 1993
(1) 1994?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -
(1) (a) Not applicable.

(b) $2.OO(km )
(c) $5.200mn ) Includes visiting specialist services
(d) $7.185m ) expenditure which totals $1.776m
(e) $5.769m ) or approximately 3% of total
(0) $5.811Im ) expenditure
(g) $7.386m ) over the period
(h) $7.800m )
(i) $7.343m)

(2) (a) Nil.
(b) $2.528m.
(c) $5.460m.
(d)-(i)

The responsibility for the patients' assisted travel scheme
was transferred to the States as from 1 January 1987.
Special revenue assistance was provided from 1 January
1987 and continued in 1987-88. This special revenue
assistance was a transitional arrangement, preparatory to the
absorption into the financial assistance grains from 1987-88
where it was no longer able to be identified.

COUNCIL HOUSE - ASBESTOS REMOVAL
1601. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister for Local Government:

(1) What amount of money has been allocated by the City of Perth for the
removal of asbestos from the old Council House building?

(2) Will this cover the total cost of removing all asbestos?
(3) If not, what additional costs might be involved in completing the removal?
(4) On completion of the removal of asbestos what condition will the building

be left in and will the method of removal determine whether the building
is to be refurbished or demolished?

(5) What are the options that will remain for the future use of the building on
completion of this work?

Mr OMODEI replied:
(l)-(5) These are martens which relate to the actions of the Perth City Council.

The member should address these questions to that body.
HEALTH DEPARTMENT OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - PREVENTIVE

MEDICINE
1605. Mr BROWN to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

(1) Has an assessment been carried out on the degree to which health care
costs may be reduced by government providing greater resources and
commitment to preventive medicine?
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(2) '.If so, does that examination reveal that quality of life may be improved
and health care costs reduced by appropriate attention and resources being
placed on prevention?

(3) Has t Government developed a plan which focuses on prevention as a
way of reducing health care costs?

(4) What additional resources does the Government intend to commit to
prevention in the 1994-95 financial year?

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

(1) The benefit of disease prevention programs over disease treatment
is continually being assessed. "Our State of Health" is a
publication of the Health Deparment of Western Australia which
sets out such assessments.

(2) Quality of life is obviously improved when injury or illness is
prevented rather than created.

(3) The whole thrust of the recent reforms of the health system is
towards health gain rather than just treating disease. T'he public
health programs in particular - smoking, alcohol, dietary change,
injury prevention etc - are the major strategies to improve health
and to avoid premature death and disability.

(4) This Government is already spending a substantial amount of
money on health protection and promotion programs. Increases in
somie of these occurred in 1994-95 - for example the
mammography screening program has received substantially
increased funding this year. However, what is also important is the
emphasis throughout the health system that everyone has a role in
carrying the preventive message and it should not be left only to
those whose sole. task is to emphasise that area.

HEALTH DEPARTMENT OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - MULTICULTURAL
ACCESS UNIT, FUNDING

1611. Mr BROWN to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) What funds were allocated to the Multicultural Access Unit of the Health

Department in the financial years -
(a) 199t-92
(b) 1992-93
(c) 1993-94?

(2) What funds will be allocated to the Multicultural Access Unit in the 1994-
95 financial year?

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

(1) (a) 1991-92 Salaries and Wages 42 600
005 30000

72 600
(b) 1992-93 Salaries and Wages 61 200

OGS 35000
96200

(c) 1993-94 Salaries and Wages 66 700
005 30400

97100
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(2) Budget allocation has not yet been confirmed. the unit presently is
operating on 1993-94 figures.

HEALTH DEPARTMENT OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - MULTICULTURAL
WOMEN'S HEALTH SERVICES, GRANTS; WOMEN'S HEALTH SERVICES,

FUNDING
1612. Mr BROWN Lo the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

(1) What funds have been provided to multicultural women's health servces
in the form of direct grants in the financial years -
(a) 1991-92
(b) 1992-93
(c) 1993-94?

(2) What funds will be allocated to women's health services with a
multicultural focus in the 1994-95 financial year?

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

(1) (a) $311000.
(b) $383 100.
(c) $530400.

(2) $500 500.
HEALTH DEPARTMENT OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - MULTICULTURAL

WOMEN'S HEALTH CENTRES, FREMANTLE AND MIRRABOOKA, FUNDING
Gosnells Women's Health Service Inc, Funding

1613. Mr BROWN to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
What funds have been provided to the Fremantle Multicultural Women's
Health Centre, the Gosnells Women's Health Centre and the Mimrbooka
Multicultural Women's Health Centre in each of the last four financial
years and this financial year?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -
1990-91 $
Multicultural Women's Health Service - Fremantle 83 400
1991-92
Multicultural Women's Health Service - Fremantle 168 000
Mirrabooka Multicultural Women's Health Centre 68 000
1992-93
Multicultural Women's Health Service - Fremnantle 190 600
Mirrbooka Multicultural Women's Health Centre 107 500
1993-94
Multicultural Women's Health Service - Fremantle 208700
Mirrabooka Multicultural Women's Health Centre 124 700
Gosnells Women's Health Centre 117 000
1994-95 - Indicative Budget
Multicultural Women's Health Service - Frenmantle 189500
Mirrbooka. Multicultural Women's Health Centre 120 000
Gosnells Women's Health Centre 91 000
MULTICULTURAL PSYCHIATRIC CENTRE - FUNDING

1614. Mr BROWN to die Minister representing the Minister for Health:
What funds were allocated to the Multicultural Psychiatric Centre in the
last three financial year?
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Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply-
1991-92 $763918
1992-93 $764 400
1993-94 $777 700

HEALTH DEPARTMENT OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - MIGRANT HEALTH
UNIT
cost

1616. Mr BROWN to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
What was the cost of maintaining the Migrant Health Unit at the Health
Department in the last three financial years?

M~r MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply-
(1) 1991-92 $132 100.
(2) 1992-93 $129 920.
(3) 1993-94 $125 000.

HEALTH DEPARTMENT OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - ETHNIC HEALTH
WORKERS, EMPLOYMENT, COMMUNITY HEALTH NURSES, EMPLOYMENT

1617. Mr BROWN to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) How many ethnic health workers are funded by the State Government?
(2) What is the cost of these employees?
(3) How many community nurses have sole responsibility for the delivery of

community health services to members of the ethnic community?
(4) How many community nurses are employed by the Health Department?
(5) What is the total cost of employing community health nurses?

(6) What percentage of time and resources of community health nurses goes
in providing services to the ethnic community?

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

The information sought in these questions would require
considerable research and I ant not prepared to allocate resources
for this purpose. If the member has a specific question about
health needs of the ethnic community I will be pleased to respond.

(4) 552 FTE - includes all nurses paid under the Community and
Occupational Health Nurses ANF 76 and 80 Hour Base Awards.

(5) $22 234 482 - wages and allowances.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

TIMBER INDUSTRY - OLD GROWTH FORESTS
527. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for the Environment:

I refer the Minister to comments by the Deputy Leader of the National
Party yesterday on OWN television, who said -
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My view is the woodchipping industry should be solely based on
plantation, not based on old growth forest and I think we should
move to that position as quick as possible.

Does the Minister agree with his National Party colleague that the timber
industry should be totally excluded from old growth forest?

Mr MINSON replied:
I sincerely thank the member for the question because it gives me a
chance, firstly, to set the record straight and, secondly, to distribute to all
members the Department of Conservation and Land Management
publication Facts About WA Forests. The Deputy Leader of the National
Party - I have spoken with him today - very clearly said that he did not
believe old growth forests should be logged for woodchips. He was quite
right. When I brought down the new forest management plan, it proposed
a reduction of 30 per cent in the forecast amount of cut. flat was
specifically to make sure of two things: That old growth forests would not
be cut for woodehips alone, and that the rest were logged on a sustainable
yield basis.
The concerns of the Deputy Leader of the National Party are already met.

Mr McGinty: He did not use the word "alone".
Mr MINSON: The Leader of the Opposition can ask the Deputy Leader of the

National Party a question and he can explain himself. I make it very clear
to this House that no forests in Western Australia am logged for
woodchips; they are logged for timber products, such as furniture: timber,
first, second and third grade sawlogs and specialty timbers, and about 15
per cent is sawdust and is used for various products and burnt for energy.

Dr Watson: The jobs are in tourism.
Mr MINSON: The member for Kenwick is quite right; we can also have that.

What is left over - and what used to be burnt on the forest floor - is now
used for woodchips in the karrl and marli forests.

Mrs Henderson interjected.
Mr MINSON: It is senseless to chip a log of a higher grade than chiplog. Any

citizen can go to the chipper's yard and pick out any log he wants. Why
would anyone chip a high grade log when it is worth more?

Mrs Henderson: Why don't you spend a day at the mill?
Mr MINSON: I have spent several days at several mills. The member should

open her eyes. As a result of the misinformation spread by some members
of the community - particularly members opposite and the previous
shadow Minister, who was particularly naughty over this matter - I offer
for tabling and distribution to all members, and the Press, Facts About WA
Forests. It sets the record straight. I am happy to put my signature on it.
It tells everybody exactly what happens in the forests. Now members
opposite will not have any excuse to spread misinformation and nonsense.

[See paper No 438.]

AIRCRAFT SAFETY - WESTERN AUSTRALIA
528. Mr MARSHALL to the Minister assisting the Minister for Transport:

During a recent visit to north west Aboriginal communities it was noted
that the charter airline, King Leopold Air Pty Ltd, had problemis with a
breakdown in the air-conditioning and the jamming of the passenger door.
Is this a reflection of an underlying problem in the standard of
maintenance of charter airlines in Western Australia?
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Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided a response.

Mrs Henderson inteijected.
Mr LEWIS: Does the member for Thornie think I should know all about it

myself?
Mr Graham interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order? The member for Pilbara.
Mr LEWIS: Aircraft safety is the sole responsibility of die Commonwealth

Government, and the appropriate legislation is administered by the Civil
Aviation Authority.

Mr Taylor We all know that.
Mr LEWIS: Okay.
Mr Graham: Did you know that before the Minister provided his reply?
The SPEAKER: Order? The member for Pilbara.
Mr LEWIS: The Minister for Transport has expressed concern at aspects of

aircraft safety in Western Australia. As a result, through the Department
of Transport he has sought an urgent briefing from officials of the Civil
Aviation Authority.

Mr Taylor This was all published on the weekend. Why do you want to witl it
out in here again on Wednesday afternoon?

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Taylor It is a waste of question time.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Kalgoorlie.
Mr LEWIS: The Minister for Transport has requested that the briefing should

cover all aspect of CAA's surveillance program, which is designed to
provide an ongoing assessment level of the local aviation industry. The
Minister has sought this briefing at the earliest opportunity.
ELEVATIONS DANCE CLUB - EXTENSION APPROVAL

Minister for Police Consultations
529. Me CATANIA to the Minister for Police:

I refer to a letter dated 10 February 1994 from Raimond Patio to the
Minister for Planning seeking with John Kizon approval to extend the
boundaries of Elevations Dance Club which states, "the Police Force have
been very supportive of our activities."
A spokesman for the Minister is quoted as denying that any official
correspondence was sent supporting the club.
(1) Will the Mnister explain how police have supported the

nightclub's activities?
(2) Did the inister for Planning consult the Minister for Police prior

to approving the proposal?
(3) If not, does the Minister believe he should have been consulted

given that convicted heroin dealer John Kizon was proposing die
nightclub extension?

Mr WIESE replied:
(l)-(3) To the best of my knowledge there has never been any indication from me

or my ministerial office on any application, nor was theme any
consultation. I cannot categorically state that is the case in relation to the
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Police Department; however, it is my understanding that no formal
approach was made to the department. No formal indication or opinion
was given by the Police Department of any approvals in relation to that
episode. I can put in train official investigations, if the member for
Balcatta has information which indicates anything different, to ensure that
the information I am providing to the House is correct.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA -
UNDERGROUND POWER

530. Mr BOARD to the Minister for Energy:
I refer to the article "Pole power lines to go" in The West Aus tralian on
Saturday, 22 October 1994. Has the formula for determining the
contributions towards undergrounding SECWA's metropolitan electricity
distribution system been finalised?

Mr CJ. BARNE' replied:
The formula has not been determined. Approximate costs to underground
the power in a street and do the street lighting and so on is about $3 500wt
$4 000. In addition, the cost of running an underground lead into a house
or business is up to $1 000. Obviously, it is very expensive. It seems to
me to be reasonable that those costs should in some way be shared
between the State Government, the State Energy Commission, local
government and residents. How that will be determined is not yet
resolved. It is reasonable that residents should, in one way or another,
contribute. Anecdotal evidence from the Subiaco experience suggests that
the installation of underground power there immediately enhanced the
value of properties by about $5 000. The way of progressing it is to try to
reduce the cost of reticulating underground power. The proposal that has
good support from local government is that a pilot program be put in place
in the coming financial year to underground power one suburb, redesign
the power system and achieve economies of scale.

PLANNING LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL - LEGAL ADVICE TABLING
531. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for the Environment:

I refer to the damning legal advice received by the Environmental
Protection Authority on the Government's Planning Legislation
Amendment Bill and ask -
(1) Given that the legal advice was sought by a government agency

and paid for using taxpayers' funds, when will the Minister fulfil
his ministerial responsibility to be accountable to the Parliament
and table the advice?

(2) Why does the Minister claim to be powerless to act in the public
interest and table the advice while his colleague, the Minister for
Transport, yesterday tabled Crown Law advice on a matter of
importance?

Mr MINSON replied:
(1) The Environmental Protection Authority is and remains, by its legislation,

an independent body. It is independent of government in the sense that
authorities, boards and so on are usually regarded as government
departments. The member knows that as well as I know it and other
members on her side of the House are well aware of that. I have a copy of
it and I could table it. However, I am not of a mind to because it is the
traition of this place - members opposite know it very well - that legal
opinions are very seldom given in this House and I am not about to break
that tradition.
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(2) 1 do not recall ever saying that I was powerless. However, I am certainly
wiling the Opposition that I have seen that advice, It is advice
commissioned by the Environmental Protection Authority. It has the
andvice; I do not know whether I have a copy of the advice, but I have seen
it. Thke Government will make up its mind after considering a range of
factors relating to this Bill. It will rake advice from a range of areas.
If I pulled out Hansard I would find innumerable instances of legal

opnosnot being tabled. The Attorney General has made it very clear
thtsedoes not approve of agencies' legal advice being tabled in this

place. I amn not about to break that tradition. When the Government has
decided what the amendments will be and what course of action will be
adopted on the planning legislation and it has considered the advice of the
Environmental Protection Authority and also the legal advice given to the
Environmental Protection Authority, I may reconsider and the member
may wish to ask her question again at that time.

COLLIE - TOURISM INDUSTRY PROMOTION
532. Dr TURNBULL to the Minister for Tourism:

(1) Why is Collie the best kept secret in Western Australia?
(2) How will he explain the item which is being presented to him now to his

wife Jo?
Mr COURT replied:

1 assure the House that this is not a dorothy dixer. On Friday, the member
for Collie was good enough to arrange for me to meet all the people in
Collie and the surrounding region involved in the tourism industry. That
gave me the opportunity of meeting a lot of people who have been through
a hart! time in Collie. There have been major changes to the mining
industry in that town. The community, to its credit, has called in a number
of people who have gone through similar experiences in other parts of the
world to give it advice. It has recognised that tourism is an opportunity
for it to develop an industry that will provide growth for the town and
employment It has looked at all of the different aspects and, to its credit.
tourist numbers are starring to pick up in the area.
The community put a number of propositions to the Government for
assistance in supporting the industry. One area that it has been
concentrating on is working closely with the Department of Conservation
and Land Management officers because CALM is responsible for a lot of
land in the Battaling forest area east of Collie. Those officers have
successfully implemented baiting programs to get rid of foxes and other
animals which has meant a return of many of the native fauna to the area1.
The CALM officers showed me some of those animals and we had the
opportunity to feed them. The officers offer tourists the opportunity of
working with them, mainly at night, to see some of the unique aspects of
the area.
The other area that is a secret, because it is difficult to gain access to, is
the Wellington forest area. There is a strong demand now to allow some
tourist development on the water at the Wellington Darn. The
Government will be reassessing the proposals which were put forward.
The main issue to be resolved in this area is sewerage development.
However, with attractions such as the King's Cup being held there next
year, there is no doubt there will be tremendous growth in the tourism
industry in the area.

Mrs Haliahan: This may nor be a dorothy dixer, but it is taking longer to answer.
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Mr COURT: Members opposite may not be the slightest bit interested in Collie's
problems.

Mr Taylor: Your Government caused the problems for them, Premier.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: Who was going to build the coal-find power station in Collie? The

fanner Government was gunna do it!
Mr Taylor interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Kalgoorlie for

the second time.
Mr COURT: I compliment the member for Collie for the work she is doing in

promoting the tourism industry in Collie and the Government will give her
efforts every support.

OMBUDSMAN - JURISDICTIO1N EXTENSION, OPPOSITION'S LEGISLATION
533. Dr GALLOP to the Premier:

I refer to the Premier's latest glib remark which does not match the reality
of his Government's performance and ask -

(1) How does the Premier reconcile his claim on 6PR yesterday that
the Government is prepared to widen the Ombudsman's
jurisdiction and that his Government has been negotiating for some
months to this end with the Ombudsman's own claim in his annual
report that "very little real progress has been made" and that "it is
disappointing to find that dhe enthusiasm to have the matter
rectified, which the Government displayed when in opposition, has
not been maintained"?

(2) Will his Government support the Opposition's legislation which
will extend the Ombudsman's jurisdiction to all government.
agencies and local authorities as requested by the Ombudsman and
recommended by the Legislative Council's Standing Committee,
on Government Agencies?

Mr COURT replied:
(1)-(2)

The member really has a hide, does he not, talking about the Ombudsman?
He was 10 years in government and all of a sudden he introduces
legislation.

Mrs Hailah an interjected.
Mr COURT: Members opposite had 10 years to put their hands up.
Mrs Hallahan: Get on with it.
Mr COURT: Get on with what?
Mrs Hallahan: With doing what you undertook to do before you were elected.
Mr COURT: We will, but members opposite had 10 years to do that Thle report

reads -
A recent review of annual reports of this office shows that - it is
now approaching 10 years since my predecessor first attempted to
have the jurisdictional problem addressed. While I fully appreciate
that only a small part of the protracted delay in bringing the matter
to fruition can be laid at the feet of the present Govenent ...

In other words, it was a problem created by members opposite!
Several members interjected.
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The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: Members opposite had 10 years to -
Several members irneujected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Thomas inteijected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Cockburn. It is

inappropriate to inteiject when I am on my feet. About five members
were interjecting at one time and it was impossible to hear the Prenier
answering the question; the House is entitled to hear the answer.

Mr COURT: Members opposite had 10 years to do something about this situation
and they did nothing; we have been in Government for less than two
years, and although we are still negotiating with both the Ombudsman's
office and the different departments involved, we will do something about
the problem.

Dr Gallop: It is one week since the report came out and we have legislation?
Mr COURT: The member had 10 years!
Several members inteijecred.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: Some jurisdictional problems arm involved with bodies such as the

Freedom of Informnation Commission and the Official Corruption
Commission, which are independent bodies reporting directly to the
Parliament. They are sensitive about another independent body looking
into their operations. This is a difficult area to address, yet we are
bringing the parties together to try to solve some problems. We will do
something about this matter - members opposite did nothing for 10 years!

OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH, SAFETY AND WELFARE, DEPARTMENT OF -

SAFETY INSPECTORS ON WORKSITES, REDUCTION
534. Mr BLAIKIE to the Minister for Labour Relations:

On ABC radio today the Opposition spokesperson for Labour Relations
claimed that the Department of Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare
had reduced the number of safety inspectors on worksites. Also, in
Parliament yesterday the spokesperson claimed that the Commissioner for
Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare had withdrawn support for a
union delegate to sit on an important safety review committee. What are
the true circumstances regarding these issues?

Mrt KIERATH replied:
It is a disappointment to me that the new Opposition spokesman for
Labour Relations seems to be no better than the previous two; in fact, she
seemts to be far worse. Every time she makes a public statement she gems
it wrong. I gave the House the example in which her comments in the
workers' compensation area were completely wrong. She said that the
unions were not operating in this area, yet while she was shooting her
mouth off, 30 union representatives were undertaking training. How
wrong can one be? This time she swallowed the old Builders Labourers
Federation line - the mob who will sell anybody a pup given half a
chance - hook, line and sinker.
I am proud to inform the House that Western Australia has more
inspectors in the occupational health field than any other State. We
compare reasonably closely with Queensland - we are slightly behind - but
we have double the number of inspectors to be found in Victoria, New
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South Wales and South Australia, which ame States previously with Labor
Governments. Also, since the change of Government in Western
Australia, more on-site inspections have occurred than was the case in the
previous 12 months.
The Opposition spokesman could not get her facts right, as she stuck her
nose into things she knows nothing about. In the case of the Morley
accident she claimed that it resulted from faulty equipment. However, the
inspection indicated that it was as a result of improper use of machinery.
Ile equipment had been inspected a week before it fell over. Again she
swallowed the old ELF line; namely, shoot the messenger who is telling
the truth and do not worry about the facts.
She then went lower than that and wanted to condemn the commissioner
for saying that he would consider a request by one of the unions for paid
help. However, it was the Trades and Labor Council which withdrew its
representative from the regulations review process; it spat the dummy and
took its bat and ball home, and it stayed home for 10 months! Upon
realising that the Government would operate with or without it, it decided
to get back on board. It walked out of the commission when the Labor
Party was in power, and it returned when the coalition was in power. One
reason that the TLC returned to that body was that the Government funded
a position from taxpayers' money. It is true that the construction unions -
the eLF and the Construction, Mining and Energy Workers Union - tried
to misrepresent the situation with occupational health and safety. The
unions have used this area as an industrial weapon to beat employers into
submission. We wholeheartedly support any safety thrusts, but we will
not see these issues misused for industrial relations purposes.
The work-related injuries rate dropped between 1989 and 1993 by about
20 per cent. We have said that we will emulate that result in the period
until mid-1997. We will increase penalties by 400 per cent for negligence.
We will take this issue out of a mickey mouse treatment and ensure that it
is handled by an occupational health and safety magistrate rather than a
has-been trade union official who happens to land a plum job.
I know that this situation is hard for the Labor Party to swallow; however,
in South East Asia people have woken up to the fact that we have the best
system nationally and internationally, and they are adopting our practices.
The coalition Government has done what the Labor Party could not do - as
the Premier said earlier in question time - despite 10 years in office.

DAIRY INDUSTRY AMENDMENT BILL - DAIRY ASSISTANCE SCHEME,
INCREASE PROPOSAL

535. Mr GRILL to the Minister for Primary Industry:
I refer to discussions that I had with the Minister, his staff and the
Executive Director of the Dairy Industry Association some weeks ago
regarding the Dairy Industry Amendment Bill and the dairy assistance
scheme. At that time I proposed an increase in the dairy assistance
scheme payments for milk vendors who were forced out of the industry. I
also proposed an increase in the milk levy which would have seen the per
litre payments increased from $50 to $65, and the cap from $150 to
approximately $220.
(1) Has the Minister made a decision, and has the Dairy Industry

Authority made a recommendation, on that proposal?
(2) When are we likely to know the Minister's decision on this matter?
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Mr HOUSE replied:

1 hope that later today we will have the opportunity to begin debate on the
Dairy Industry Amendment Bill, If not, debate will certainly begin in the
next few sitting days; I hope it commences as soon as possible. I have
considered the options the member put to me. We could continue
increasing the amounts paid ad infinitum - indeed, I have increased the
payment three times already - but we have reached the stage at which the
payment is reasonably acceptable to the greatest number of people within
the industry. We will never satisfy everybody. The current situation is
fair and reasonable I am reluctant to increase the price of milk to
consumers in order to adopt the suggestions made by the apposition
spokesman. Having considered the proposal, [ am happy to listen to the
member's comments during the Committee stage of the Bill. I have not
closed my mind absolutely in this regard, but at the moment I do not
accept the proposal.

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTES - STATISTICS
536. Mr OSBORNE to the Minister for Labour Relations:

Will the Minister inform the House of the latest industrial dispute statistics
and the effect this will have on the economic recovery of this State?

Mr KIERATH replied:
I inform the House that Western Australia continues to lead the way as a
shining light in industrial disputes in this country. Earlier in the year I
congratulated employers, employees and even unions involved for the
very good performance in this regard. An economic recovery is under
way, but this is a fragile recovery - we are still recovering from the
recession the federal Labor leader told us we had to have.

Mrs van de Klashorst: It is starting again too.
Mr KIERATH: That is right. In the 12 months to July 26 000 days were lost

through industrial disputes. That was a 25 per cent decrease on the days
lost in the previous year. These figures were achieved during the 12
months since we introduced our controversial industrial relations
legislation, and in that time one could have expected that the industrial
dispute rate would have increased. However, our figures went down by
25 per cent. At the same time, the national average went up 25 per cent,
so that indicates that we are moving against the national trend. In the
month of July in Western Australia only 1 000 days were lost. That is a
good record which reflects a 75 per cent decrease in the previous month's
figure. The most significant industrial dispute was the waterfront strike
which was all about non-union agreements. It had nothing to do with the
waterfront unions, yet the waterfront was involved. There was a strike
and that caused the figure to increase.
Let us compare the record of this State Government with the record of
Labor governments. I will compare this State with Queensland because in
many respects it is considered a cousin State. Queensland has the worst
industrial disputes record in Australia. It is the only remaining State
Labor Government and it has the worst industrial record. It is a similar
situation in Canberra. We have all learnt that Labor governments cannot
control the unions. To control the unions we need coalition Governments.
That is the only sont of government capable of sorting out the unions. in
contrast to our very amicable record we have the disgraceful situation
where the Transport Workers Union and the State School Teachers Union
want to engage in mindless strikes and industrial disruption. I appeal to
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their sense of better judgment. I hope they can be more statesmanlike.
Instead of looking after their vested interests they should put the State
first.
We need to sustain that recovery so that everyone can benefit; that is, not
only one or two privileged sectors but the entire State can benefit. I can
understand the dilemma of the unions. They have been sitting by while
we have experienced the best industrial record in the last 30 years. They
did not witness such a good record under a Labor Government, so I
understand their concerns. I appeal to the unions to put the State ahead of
sectional interests. In that way, we will be better served by a better
economy.


