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

PETITION - WOMEN IN LOCAL GOVERNMENT

DR WATSON (Kenwick) [111.04 ami]: I present the following petition -

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

We, the undersigned people of Western Australia request that affrmative action
be effected in all Local Governments in Western Australia, in order that women
are represented as counicillors and citizens in each Council Ward. If the voice of
women is to be heard in every local community, it will be necessary to amend the
Local Governiment Act 'in the following way:

(1) Where there are two councillors in a ward, one shall be a woman.

(2) Where there are four councillors in a ward, two shall be women.

- (3) If a woman stands for a ward where there are no women councillors then
men should be discouraged from seeking endorsement.

(4) Each Council will be required to implement an affirmative action
employment policy.

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 139 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 47.]

PETITION - FIREARMS LEGISLATION

DR WATSON (Kenwick) [11.06 am], I present the following petition -

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

We, the undersigned people of Western Australia request that legislation be
enacted which:

requires that firearms and other weapons be surrendered or confiscated by
police when informed that the owner is violent, has a restraining order in
force or has breached a restraining order,

requires that firearms licences will never be issued to anyone convicted of
an assault charge.

The petitioners urge the Government and Opposition to work towards gun free
homes in the metropolitan area.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

This petition adds 4.4 signatures to the growing petition on this issue and I certify that it
conforms to the standing orders of the Legislative Assembly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.

[See petition No 48.]
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AGRICULTURAL PRACTICES (DISPUTES) BILL
Message - Appropriations

Message from the Lieutenant Governor received and read recommending appropriations
for the purposes of the Bill.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON ROAD SAFETY
Leave to Sit when House is Sitting, 3 May

On motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of the House), resolved -
That the House grants leave for the Select Committee on Road Safety to sit when
the House is sitting on 3 May 1995.

BILLS (2) - INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING
1. Road Traffic Amendment Bill
2. National Crime Authority (State Provisions) Amendment Bill

Bills introduced, on motions by Mr Wiese (Minister for Police), and read a first
time.

MARKETING OF POTATOES (AMENDMENT) BILL
Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr House (Minister for Primary Industry), and
transmitted to the Council.

BANK OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA BELL
Second Reading

Resumed from 2 May.
MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [11.10 am]: The Opposition has clearly indicated that it
supports the concept of privatisation of BankWest, but it has laid down a number of
conditions that should be fulfilled. In the short time available I shall devote myself to a
criterion which the Leader of the Opposition said is crucial to ensuring that the
privatisation of BankWest serves the people of this State and which, therefore, will have
the full support of the Opposition. That criterion was the first enunciated by the Leader
of the Opposition; that is, the process of privatisation should be open, fair and
accountable. On the basis of the way this Government is being run, the Opposition is
concerned that that will not be the case with the privatisation of BankWest. The process
must be open and accountable so we can be sure the State gains the maximum benefit
from a change in the ownership of BankWest. We do not simply want the process to take
place because this Government is committed to privatisation for privatisation's sake. In
the letter from the Premier to his Ministers in December 1994 it is clear that this
Government is pushing privatisation for its own political, ideological reason and that it is
not based on an approach which is open and accountable, and will bring benefit to the
people of this State. That letter ruled out the option of government departments making
internal bids for areas to be contracted out. That is privatisation for privatisation's sake.
If that should happen with BankWest, this Government would be selling an asset without
getting the best possible return for the people of Western Australia. Of course, the best
possible return cannot be measured only by the number of dollars going to government
coffers, but also must have regard for the ongoing ability of the bank to trade in Western
Australia, to be Western Australian based, and to meet the needs of the financial sector in
Western Australia. Any privatisation of BankWest should be done on the basis of
providing the maximum benefit to the people of Western Australia. If the process is not
open and accountable, it will not be fair and we shall have no way of judging whether
that is happening. Time and time again this Government has demonstrated its
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unwillingness to be open and accountable. To make clear the reason for the Opposition's
concerns in this area, I refer to one example; that is, the Government's purchase of the
BankWest building in Barrack Street, Perth. In that deal the Government used a ruse or
scam to put money into BankWest for the privatisation. The Government used this
backdoor method to avoid being accountable. The facts I will lay before the House today
will indicate that this Government has been improper in the way it has purchased that
building to put money into BankWest as part of the privatisation process. The
Government has been secretive. The deal was dressed up as being involved in the
creation of a heritage precinct. While that proposal has merit, it clearly did not motivate
the Government to pay $12m for that building. The Government put the money into
BankWest to ensure it had a higher level of profitability and, therefore, was a better
prospect for privatisation.
Mr Lewis: It was done on the basis of a valuation.
Mr KOBELKCE: I will come to the point raised by the Minister for Planning in a
moment, and I hope he will answer some of my questions. I will lay out the facts
presented to this Chamber by the Treasurer. Firstly, he is on the record as saying that the
land on which the BankWest building is situated is largely Crown land, and once the
bank moved its headquarters the land would revert to the Crown. He effectively said that
BankWest had no asset in the land; it is Crown land which the bank was able to use only
for banking purposes. The bank had already decided to shift its headquarters to another
building and, therefore, the Government was paying the bank for land it did not own and
had no right to use on an ongoing basis for other than banking purposes. Secondly, the
Treasurer said in this Chamber that the bank building had empty floors which could not
be let, and he further said it was unlikely that tenants could be found for that building.
From those comments, we note that the building had limited value. The Government
should not pay the bank for forgoing the use of that building because its use is limited.
Therefore, the Government has paid money for a building which has little value and is on
land owned by the Government. Now that the bank has moved from that building, what
is the value of that property for which the Government has paid $12m, plus a beneficial
plot ratio? The building clearly is of dubious value; in fact, it is possible that it was a
liability on the books of BankWest because the bank would have been responsible for the
removal of that building from Crown land when it ceased to have a use for it. In
addition, the building contains asbestos and there would have been a liability on
BankWest to remove that asbestos, perhaps at considerable cost. Taking into account
those factors, it is likely that the building was a liability and not an asset for BankWest.
However, the Treasurer claims that the building had a book value of $16m. Anyone who
looked at the property market at the time of sale would find it hard to substantiate that
figure, and this Government has not substantiated its valuation. We know that in June
1993 city buildings had very low valuations in the commercial market It would be very
hard to substantiate a value of $ 16m for a building which is not lettable, which is situated
on land owned by the Crown, and for which there is a liability for demolition costs and
removal of asbestos. The onus is on this Government to substantiate its valuation.
I now give details of the way this ruse was put together. Having said the property had a
book value of $16m, the Government paid a cash amount from the consolidated fund of
$12m. This was stitched up at the end of the 1993 financial year - I understand on 30
June. In addition to the $12m, the Government conferred on BankWest a plot ratio
transfer under a heritage agreement. That was the first heritage agreement signed under
the legislation, and it is of some significance to consider how this deal was put together.
I will refer later to the problems that will open up further down the track. The heritage
agreement has been used to cover a shoddy deal which is a ruse to put money into
Bank West. It is not directed primarily at the intention of the Act, which is to preserve
heritage buildings and sites in this State. The plot ratio transfer which was part of the
heritage agreement was valued by the Treasurer at $3m. It is interesting that this could
be used as part of the heritage agreement when no heritage study had been made of the
precinct. I fully support the Government's establishment of that area as a heritage
precinct, but to give $12m cash to BankWest, plus a plot ratio of considerable value,
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without conducting a heritage study of the area, indicates clearly what this Government
was about. The Government did not say, "We want to establish a heritage precinct;
therefore, we will go through the process and put up the money." The Government
clearly wanted to put money into BankWest to show that it had greater profitability in
order that it could be privatised, and it used the heritage agreement as a means of putting
that money into BankWest. Well over a year since the money was paid for the BankWest
building, a heritage study for the precinct has not been completed-, or, if it has, it has yet
to be made public.
The plot ratio transfer meant that BankWest was able to increase the value of its tower on
the corner of William Street and St George's Terrace. That building had been built
beyond its plot ratio, which meant, according to the answers which the Premier has given
in this place, that it had 6 400 square metres of floor space beyond what was allowable
under the plot ratio, and that area of floor space was legally not available for lease. I am
not saying all of that floor space would be used because we have to look at the way in
which plot ratios are calculated and the need for various service areas which may not be
covered by the plot ratio, but the figures given by the Premier indicate that the area of the
building was 6 400 sq m beyond the allowable plot ratio, and that is worth a lot of money
in a prime building on St George's Terrace.
Shortly after the plot ratio transfer was effected, BankWest sold the building for $146m,
yet the Treasurer would have us believe that the plot ratio transfer of 6 400 sq m was
worth a mere $3m. I put it to the House that plot ratio had to be worth in the order of
$20mn, or more. Therefore, this Government has given to BankWest in the order of
$30m, in the form of $12m cash up front, plus a plot ratio transfer which is worth in the
order of $20m, for a building which is of limited value and which could have been a
liability to BankWest. This deal was really about fattening up BankWest ready for the
kill - the privatisation process - and had little or nothing to do with ensuring that proper
processes were followed in order to create a heritage precinct.
The Minister for Heritage, who has been inteijecting on me about things quite irrelevant
to what I am saying, has said in this place that a valuation was carried out by a certified,
qualified valuer. Therefore, that valuation would have been available to the Government
when it made this decision. Was this decision taken to Cabinet?
Mr Lewis: I cannot remember.
Mr KOBELKE: The Minister for Heritage cannot remember whether Cabinet made a
decision about the payment of this money. Perhaps when the Treasurer returns to the
Chamber he can tell us whether this deal was cooked up by the Treasurer in order to put
money into BankWest or whether there was a Cabinet decision, because if there was a
Cabinet decision, was this supposed valuation about which the Minister for Heritage has
spoken and of which the Treasurer has given some indication presented to Cabinet?
I asked the Treasurer a question on notice, which was replied to on 25 October, which
asks in part -

Was one or more independent valuations sought prior to the decision to pay
BankWest for its Barrack Street building?

The answer given by the Treasurer was, "Yes." He indicated in a later part of the answer
that a valuation was done by Richard Ellis. The Treasurer and the Minister for Heritage
have claimed that there was an independent valuation of that building. I therefore sought
to gain access to that valuation under the Freedom of Information Act, and in my
application I said that I was seeking access to -

... any valuations given on the BankWest building from Barrack Street to Hay
Street in Perth, [and in] addition to the actual valuations submitted on this
building in relation to its purhase ... [and] access to any other papers or notes
directly relating to the establishment of this valuation.

The Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet rejected my application and stated in its letter of
rejection -
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A thorough and diligent search of the Ministry's records, and inquiries with
several government agencies has failed to locate any documents which meet the
terms of your application....
As far as the Ministry can ascertain, the only agency which might be in a position
to assist you further with your request is Bank West.

Of course, BankWest is an exempt agency under the Freedom of Information Act.
Therefore, although the Premier and the Minister for Heritage have said that a valuation
wvas done by Richard Ellis, when I made a request for that valuation, I was told not that it
is exempt because it is a Cabinet document but that it does not exist. Was this decision to
pay $12m for the purchase of the BankWest building a Cabinet decision or did the
Premier put this deal together in order to provide funds for BankWest?
Mr Court: Put the question on notice and I will give you the answer.
Mr KOBELKE: The Treasurer cannot remember whether he took it to Cabinet.
Mr Court: I cannot tell you specifically whether I took it to Cabinet. Put it on notice and
I will give you all the details.
Mr KOBELKE: We arc talking about the Treasurer, as the person responsible for
BankWest, being involved in central city planning and paying $12m from the
consolidated fund for a special deal in which he is intimately involved and providing a
plot ratio transfer which could be worth in excess of $20m, yet he cannot tell us whether
he took that matter to Cabinet. Does the Treasurer not accept responsibility as Treasurer
of this State?
Mr Court: Of course I accept responsibility. I thought it was a pretty good deal, but
obviously you do not. Do you think the bank should be stuck with that building and we
should do nothing about that heritage site?
Mr KOBELKE: We are talking about whether the Treasurer followed open and
accountable processes or whether his dealings have been improper. Can the Treasurer
tell us whether the deal went to Cabinet? It certainly looks like the Treasurer has
something to hide. The Treasurer cannot even tell us whether Cabinet made a decision. I
am interested to know whether Cabinet saw the valuation from Richard Ellis and whether
that valuation was presented as a Cabinet paper, in which case the FOL Act might be used
to claim that I cannot have access to it. However, that is not what I was told. I was told
that I could not see the valuation because no valuation could be found and no documents
relating to the establishment of a valuation could be found. I thought that was a bit
strange. I applied for an internal review which was undertaken by the chief executive
officer of the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet.
Mr Lewis: You are a peanut.
Mr KOBELKE: Abuse by the Minister for Heritage will not defend his improper actions.
If he considers his actions are not improper, he should address the facts. I am providing
the facts. He and the Treasurer must be open and accountable. They should provide the
facts about the deal or they will be condemned for their improper ruse in this case.
I received a reply from the chief executive officer of the Ministry of the Premier and
Cabinet Who as the responsible officer conducted the internal review. In part, his letter
states -

My investigation of this matter has revealed the following material questions of
fact:

The Ministry has conducted a thorough and diligent search for any
documents which might be regarded as falling within the ambit of your
application.
The Ministry has not been able to identify a single document which
answers the terms of your request.

The ministry was not able to identify a single document relating to the valuation which
the Premier claimed was made! The next point reads -
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Consultation with several other agencies has failed to locate any evidence
of such a document in their possession.

According to the internal review and the various discussions I had with people processing
the freedom of information application, contact was made with the Minister for Heritage
and with a range of government agencies which may have had involvement with the
valuation. The consultations indicate that no evidence could be found of any document
relating to an independent valuation of the BankWest building. The next point in the
letter reads -

The Ministry's consultations have indicated that such a valuation as you
describe may have been produced at one time for BankWest.

The implication is that perhaps BankWest did its own valuation, but the point is that I
asked the Treasurer whether an independent valuation was carried out, and the Treasurer
said yes. He said that the independent valuation was done by Richard Ellis. When I
sought access to that valuation I was not denied it on the grounds of the various
exemptions in the Act; I was told that no such valuation exists. More than that, I was told
that no letters exist which asked anyone to do a valuation. No correspondence exists.
What does this mean? Are the shredding machines working overtime at the ministry
getting rid of the dodgy evidence that indicates how a price was concocted for the
BankWest building? Can the Treasurer not remember?
Mr Court Your remarks are outrageous, but I will answer all of them.
Mr KOBELKE: The Treasurer has not done so in the past. When he is put under
pressure he squibs out.
Mr Court: In the past you have come to this Parliament and made many false accusations
about the business dealings of my family. I have given up!
Mr KOBELKE: What is false about what I have said?
Mr Court: Every matter raised by you about my family's business dealings is false. I
will answer you in a minute.
Mr KOBELKE: The Treasurer cannot point to one false statement. He has misled the
Chamber. The Treasurer said that an independent valuation was done on the BankWest
building in Barrack Street. He said it was done by Richard Ellis but when I made an FOI
application, and applied for an internal review, the consistent answer was that no
documentation exists. Are the Treasurer's political apparatchiks running a private filing
system in his department to hide the documents? Is that the game the Treasurer is
playing? Is it the shredder at work, or is it the Treasurer's political minders who run an
independent, filing system, so that they can say the documentation does not exist because
it is not located in the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet's filing system? These are all
matters of importance. The Treasurer has been talking long and hard about people telling
the truth and being accountable but he fails to live up to those standards. The Treasurer
has failed miserably. He should explain to the House why he told us that a valuation was
done yet my application under the FOI Act provisions revealed that no valuation exists.
As indicated by the extracts from those letters, the implication was that perhaps
BankWest did the valuation. The Treasurer might tell us whether that is true, but that
will not get him off the hook. I asked was an independent valuation done, and the answer
was yes. Therefore, either the Treasurer has misled the Parliament - he made a
deliberately false statement - or we have a major problem with the way his department
handles FOI applications. In this case, as he has in other cases, will the Treasurer blame
the public servants? Will he say that the public servants have misled me;, that they have
acted outside the provisions of the FOI Act, tried to thwart my application and provided
false information? I was told that the documentation did not exist. Perhaps the valuation
is hidden away somewhere, or are we to take it that he has, on the prima facie evidence,
misled the Parliament? We should treat that question seriously. During the whole
process of this deal with BankWest the Government has not been open and accountable.
It has behaved improperly, even to the point of trying to mislead Parliament to cover up
the little deals in which it has been involved.
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In the short time remaining to me I will touch on another issue that flows from this
matter, and show why it is important that it be done properly. The BankWest building
plot ratio transfer was the first heritage agreement signed. Thbis sets a precedent for the
operation of heritage agreements in future. It is clear that this heritage agreement meant
that the Government paid money to the owner of the building - BankWest - which was
not based on any commercial property valuation. Not only was a valuation not available
but also the figures do not match the commercial property market values at the time. In
this deal, BankWest received money far in excess of the commercial property value at the
time. What will happen when the owners of another heritage building wish to do a deal
with the Government? The precedent has been set for such owners to approach the
Government and say that the commercial value of the property may be only $500 000 but
the owners are aware that the Government does deals and pays one to four times the true
value. The owners will demand, say, $2m to preserve the heritage value of the building.
Where will the Government be then? The Government has set a precedent with the first
heritage agreement, where the commercial property value has no relevance to the price
paid. The Government was all about fattening up BankWest in readiness for
privatisation. It was not looking to the heritage agreement that was put in place to serve
the purposes of the Heritage Act. The purpose of the Government was the privatisation
of BankWest. The Government was not worried about the process being correct.
A senior lawyer in Perth reported in the business newspapers months ago indicated that
proper processes were not in place to establish values involved in heritage agreements. It
is known among specialists in the legal community involved in these issues that we are
setting ourselves up for major problems in future with heritage agreements. We have set
ourselves up as a State for abuse of the process and for a range of legal entanglements,
because the Treasurer was in a hurry to put money in the back door of BankWest. As a
result, we end up with this shoddy, improper deal which has given to BankWest about
$30m, perhaps more, for a building which is of little or no real value to the bank. The
bank possibly had a liability. It does not have to meet any demolition costs. The
Treasurer has done a deal and the demolition costs will be taken up by the State. In his
contribution during negotiations to establish the heritage agreement, the Minister for
Heritage indicated that the Government took up as one of the factors the liability on the
bank to meet the cost of demolition. That cost is not even in the final figure. This
Government is paying the total cost of removing the asbestos and demolishing the
building. BankWest has no liability whatever. In one deal alone we can see that this
Government is not concerned about serving the interests of this State in a way which is
open and accountable; it is concer-ned about its political gain. It has nailed to the
masthead its privatisation plan; it must privatise at all costs. That will cost the taxpayers
and the people of this State dearly, because the system is not open or accountable.
DR TURNBULL (Collie) [11.40 am]: It is a sad day when I must stand in this place to
debate the sale of BankWest. I speak on behalf of hundreds of thousands of Western
Australians who feel this is not the right decision for the bank which is owned by
Western Australians and which has been the Western Australian state bank for the past
100 years. The Leader of the Opposition said yesterday that this bank has no
shareholders. He is wrong. The shareholders of BankWest are the people of Western
Australia through R & I Holdings. Some people feel that R & I Holdings is just an entity,
and it is, but it is through that entity that the bank contributes to our State and our
finances. The money in that entity is used by BankWest. It attracts an interest rate which
is 0.5 per cent above the normal rate of return. The rate of return to our State through
that entity is 17.53 per cent. Along with the annual dividend, that is a good return for the
people of Western Australia. The annual report of BankWest cites a dividend return of
$41 .5m to Western Australia.
BankWest is a large industry which employs many Western Australians. The annual
report states that in the last financial year the value to Western Australia in terms of
generaing economic activity of the bank was $500m. This is not a puny organisation.
Most Western Australians know that. Most Western Australians also know that it is 100
years old, and that it has made a contribution to our rural industries and to our housing
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industry. This publicly owned bank of Western Australia has adapted and changed with
the times. In the mid-1950s it became a savings banks, which was very important. Prior
to that the only savings institutions were the Commonwealth Bank, many friendly
societies and credit unions. It became a savings bank at a time when people needed it.
Today, as in the 1950s, it is a time when people need a bank that they can trust.
Mr Bridge: The State needs it as well. BankWest is necessary for the wellbeing of
Western Australia.
Dr TURNBULL: I am pleased that the member for Kimberley and the member for
Mitchell have this strong opinion. They will be standing with me against the
Government, the Leader of the Opposition and the Deputy Leader of the Opposition who
want to sell this bank.
I will discuss the social issues. The Prices Surveillance Authority conducted an extensive
inquiry into the availability of banking facilities to the general community of Australia.
We know from many newspaper articles, and television and other media reports that the
people of Australia and Western Australia are displeased with banks. Banking is a basic
human right in our society. One cannot even receive a pension or other payment from
the Government unless one has a bank account in which to deposit it. The policy of all
banks is to get rid of their small depositors. They say that small depositors cost them
money, so they will slough them off. BankWest is our bank; it is this State's bank, and it
is providing a service to millions of Western Australians who transact their business
through that bank. The only way to maintain a service for those hundreds of thousands of
small depositors in Western Australia is to keep our own bank; that is, a publicly owned
bank. The R & I Bank, and now BankWest, expended a lot of effort to attract seniors'
deposits. BankWest's annual report states that the bank fully recognises the value of
retail deposits in funding its asset growth. It is not referring to the sale of buildings, but
asset growths from deposits. The report states that the initiatives in this area have been
directed principally at securing deposits of the seniors' market. Seniors have been
attracted by competitive rates and preferential treatment. It is most likely that the
Speaker would be eligible for those attractive rates offered to people over 55 years of
age.
The SPEAKER: I am not eligible yet!
Dr TUJRNBULL: Many people in this Parliament, perhaps more in the other place than
here, could take advantage of those attractive rates. How will seniors be protected in a
privatised bank? The privatised banks do not want small depositors, borrowers, or
dealers.
Dr Watson interjected.
Dr TURNBULL: The Commonwealth Bank's charges are appalling. That is another
reason we must retain BankWest. At the moment some small depositors are moving into
credit unions, but they do not want them either. The Prices Surveillance Authority has
also spoken to credit unions. They are starting to say that they have too many small
depositors and they will have to increase charges to start discouraging them. Equity in
banking and security of deposits is an essential factor in our society. Some people might
think I am in a rather interesting position as a member of the National Party. It is in
favour of the sale of the bank.
As I have asked more and more questions in recent months, I have come to the
conclusion that it is not in the best interests of the people and the bankers in our State to
have the bank privatised. I do not say that because the sale will not return money to the
State; it will. Our State will be able to write off debt and use the additional revenue in
other areas. I am against the sale because I can see the benefits provided by this bank to
our State. A careful examination of this bank's records will show that the opportunity
costs and returns that the bank is giving on one side of the ledger and the write off of debt
and the opportunity costs on the other side are about equal. We must then take into
account the value to the people of Western Australia of having a bank which is not
privatised and will not ferociously shed and slough off small depositors. People might
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say that this is no longer a state bank; it is corporatised. That is true. It has a charter
which in its annual report is stated as being a commitment to deliver value through R & I
Holdings to the people of Western Australia, its shareholders. That value can be other
than the interest rate that people get for their deposits or that they are charged when they
borrow funds. They can always deal with values -

Mr Bridge: The financial gurus want to sell off everything.
Dr TURNBULL: I agree; they are into privatisation. That applies to the Federal
Government and Prime Minister Keating.
I now turn to the nitty-gritty of why we are debating this Bill today. Yesterday the
Leader of the Opposition said, "It is the Government's fault that we are debating the Bill
at the moment. We are not even selling the bank. This Bill is giving the Premier, the
Treasurer, carte blanche to sell this bank in any way he chooses. We can't let that
happen and it shouldn't be happening." I tell the Leader of the Opposition that it is
happening because the Prime Minister of Australia has declared that unless this Bill goes
through before the end of this financial year, Western Australia will not get the
wonderful carrot of $230m written off our federal debt; that is, our state debt to the feds.
Who set up that deal? Carmen Lawrence, the previous Premier of Western Australia, set
it up in 1992 in the dying days of her Government. We accepted that tax rebate deal on
the basis of the R & I Bank sale. We could have accepted it on the basis of the sale of the
State Government Insurance Office, on the privatisation of any other entity such as the
gas pipeline; but it was decided that we would take it on the basis of the privatisation of
this bank. Then she set off down the path of implementing that corporatisation. This is
happening because of the decisions made by the Federal Government and the previous
State Labor Government. The legislation must be passed by 30 June.
Mr Taylor: It does not have to be done by then.
Dr TURNBULL: It does. The position of opposition members in this debate is very
suspect. It stinks in the same way as the albatross hanging around the shoulders of the
Leader of the Opposition stinks. He wants to be rid of it. Quite piously he stands and
says, '"We accept the proposition that this bank must be sold, be privatised; but if one,
two, three or four amendments are not adopted, we will vote against this Bill."
Mir Taylor: That is right.
Dr TURNBULL: Those opposite are taking the easy option of saying that they can
piously accept the sale but will vote against the Bill. They know that the Bill must go
through.
Mr Taylor: Will you vote with us?
Dr TURNBULL: I would vote with the Opposition if I knew that its position would
prevent the sale of the bank; but those opposite know that my stand would not prevent
such a sale.
Dr Watson: We do not have the numbers.
Dr TURNBULL: Two opposition members would vote against this Bill to prevent the
sale of the bank; one is the member for Kimberley and the other is the member for
Mitchell. It would be great if members from all sides who do not want the bank sold
could vote to show what they really wanted.
Mr McGinty: Why don't you?
Dr TURNBULL: If the people who do not want the sale of this bank to proceed are
given an opportunity to vote against this Bill, I will do that. However, we will not get
that opportunity.
Mr McGinty: Yes, you will. You can vote with us.
Dr TUJRNBUJLL: The Leader of the Opposition has presented his case that he is all for
the sale of the bank. Therefore, he will not be able to vote with me. This shows how
much the albatross around the shoulders of the Leader of the Opposition stinks and how
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much he wants to remove it. He wants the shroud he is wearing under the albatross to
comne out looking snow white. That is why the Opposition finds itself in the position it is
iii now. The Leader of the Opposition does not care two stuffs about the banking
facilities for the over-55s, the seniors in Western Australia. As the member for
Kinmberley said, the policies of the Federal Government and the previous Labor
Government are all for sell offs. They do not care about the equity of the small
borrowers and depositors.
Dr Watson: How vicious.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Kenwick should not interject from out of her
place.
Dr TUJRNBULL: That attitude is coming from the Federal Government. Now I will
address some questions about the location of the bank's headquarters. This Bill talks
seriously about the headquarters of the bank remaining in Western Australia. There will
be a genuine attempt to ensure that happens. I can see that in five years' time when an
Australian bank, such as the National Australia Bank or Westpac, takes hold of this bank,
the shareholders will say that the headquartering requirements are a restrictive practice on
the value of their shares. Then I anm afraid we will most likely have another Bill before
the Parliament to debate the headquartering issue again.
We know the unfortunate track record of the Burswood Resort Casino, which was set up
by the Labor Government to bring great goodies to Western Australia, but which has
contributed to the downfall of many families in Western Australia. The casino was
supposed to be 50 per cent Western Australian owned. Two Bills had to come before this
Parliament under the Labor Government to make changes to the balance of ownership.
The same thing happened with the State Government Insurance Commission float where,
ultimately, the 10 major shareholders were not Western Australian companies. But this
is not a major social issue as the equity requirements for insurance are not as stringent as
they are for banking.
The Leader of the Opposition has said that he will not accept the Bill unless it is amended
to ensure the legislation returns to the Parliament prior to the sale of BankWest.
However, there is a way in which the sale can return to Parliament; that is, by having a
state agreement Bill prepared when the sale occurs. The sale of BankWest will not
happen next month or in two or three months' time. Obviously the people who consider
the economic state of Australia and the world believe that the sale may not take place for
12 to 18 months. That is right; it should not occur until the economic climate is
sufficiently favourable to provide a return to the State of at least $800m. Unless we get
at least that amount, we will not benefit from that sale or have any opportunity-cost
returned to our State from the sale of this bank. I would like to see a state agreement Bill
come before the Parliament at the time of the sale so that we as members of Parliament
can truly fulfil our duties to the bank's shareholders, the citizens of Western Australia.
I am very sad that such an important issue as the sale of BankWest is being tied up in the
political process. It is farcical that the Leader of the Opposition has piously said in this
place that he will agree to the sale of the bank, but that he will not vote for this Bill. He
is continuing along the lines of the Prime Minister, Mr Paul Keating, who is insisting on
the privatisation of government entities. We know that many people in the Labor
Government in Canberra do not subscribe to all the privatisation activities being
undertaken by the Federal Government. It is a great pity that Western Australia is being
led along that path merely. to fit in with the current privatisation theme throughout
Australia. It is quite obvious that as a result of the position adopted by the Leader of the
Opposition there is no way in which people who feel that the bank should not be sold will
have a majority vote. The Leader of the Opposition is in favour of the sale of the bank.
Therefore, we must be very realistic and go along with ensuring that the sale benefits
Western Australians. I feel I have been able to present a case here today to keep the bank
as a state bank. We could keep it at arm's length from the Government as a corporatised
entity with its charter requiring it to operate to the benefit of Western Australians.
On the issue of whether it should pay tax - it will have to pay tax to the Federal
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Government - perhaps it can reduce its profits a little by the transparent method described
in the BankWest 1994 annual report. The message in the annual report acknowledges
that privileges are afforded to people such as seniors and other special sectors of
depositors. One of those privileges is to increase the return on deposits made by that
sector. The bank's policy of giving priority to seniors is very good and of extremely
important social value to our State. When inevitably the bank is privatised - it will be
privatised with the collusion of the Opposition and our coalition Government - preference
for seniors must remain a very important part of the bank's policy. The bank must ensure
that responsible, small depositors such as the hundreds of thousands of seniors in
Western Australia who helped to create that deposit base continue to receive preference.
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie) [12.06 pm]: This important legislation concerns the most
important financial institution in this State and, therefore, deserves very detailed scrutiny
by the Legislative Assembly. The legislation has been described by the Leader of the
Opposition as being inadequate in a number of respects. In the Opposition's view it
needs amending before it passes through this House. It does not provide for the degree of
scrutiny necessary by Parliament of this important process. We need only refer to the
Burt Commission on Accountability recommendations regarding issues associated with
parliamentary scrutiny to appreciate that this legislation does not stand up under those
circumstances, It gives the Premier and Treasurer very free range in the processes that
will result in the outcome of this privatisation, but it gives the Parliament virtually no say
whatsoever once the Bill has passed through both Houses of Parliament. That is not the
sort of legislation we should support. I have no doubt the Leader of the Opposition will
move amendments to this legislation to try to ensure that that process will be tightened
considerably.
The Labor Party has agreed in principle to support the privatisation of BankWest, but
only after, as I said, a very thorough and public scrutiny of the proposals involved in
privatisation. That must take place when the process is being undertaken rather than after
the event The Opposition has also said that two important criteria must be set down for
this process. The first is that we must clearly identify the benefits that will accrue to this
State from privatisation of BankWest. Members will be aware that a private member's
Bill by the member for Thiornlie is already on the Notice Paper which will require
government, when legislating for privatisation, to undertake a detailed cost benefit
analysis for the information of Parliament and the Auditor General, and to demonstrate to
people of Western Australia that the privatisation process will provide major benefits.
That is certainly not the case with this Bill; in no way does it allow for that process to be
undertaken.
The second is that it must be demonstrated that continuing government ownership of
BankWest will meet any identified economic or social policy objectives. It is important
in the sense that some people are of the view, and certainly the member for Collie is of
the view, that the ownership of BankWest by the Government or the people of Western
Australia brings with it social and other benefits that should not be allowed to dissipate as
a result of this change the Government has in mind. The member for Collie might be
living in hope; the days of BankWest or the old R & I Bank having social objectives are
well and truly over. It no longer has a social objective; its one principal objective is to
make profits.
Dr Turnbull: In the annual report it could be stated that a percentage of even 0.5 is
valuable.
Mr TAYLOR: Of what?
Dr Turnbull: On a deposit, and that amount could go towards a seniors program, a small
investors program, or some similar program.
Ar TAYLOR: I know the bank gets involved in programs outside the normal routine of
banking but it is for the most part where the bank sees an opportunity to improve its
image. I have seen in my electorate of Kalgoorlie in years gone by the bank being
prepared to support projects. It supported a project to upgrade a child care centre at the
YMCA in Kalgoorlie. That camne about as a result of a board meeting in Kalgoorlie
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many years before, when the bank was going ahead with a proposal to build at the main
intersection of Kalgoorlie a barometer indicating the gold price. I told the managing
director David Fischer that it was a stupid idea and that the money should be put aside
until a better idea came up. The bank agreed, and the better idea was the child care
centre at the YMCA. That is a real asset to the community, and the bank, the R & I as it
was then, was more than happy to be part of that.
M~r Riebeling: It just goes to show what can be done by the member for Kalgoorlie.
Mr& TAYLOR: I thank the member. The Labor Party has set down criteria to be met for
it to support the specific proposal to privatise BankWest. The first is that the process of
privatisation is open, fair and accountable; secondly, that the bank remain headquartered
in Western Australia; thirdly, that employment and branch infrastructure be preserved;
and fourthly, that a good return for the State be achieved. It would be very difficult for
the Treasurer to prove to us in the course of this debate that there is no doubt that each of
those points can be met by the Government in this process. Instead we have a Bill that
gives sweeping powers to the Premier as Treasurer of Western Australia. As I have said,
that does not really allow us to have a public and accountable process in the privatisation
of the bank.
I want to mention what I consider to be some important customer considerations that
must be taken into account in this process. The first customer consideration in any
process, especially with a bank, must be the issue of security. There is no doubt that in
all these processes of privatisation in Australia with banks and the like, and the changes
that have occurred, all market research indicates that security is the most critical factor in
the selection of a financial institution for any person or group seeking to make a
cornerstone investment in a bank. The eventual removal of the Government's guarantee
may have a negative impact on customers' perceptions of the security of BankWest.
Although this is less clear-cut now than it might have been a few years ago, there is no
doubt that the bank would have to go through a very careful detailed public relations
process with a strategy to carefully outline the issues of security, capital adequacy and
the strength of the bank's position in the financial marketplace in Western Australia.
That is absolutely essential in any issue of privatisation and especially this one of
BankWest.
The next issue of customer consideration is what may have been perceived as a problem
in years gone by but is not such an issue in recent years. I refer to government
interference. Market research also shows that customers do not want to have the
perceived disadvantage relating to government ownership of a financial institution where
there is any suggestion of government interference or involvement. It is essential in this
process to ensure that is not the case and that any privatisation process is as open and
accountable as possible. If it is not, we could end up with a situation of enormous
political debate in Western Australia about the privatisation of BankWest, which will not
do the process of privatisation any good and will certainly not do any good for the
customers.
Mr Court: You are not going to do a Brumby, are you?
Mr TAYLOR: That was running through my mind.
Mr Court: He certainly managed to sabotage the Victorian Government's efforts.
Mr TAYLOR: I do not think the TAB float in Victoria was sabotaged, but it proved to
me and a lot of other people.that it is important that this sort of process be bipartisan as
far as possible. That imposes on the Premier as Treasurer an enormous responsibility to
be accountable to this Parliament for the process, and to be completely open in the
information he provides it and in the information given to any meetings and the like that
we may seek on these issues. If that process is not undertaken, be it on his head and not
on ours. He is the one responsible and if, for example, he is not prepared to agree to the
amendments that I am sure the Leader of the Opposition will move to deal with these
sorts of issues, he will have a problem and will continue to have a problem with the
privatisation of BankWest in Western Australia. If he has a problem he will wear it,
unlike the case of Victoria where they tried to make John Brumby wear it.
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Mr Court: They didn't try; he did wear it.
Mr TAYLOR: I do not know whether he did wear it in the end, but looking at one of the
issues that he raised, the recompense given to the leader of that float and the person who
ended up running the TAB was absolutely outrageous because the person was being paid
in the vicinity of millions of dollars. John Brumby had every right to raise that matter. If
the Treasurer is not prepared to provide us with detailed information and make this
process more accountable in a parliamentary sense, the problem Will be one of his
making and not of the making of the Opposition in Western Australia.
The next important issue for customers is parochialism. I have no doubt that Western
Australians see the R & I Bank or BankWest as their bank. It is and has been for
virtually a century in the unique position of being able to provide financial support to
Western Australians in every sense. They believe they own the bank and that it is their
bank. It is critical therefore that ownership by Western Australians should continue and
that they should have a role in their bank. If that role is taken from them, that
parochialism wil dissipate and people will feel free to leave BankWest and bank with
Westpac or wherever the best rates may be. There will be no holding them to BankWest
because it is their bank. They will not feel that great degree of customer loyalty that has
some basis in parochialism.
The next important issue is customer service. We set down a condition for branches and
employment in the bank. Looking at what has happened elsewhere, I believe that an
outcome will be the closure of some of the bank's branches throughout Western
Australia. The outcome will be a decision made at head office that probably will result in
a lesser service for Western Australians than currently is the case.
I have stated before in this place that I believe strongly that as time goes by people will
want to move away from the sorts of financial institutions that provide information and
advice by way of a 008 number which links to Sydney or Melbourne; not advice people
can get by walking in the bank door and tallding to the people involved. The level of
advice that comes from a 008 service, even if it runs 24 hours a day, seven days a week,
is not the sort of advice people want. People want to talk to someone about their
financial problems or the financial issues that confront them on a monthly or weekly
basis. If we see a dramatic rationalisation of bank branches and staff and a dramatic
change in the method of service to customers, this institution will pay a price in the long
term. There is a real role for a reasonably profitable, successful, and very much in touch,
Western Australian bank. If that sort of approach is kept, the other bigger banks will not
be able to compete with the sort of service that bank can provide. They are critical issues
for the customer considerations that must be taken into account in this process of
privatisation of BankWest.
Other important issues must be addressed. I want to deal particularly with the Federal
Government's proposals to support the privatisation of BankWest in one way or another.
I have in front of me a press article from August 1994 which states -

The Federal Treasurer, Mr Willis, said in Perth the Federal Government had taken
the unique step of agreeing to provide the WA Government with an advance
payment of $30 million which "is intended as partial pre-payment of tax
compensation for the sale of the bank, which is expected to take place in 1995".

Has the Government received that $30m?
Mr Court: I think it is still being negotiated with the Federal Government. I cannot give
you precise details. We asked for an advance payment equivalent to what we would have
got for the SGIO. The Federal Government was trying to hit up with some sort of
interest on the moneys. I will find out the details from the Treasury.
Mr TAYLOR: I would like to know whether the State has received that $30m and, if so,
what has happened to it.
Mr Court: We do not get any money.
Mrt TAYLOR: Would that also have gone to debt reduction?
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Mr Court: The Federal Government just retires debt.
Mr TAYLOR: Would that $30m have been used to retire debt?
Mr Court: Yes, but the Federal Government was trying to hit us for some sort of interest
payment.
Mr TAYLOR: In August 1994 Mr Willis said also that the advance would be repayable
if privatisation of the bank was not under way by June 1995, and that the full amount of
compensation would not be paid unless the bank was fully privatised. Will the passing of
this legislation - which undoubtedly will occur because the Government has the numbers
in both places - be accepted by the Federal Government as the full process of
privatisation and ensure that the Government receives that debt reduction amount? Has
the Government accepted that it must fully privatise the bank in order to obtain the debt
reduction the Federal Government has put forward? The National Party has expressed
reservations, at least in its conference, about the full privatisation of the bank.
Ralph Willis said also that Western Australia would have to apply for the compensation
to retire the debt, and would have to undertake an independent valuation of BankWest
which was approved by the Commonwealth Treasury. I do not know whether the
Government has undertaken that independent valuation or whether it has been fully
approved by the commonwealth Treasury.
I am told that late in 1993 the Government received independent advice that a trade sale
would bring in up to $200m more than a full public float. Is the Government still of the
view that a trade sale would be a far more profitable option for the State than a full public
float or a cornerstone-type sale of part of the bank? That was an issue raised with the
Opposition at a briefing a few weeks ago. In that briefing it was made clear to the
Opposition that the privatisation legislation would require the approval of Parliament.
However, if this legislation goes through the Parliament, which surely it will, we will be
giving approval before the event. Parliament will have no involvement in or ability to
examine this issue once the privatisation is under way. Today we are in effect giving the
Treasury and the Government a blank cheque to do what they will in this process of
privatisation of BankWest. I have already pointed out that I think that is unacceptable. It
has already been pointed out in the rationale behind the privatisation strategy that there is
an opportunity for a cornerstone - a strategic shareholder to acquire a substantial equity
ownership that meets the Government's objectives and ensures the long term growth and
financial strength of BankWest.
It was made clear to the Opposition that that cornerstone investment, or strategic
shareholder, would more than likely not be a national institution or another bank; that
there was every possibility that it would in fact be taken up by an overseas institution. I
have grave doubts that that is in the best interests of Western Australia. Members should
consider the problems banking institutions around the world have had. Almost without
exception institutions in Europe, the United Kingdom, the United States or Asia have
faced problems similar to those faced by some banks in Australia over the 1980s. None
of them is an institution which I would like to pick up 49 per cent or thereabouts of
BankWest. It is critical that if the Government privatises, it should be an Australian
privatisation that gives Western Australians in particular a real opportunity to have a
direct ownership of the bank they consider to be their bank - no-one else's.
I turn to the role of the National Party in this matter. We have already heard the member
for Collie express her opposition to the sale of BankWest, but make it clear that she is not
prepared to vote against the leislation, for reasons I found a little difficult to understand.
There is no doubt that in 1994 the National Party made it clear that it was not prepared to
see the complete sale of the bank. I am told that later the state executive of the National
Party overturned that conference decision; I am not sure whether that is the case. A
variety of branches of the National Party throughout Western Australia took the stance
against the sale of more than 49 per cent of the bank. At the 1993 conference the Leader
of the National Party, and now Deputy Premier, supported a resolution that urged the
Government to sell only 49 per cent of the bank. At that time the Treasurer said that the
policy was to sell more than 49 per cent, but to have mechanisms to keep control in
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Western Australia. The Deputy Premier said also at that time that a float of the bank
would have to be structured in a way that gave Western Australian citizens the first right
to buy. Day by day the National Party becomes less influential and less able to put its
case for the future of the bank in this State. On a range of other issues in government in
Western Australia the National Party has become comfortable with the place it has in the
Government.
It is not prepared to stand on its digs and say that privatisation has got out of its control
and out of control of the Government. 'he Government does not know what the outcome
will be. I gained the impression at the briefing given to the Opposition that there was a
wish and hope attitude by the Government that some rich fairy godmother would pick up
the cornerstone ownership of the bank and everything would be all right. I do not believe
we can go into this privatisation process wishing and hoping that everything will be okay.
I said at the start of my comments that I believe it is the Treasurer's responsibility to
ensure that this process in open and accountable. It is his responsibility also to ensure
that the people of Western Australia have confidence in the process. The Labor Party is
not prepared to give the Treasurer an open cheque on this issue. It believes that the
Government has a responsibility to come back to the Parliament with all of the
information on this process, and that it should not try to pass the matter off by saying that
it has the legislation in place and that is the end of it.
We all know what will happen if the process gets off the rails. Immediately the
Government will accuse the Labor Party of sabotaging the privatisation of BankWest. I
have made it clear that we will support that privatisation. However, the Labor Party has
also made it clear that fair and reasonable conditions should be placed on the process. If
those conditions are met, there should be very little trouble with the process. However, I
have grave doubts that the Treasurer will be prepared to meet those conditions. H-is view
may be that the Government has the numbers and it will push the legislation through and
that will be the end of it. That will not be the end of it. If it acts in that way it will have
to answer to the public rather than to the Opposition.
MR BRIDGE (Kimberley) [12.32 pm]: I want to talk about our being responsible
politicians. What would John Forrest think if he were able to see the sorts of measures
that we, as politicians, are advocating in this country today? What would the late John
Curtin think if he saw the things we are getting up to in this place in relation to the
development of this State? What would the likes of C.Y. O'Connor and others who
committed themselves to putting in place the infrastructure that now exists in this country
think? They were committed to seeing this country grow and to seeing its management
in the hands of Australians. Where are we going? We are selling this country short and
that is tragic. We are not being responsible. The fate of this country is being decided by
economic gurus and financial wizards. This legislation is a perfect example of that.
When the bank was set up in about 1890, it was for a purpose which was then considered
to be absolutely crucial and beneficial to this State; that is, to support agricultural
development and secondary industry growth and to support the aspirations of all of the
people of Western Australia. It had a very fundamental and proper place in supporting
the institutions serving the growth of Western Australia. We are now talkting about
dismantling this institution! The Treasurer can talk as long as he likes about privatisation
being a more effective way of running these institutions than currently happens. Where
has that been proved? It removes the bona fides of ownership which many people feel
are very important. That is crucial because it is all about ownership and a belief that at
least some infr-astructure in this country belongs to the people and that, if politicians will
listen to them, those institutions will operate in their best interests.
The arguments for the privatisation of BankWest are folly. What does the Government
expect it to achieve that it is not achieving today? Why is it not achieving those
objectives? It is not achieving them because those involved in the parliamentary
process - the gurus of all knowledge and wisdom - not the people who run the bank, have
shifted the emphasis of its charter and its obligations and responsibilities. Because of
these changes, the bank will lose the high degree of relativity that it had with the people
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of Western Australia when it was first set up. The blame for the destruction of these
institutions can be placed firmly at the feet of the politicians in this country. We only
have to look around this country to see what is happening. What is happening in rural
Australia today? A demise of infrastructure is occurring as we glory in this so-called
wizardry of accountability and economic professionalism. It is a joke that a resourceful
country like Australia is being brought to its knees. A farmer from rural New South
Wales told me the other day that, as I go around Australia telling people about my big
vision, I should tell the people of Australia that the people living in rural Australia are
stuffed. That is the state of play in rural New South Wales. Dubbo is a magnificent
country centre in New South Wales. However, 6 000 people have left Dubbo in recent
years because of the demise of infrastructure and because Governments are providing no
incentives to keep those people in the bush. Infrastructure is being dismantled left, right
and centre. What has the Commonwealth's decision to dismantle flight services done to
areas around Australia? Several years ago, Meekatharra was a magnificent centre with
20-odd people gainfully employed around the clock, not only servicing the needs of the
aviation industry, but also providing an important community base because there were 18
to 20 families living in that town. Today, all that is left at Meekatharra is one lonely,
desolate building with nobody in it. That is what we have presided over in the many
years that I have been in this place. This legislation is another example of that.
We try to justify in words the decision to sell off BankWest. However, the bottom line is
that the decision is wrong. We are caught up in this so-called efficiency drive! We have
to be accountable and tell the world how efficient we are! However, a magnificent
country like Australia is falling by the wayside. Some members might suggest that that is
a little over the top, but it is not. I happen to be one politician who has his feet on the
ground and can make a lateral judgment on the future needs of this country. I travel, I
communicate, and I have lots of experience. I have been learning the trade for 40-odd
years and I know what is necessary to be successful in this game. I am not a Johnny-
come-lately; I have been around for a long time. Therefore, the Treasurer should think
very seriously about what I am saying. Even if he does not agree with me, he should
listen to the wisdom that I am imparting in this debate. Many of the things we are doing
are very wrong. They will come back to haunt us. Not only will they haunt us - although
it is bad enough that we will feel a little upset about being haunted by our decisions - but
also we have put the community at an enormous disadvantage. We have taken away their
equity and we have taken away the important institutions which they believe they own
and which they believe they have some capacity to influence - not that there is very much
left in our society to allow that to happen. BankWest is one institution in which the
community should be allowed to have a shareholding and for which it should have a
feeling of responsibility and obligation.
If we sell off the business as we are going to do, that aspect will immediately diminish.
Of course, if we look at this legislation, we see that the way we are going to sell it off is
wrong. The Treasurer has been a great advocate in this Parliament of the accountability
and openness of Government. We have seen the treacherous period of the past few years
where we have advocated that so aggressively that I think we have overplayed the mark
in terms of the State's integrity. Despite that, what do we see here in the legislation?
The legislation gives the Treasurer unbridled power. Where is the openness about this
whole process? When one individual has unbridled power, where is the openness? It
does not work like that. That is the problem. We have examples like that which clearly
demonstrate the absolute stupidity and, I think, the immorality of this process. Despite
that fact we will all stand up-here and find reasons to talk our way into allowing the Bill
to go through. They are words; so-called wisdom. But the bottom line, if we are very
truthful, is that the infrastructure necessary for this nation's future growth and
development, particularly in the rural areas of Australia, is being removed and destroyed
at such a rapid rate that one wonders how we can talk to people about pride and self
esteem. How do we go out and say to the people, "You should be proud of being here.
There is a lot of opportunity for you in the future. So feel proud of yourself and instill
that high degree of self pride"? How do we do that when legislatively we do this sort of
thing? We are plucking at straws and doing a very bad job.
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I do not know what will be the fate of this legislation, but I know what it should be: We
should be tossing it out. The Treasurer should be reflecting on it and giving some
consideration to the sincerity of what people like me are saying about the issue. There is
no hurry. Privatisation is going on at 1,001 miles an hour in many areas. The Water
Authority is dismantling itself, as are all these other institutions that once upon a time
Government set up as community services, and rightly so. It is a fact of life that part of
what we provide for our citizens and nation always must be borne by the Government.
Taxpayers p ay money for those services. Why do they give us their money if we do not
turn around and redirect those resources into areas of need to support the community?
.It is a folly to talk about how one must remove these areas of community services and
government obligations to the community to fulfil requirements simply because it sounds
better and more efficient for it to be provided by the private sector. The private sector
should not meet, and nor should we ever call upon it to meet, those obligations. That is
not its role; it is there to make dollars. It is our place to make dollars and at the same
time to look after the needs of the community at large. This institution came into being
in about 1890, and when Sir John Forrest was considering it he had the vision to think of
rural Western Australia. He had a real appreciation of the agricultural needs of the State
and what the supporting industries might need in the long term planning of Western
Australia. The bank, along with the C.Y. O'Connor pipeline and many other
infrastructuire facilities - some of which, such as BankWest, we ar now dismantling -
was developed after much contemplation of its value. Those institutions and facilities
were not developed hastily and raced through in the way that we are proceeding, because
we are driven by people who advise the Treasurer and who try to advise me that that is
the way to go.
Mr Court: What about building a gas pipeline from the Pilbara to the goldfields? Do you
think that is a good idea?
Mr BRIDGE: Yes. But the Government has had some role in facilitating it, has it not?
It has not been just private enterprise alone.
Mr Court: Yes, but we are not building it.
Mrt BRIDGE: That is one example of a useful industry or project going into place. But
that in no way diminishes the obligations of State Governments and the Federal
Government to maintain their high degree of responsibility on two things. If we want to
retain ownership of Australian culture and not allow a situation in years to come where
perhaps the cultures of other countries will influence the course and fate of this country,
then ownership becomes a major factor. It is absolutely vital to keep that in place. The
ownership, control and foundations of Australia's future belong to this nation. That is
where we do not compromise. We are raising the other values that are important; we
should not lower our sights. The Treasurer is part of a nation of millions of people; he is
not alone. I will give the Treasurer that concession for whatever it is worth. He is not a
lone ranger in a group of Australians who cannot see that high vision. But he expects
those who aspire to and are committed to that ideal to come back down.
Mr Court: Ernie, I don't like saying it, but you had 10 years and you could not get water
from Kununurra to Wyndham.
Mr BRIDGE: That's not true; the Treasurer should not talk about that.
Mr Court It is true.
Mrt BRIDGE: In relation to the water at Wyndham, within six months of dealing with it
the problem was corrected and there was no need to install a pipeline. It was as simple as
that. The Treasurer knows that. The Treasurer went on Howard Sattler's program and
said, "When we come into government we will run a pipeline from Kununumr to
Wyndham." He discovered two or three months into government that there was no
necessity for that ThecTreasurer is onrecord. If he felt thatlIhad been remiss -
Mr Court: You will be turning the switch soon and you will have electricity.
Mr BRIDGE: The Treasurer should be prepared to be honourable in this debate and not
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try to turn to those irrelevant factors, which he knows are totally irrelevant. The
Treasurer has not gone ahead with his commitment to Howard Sattler.
Mr Court: Ernie, you had the opportunity to do something at Kununurra and you did not
do it.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BRIDGE: When I took over the Agriculture portfolio, and ran it for four years, the
production base in Kununurra was $8 million, which Governments over the past 20-odd
years had achieved. In the four years that I was Minister of Agriculture I took the
production from $8 million to $43 million.
Mr Bradshaw: I though the farmers did, not you.
Mr BRIDGE: The farmers did it with my leadership, support and backing.
Mdr Bradshaw: What did you do?
Mr BRIDGE: I committed the sugar industry in the Ord and I hope to God that members
opposite are prepared to acknowledge that when they open it later in the year. Members
should look at how the sugar industry became committed to the Ord.
Mr Court: Ernie, don't believe all of that.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I remind members that we refer to each by our
electorates.
Mr BRIDGE: I was not going to depart from the debate, but when quite false comments
are put forward, as has been the case, one must correct them. The reality is that any
decent person would simply not state that point of view, because it is irrelevant and
untrue. It is a fact of life, which can be checked. When I say that the figure went from
$8m to $43m, that is the truth. A decent person would say, "It doesn't matter whether it
was Ernie Bridge, the Premier, the member for Wellington or whoever, it is a fact of
life." Members opposite do not look at it that way. They try to pretend that there is
something different about how that happened. The Treasurer should make no mistake; he
had better be truthful about the sugar industry. I will be there and I will listen to what he
says about how the sugar industry came into being. If members look around up there
they will see a couple of plaques which indicate that -
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Perhaps the member could return to the Bill.
Mr BRIDGE: I will. The member for Collie was right in many of the things that she said
about this debate. It is indeed a tragedy that we are debating this Bill which is being
defended by a short-sighted Treasurer who has referred to irrelevant matters during my
speech; for example, the pipeline from the Ord River.
We have the opportunity to demonstrate to Western Australians that we believe they have
the right to maintain ownership of the State's assets. The Government should not rely on
the private sector to construct a gas pipeline from the Pilbara to Kalgoorlie. Instead, it
should be demonstrating to the Western Australian public that the Government can
maintain the continuity of important schemes for rural Western Australia. The people of
this State should be given some hope and inspiration. After all, this country has a huge
potential and we are not even close to scratching the surface of that potential. However,
the Treasurer continues to glorify one project - the Pilbara to Kalgoorlie gas pipeline.
Mr Court: And the North West Shelf.
Mr BRIDGE: I admit there are a few others; for example, the C.Y. O'Connor pipeline,
the sugar industry in the Ord and the rural water strategy which I introduced. People in
rural areas now have access to water. These projects are all very good, but it does not
mean that we should pick up our bat and go home and put less emphasis on agricultural
development. The people of Western Australia should be made to feel that they are part
of the process of the development of this State. To achieve that end they should have
some ownership of these projects. The bank was set up for that purpose and it achieved it
successfully, but I must admit that some factors are open to criticism. These criticismns

1903



1904 [ASSEMBLY]

have arisen out of the actions of the so-called economic gurus of this country. In the past
200 years these gurus have stuffed up Australia. In 1995 we should be looking forward
to the transformation of the growth pattern with excitement. Instead, the ability of people
to be successful in many areas of Western Australia has been reduced. Members in this
House are brainwashed by city ideology and they forget about the value of inland
Australia. I do not like what is occurring because it is wrong. If members had any
commonsense they would call a halt to the debate on this legislation and admit that a
mistake has been made. I know the Treasurer will not do that because throughout my
speech he has demonstrated his immaturity. If he is unable to take action, he should give
me his job so that I can change a few things.
Mr Court: You should have been given my job when you were in government. We told
you we would support you then.
Mr BRIDGE: The Treasurer should stand down and appoint me as his successor.
Mr Court: Would you swap parties?
Mr BRIDGE: I do not care how I got into his position, so long as I was Premier of
Western Australia.
Several members interjected.
Mr Ripper: If we had to take the Premier, we would not agree to the swap!
Mr BRIDGE: If I could get a handle on the Prime Ministership of Australia tomorrow,
regardless of what means I used to get there, there would be a greater level of leadership
because that is what is needed. I am advising the Deputy Premier -
Mr Cowan: He is the Premier.
Mr BRIDGE: I was directing my remarks to the Deputy Premier because he was looking
at me intelligently. As a bushie I thought I would get a nod from him. I thought I would
get the nod from the member for Moore, but he has left me high and dry. Recently I
spoke out in support of the member for Collie and now I need not only her support, but
also the support of members on both sides of this House. This Bill is an example of
further erosion of the fundamental foundations of this State.
Mr Board: Why will privatisation of BankWest deliver fewer services to the bush?
Mr BRIDGE: Because the bank will be driven by a commercial approach. A person in
the commercial field has a duty, charter and responsibility to run his operations in that
way. The infrastructure provided by the Government cannot be taken over by the
commercial sector.
Mr Board: Are you saying that the current services in the bush are uneconomic?
Mr BRIDGE: A lot of them are. The private sector will not provide the infr-astructure in
the bush. How could one expect the commercial sector to maintain the infrastructure that
is required in the bush? Why are people asked to pay taxes? I pay my taxes to contribute
to the services that meet the needs of the general community. It is a clearly defined area
of duty and obligation which must be addressed by Governments. There is nothing
illogical about that. I am not saying that we should be less supportive of the principle of
services. The Government has the responsibility to maintain the infr-astructure in rural
areas. Members should not hold themselves up as the economic gurus of this world
because that is not their charter. Members come into this place to make the Government
perform in a way that will benefit their electorates. They do not come here to make the
private sector own up to its obligations, but to make sure that the Government owns up to
its obligations. We must find ways to make sure that this system operates properly.
When people talk about the private sector picking up the cudgels for providing
infrastructure in the community, it is crazy talk. It may make people feel good to say
that, but in reality it has no substance or relevance.
it is outrageous that members on both side of the House have spent countless hours trying
to work out a way that BankWest can credibly go through the processes of change.
Whatever approach is adopted, it will be the wrong approach and the community will be
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deceived. The community believes that it should have the ability to have some influence
over the operation of BankWest, but that will no longer be the case if the Government
gets its way. The direction this debate has taken gives me no joy.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Ripper.
[Continued on page .]

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2 .00 pm
[Questions without notice taken.]

MATTER OF PUBLIC INTEREST.- WANNEROO CITY COUNCIL INQUIRY
THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko): Today I received within the prescribed time a letter
from the Leader of the Opposition about the investigations into the Wanneroo City
Council. The letter appears to be in order. If at least five members stand in their place in
support of the matter being discussed, I will allow it.
[At least five members rose in their places.]
The SPEAKER: The matter shall proceed on the usual basis with half an hour allocated
to members on my left, half an hour to members on my right, and three minutes in total to
the Independent members should they seek the call.
MR McGINTY (Fremantle - Leader of the Opposition) [2.34 pm]: I move -

That this House notes with grave concern -

(1) Continuing police investigations into bribery at Wanneroo City
Council involving key members of the Premier's and the Attorney
General's faction of the Liberal Party.

(2) The grave conflict of interest faced by the Attorney General arising
from her responsibility for the administration of justice and her
involvement in these matters.

(3) The Premier's refusal to reopen the Kyle inquiry into corruption at
the council.

(4) The Premier's refusal to release the taxpayer funded Mann report
into the dubious finances of his factional friend the discredited
member for Wanneroo.

(5) Improper behaviour by the Liberal member for Wanneroo, and
calls on the Premier to immediately establish a judicial inquiry into corruption at
Wanneroo City Council.

From the beginning of this matter there has been a deliberate cover-up by members of the
Government. About October 1993 there was fairly intense media speculation about the
property interests and financial affairs of the member for Wanneroo. It was then
arranged as a means of handling this matter in the media and in a public way that the
member for Wanneroo would get his own accountant to do a report for the Premier. The
terms of reference were the vaguest possible, referring only to matters which were the
subject of media speculation. Since that date, because of a number of manoeuvres, the
Opposition has been unable to obtain a copy of that report prepared by the accountancy
firm levy, Fowler and Co. Similarly, we have been unable to obtain a copy of the report
which was prepared for the *Premnier, also at taxpayers' expense, which resulted in the
Premier's issuing a press release which gave the member for Wanneroo a clean bill of
health.
The Opposition went behind that matter and sought under the Freedom of Information
Act to obtain a copy of the terms of reference of the report which was prepared by Mr
Stephen Mann. It was an FOI request to identify the terms of reference and to obtain a
copy of the letter instructing Stephen Mann to conduct an inquiry into the financial
affairs of the member for Wanneroo. It is important to place on the public record that
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that request under the Freedom of Information Act for a simple letter which sets out the
terms of reference was denied by the Premier. The only reason I can ascertain for the
Premier refusing the Opposition's request under FOI laws for the release of that letter
was that the letter was inconsistent with an answer the Premier gave in the Parliament. In
the Legislative Council Hon George Cash replied to a five part question, addressed to
him as the Leader of the House representing the Premier, from Hon Alannah
MacTiemnan. The fifth part of the question asks what terms of reference had been set up
by Stephen Mann in his review of' the report. The answer provided for the Premier is:
Attend the premises of Levy, Fowler accountants; assess such records as will verify the
reported property dealings from 1987 through to June 1993; verify the cessation of
business dealings with Dr Wayne Bradshaw; and verify the relationship between Medcalf
Holdings and Silkwood Nominees.
Unfortunately for the Premier the letter, which went from the Ministry of the Premier and
Cabinet to Mdr Stephen Mann, the managing partner at Bentleys, has now found its way
into the public arena. The answer the Premier gave through Hon George Cash in the
upper House to that question was incorrect. I will read to the House a letter dated 1
November 1993 from the chief executive of the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet to
Mr Mann -

Reference your conversation with Mr Richard Elliott of the Office of the Premier,
herein are the instructions for the assignment we have asked you to undertake.

There are a couple of paragraphs, which are not particularly relevant, and then the five
terms of reference, which were supposedly summarised in the answer before the upper
House. The first, which lines up with the answer in the upper House "to attend the
premises of L-evy, Fowler accountants" reads -

Attend at the premises of Levy, Fowler and, having read the Report, determine
whether from the records kept by that finTn and through conversations with
Lawrence Fowler you are able to verify the accuracy of the Report;

The second term of reference as reported to the Parliament is to access such records as
will verify the reported property dealings from 1987 through to June 1993. However, the
term of reference in fact provides -

Assess from such records whether you believe that the continuing financial affairs
of Wayde Smith after 30 June 1990 and through to June 1993 are accurately
reported ...

There is a very important distinction in what was reported to Parliament, that Mr Mann
was to go back to 1987 and conduct an inquiry to June 1993, and the terms of reference
which relate to a period after Mr Wayde Smith, the member for Wanneroo, had
conducted most of his property dealings and it related to the period after 30 June 1990.
That represents a most serious misleading of the House. We were led to believe from the
answer that the dealings from 1987 to 1993 covered the controversial period of the
property and other dealings of the member for Wanneroo. However, that was not the
term of reference contained in the letter from the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet
which expressly excluded consideration of the matters prior to 30 June 1990. Most of the
matters that have received considerable press attention occurred in the period 1988-89.
Certainly, the very large borrowings that led to questions being asked about how the
member for Wanneroo could, on a policeman's salary, afford to maintain mortgages of
almost $1m, related to events prior to 1990. 1 therefore allege that the Premier, through
his answer provided by Hon George Cash in the upper House, has misled the Parliament
and deliberately contrived the terms of reference for the Stephen Mann inquiry to exclude
the dealings which were the subject of the controversy at that time. That is an extremely
serious matter. That is the reason that the freedom of information request for that letter
to be made available to the Opposition was denied. It is amazing that a simple term of
reference for a very public inquiry was not made public by the Premier's department. It
is now obvious why. There was 'an inconsistency between what was reported to
Parliament because that was designed to mislead and create the impression that the
inquiry would be much broader than it was.
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It is also important to look at what is contained in this letter about the terms of reference.
We have all been led to believe that Mr Mann had a very broad range of matters to
inquire into; that he would look into all details of the financial dealings of the member for
Wanneroo. A media statement from the Premier dated 23 October 1994 stated that he
had, on that day, asked the member for Wanneroo, Mr Wayde Smith MLA, to provide
him with the full details of all his financial dealings subject to media speculation over the
past week. It was suggested in the public arena that all of the details and all of the
property dealings - a complete picture of the member for Wannewoo's financial dealings -
had been investigated, firstly by the accountancy firm Levy, Fowler and Co and,
secondly, by a taxpayer funded inquiry by Mr Stephen Mann. The Premier then gave the
member for Wanneroo a clean bill of health. Now that we have the detailed terms of
reference of the Mann inquiry, we find that those terms of reference were considerably
more limited. The first term of reference states -

Attend at the premises of Levy, Fowler and, having read the Report, determine
whether from the records kept by that firm and through conversations with
Lawrence Fowler you are able to verify the accuracy of the Report.

In other words, Mr Mann was to go to the accountant who represented the member for
Wanneroo, look at his records, talk to him, go no further and identify whether what that
accountant had reported was accurate. The words used in the term of reference have
been deliberately constructed to limit the inquiry by Mr Stephen Mann. An investigation
was not conducted. The term of reference instructed Mr Mann to talk to the accountant,
look at his records, and go no further. That is very important.
The second issue which arises out of that first term of reference is why it was necessary,
if Levy, Fowler is a reputable firm of accountants - I have no reason to believe that it is
not - to appoint a second accountant to inquire into what the first accountant said and
then give that second accountancy firm very limited terms of reference.
The second term of reference to which I have referred constitutes a misleading of the
House; that is, the second term of reference stated -.

Assess from such records whether you believe that the continuing financial affairs
of Wayde Smith after 30 June 1990 and through to June 1993 are accurately
reported and in particular, that at 30 June 1993 he is the owner of four properties.

It is interesting that that excluded the period in which most of the property transactions
occurred. Most of the land dealings related to pre-1990. However, there was no
instruction for Mr Stephen Mann to investigate anything prior to the now member for
Wanneroo becoming a member of the Wanneroo City Council in May 1990.
I will go one step further in raising this matter today because I want the House to
consider the first report which was provided by Levy, Fowler. It was provided in
somewhat unusual circumstances to the Premier and on the basis that it was designed
subsequently to avoid and frustrate the operations of the Freedom of Information Act
which came into operation on 1 November 1993. 1 refer members to an answer which
was given on 24 November 1993, again by Hon George Cash representing the Premier in
the upper House, to a question asked by Hon Alannah MacTiernan. She asked -

(1) On what date did the financial report of the member for Wanneroo leave
the Premier's office, and where did it go?

(2) On what date was the report forwarded to Mr Stephen Mann of Bentleys?
(3) Was a copy 6f the report, or any part thereof, retained in the Premier's

office?
It is clear that the report was taken deliberately from the Premier's office to avoid
disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act. The Premier provided the following
reply to the question on page 7968 of Hansard of 24 November 1993 -

(1) On 29 October 1993, to the home of Richard Elliott into whose care it had
been given by Lawrence Fowler.
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Therefore, a report that was prepared by the Premier, was taken home to the private
residence of one of the Premier's principal political advisers on the day before the
Freedom of Information Act came into operation so that it would not be discoverable
under that Act. The Premier in his answer continued -

(2) It was not forwarded to Mr Mann. It was returned to Mr Lawrence Fowler
as per agreementL

(3) No.
That is part of the disgusting cover-up of this whole affair.
Mr Court: Which report are you referring to? The one firom Levy, Fowler?
Mr McGINTY: Yes.
Mr Court: That is someone's private business.
Mr McGENTY: Which the Premier directed the member for Wanneroo to get for him,
which came into his office and which the Premier gave to one of his political operatives
to take home to avoid the Freedom of Information Act.
Mr Court: This was the member for Wannerco's private business.
Mr McGINTY: Why did the Premier get one of his political advisers to take it to his
private residence? That is most unusual.
Mr Court Do you ask your members for information on their private business?
Mr McGINTY: The Premier asks his.
Mr Court: I[know I do. Do you ask your members for their private details?
Mr McGINTY: I do not then give it to political operatives from my office to take home.
That is most irregular.
Other documents have come to light in recent days which relate to the property
transaction of the member for Wanneroo which have not previously been on the public
record and which were not investigated, as best we can ascertain, because they did not fit
within the terms of reference of either the firmn, Levy, Fowler, or the subsequent Mann
inquiry because there was an element of secrecy about these property dealings which
involved the member for Wanneroo. The first document I refer to is an agreement made
on 4 October 1988 between Kevin McDonald and Mr Wayde Smith, witnessed by A.
Coltrona, a justice of the peace. Thbe first paragraph of the document, in which the
gramimar is very poor, reads as follows -

Wayde Smith hereby declares that he is entering an agreement in name only on
Mortgage Documents to assist Kevin McDonald in his finance application to
develop properties, commonly known as Lot 11 and Lot 12 Meadowview, Drive,
Ballajura.

The property referred to is a new property, of which those previously investigating the
property transactions of the member for Wanneroo were not aware. Neither has this
secret agreement to what, on the face of it, appears to be irregular behaviour by the
member for Wanneroo, been in the public arena before now. The second paragraph of
that agreement states -

Wayde Smith agrees that as a Real Estate Sales Person employed by John
Franklyn and Associates he is not entitled to receive or expect to receive any
valuable consideration or hold any vested interest directly or indirectly
whatsoever in relation to assisting Kevin McDonald in this finance application for
the aforesaid properties.

I will refer to that part of the agreement again. The third paragraph reads -

After 30 days from the date herein before written in Wayde Smith supplying his
name on Mortgage Documents that either party can request the finance institution
to remove Wayde Smith on all mortgage documents.

1908 [ASSEMBLY]



[Wednesday, 3 May 1995] 10

However Wayde Smith agrees to give 14 days notice of such action in writing to
Kevin McDonald.
Executed as an Agreement the date herein before written:
Signed by Kevin McDonald
Signed by Wayde Smith
in the presence of
Witness: A. Coltrona

It is a most unusual document which seems to have the effect of misrepresenting the true
position of Mr Wayde Smith in relation to the properties at lots I1I and 12 Meadowview
Drive, Ballajura. It certainly states that Wayde Smith, although he was a policeman at
the time, was employed as a real estate salesman by John Franklyn and Associates, had
no interest in the properties at Meadowview Drive, and was not entitled to any
consideration or payments arising from assisting his business partner, Kevin McDonald,
in this matter. Unfortunately a further letter has come to light involving Mr McDonald -
the person referred to in the joint agreement. Although it deals with a range of matters, I
will read to the House paragraph 10 of that letter -

Wayde Smith did assist me in the purchase of Lots I11 & 12 Meadowview Drive,
Ballajura, until such time as all the units were presold. He in turn received
commission via John Franklyn for the purchase of the land and the sale of the four
units. Wayde Smith was my Real Estate Agent and was involved from a sale
point of view, in most of my developments.

That took place while Wayde Smith was a policeman and was also employed as a real
estate salesman. That letter from Kevin McDonald is seemingly in direct contradiction of
the agreement signed by Wayde Smith that he was not "entitled to receive or expect to
receive any valuable consideration or hold any vested interest directly or indirectly
whatsoever in relation to assisting Kevin McDonald in this finance application for the
aforesaid properties."
I raise the following point: It appears on the mortgage document for these properties that
Wayde Smith is a borrower to fund certain matters for the purchase of which the
mortgage was taken out over those properties. In my view these documents show a
naked attempt to hide Wayde Smith's interest in, or payments from, his involvement in
these properties. That is a dishonest act. It may involve a range of criminal offences. I
do not allege criminal offences have been committed, but the offences of conspiracy,
fraud, and receiving secret commissions, as well as possible breach of the terms of the
Real Estate and Business Agents Act, may well be involved in the documentation which
establishes the facts to which I allude in this matter. I said at the outset that it is a
hopelessly worded document. It is obviously designed to deceive. What is the purpose
of a document in the terms I have read to the House today? It is clear Wayde Smith
assisted Kevin McDonald to obtain finance by being a joint borrower from the Custom
Credit Corporation, from which they received an amount of $220 000. That is readily
ascertainable from the publicly available mortgage document in relation to that property.
It is also clear from the statement of Kevin McDonald that Wayde Smith,
notwithstanding the sham agreement to which I have referred, also received payments in
respect of his involvement in that property. He received two payments; firstly, involving
the purchase of the property and, secondly, when the property was on sold after duplexes
had been erected on both sites. The terms of the Real Estate and Business Agents Act are
very clear and they prevent an agent or employee of a real estate agent from having an
interest in land of which they are an agent for the sale. The relevant section dealing with
conflict of interest is 64(2) which states -

A sales representative or other person in the employment of an agent shall not
have, directly or indirectly, any interest, other than an interest that exists by virtue
only of his employment, in any transaction in which the agent acts or purports to
act unless the agent's principal has given prior written consent thereto.
Penalty: $5 000 or imprisonment for 6 months.
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It is clearly a matter of enormous concern that a breach of law may be involved in this
issue. It is important for the integrity of everyone involved that the matters to which I
have referred today be fully investigated. The Premier is on the record as saying that if
there were any suggestion of impropriety by any member of his Government, he would
act immediately to deal with those matters. Information on this property transaction,
which appears to have its foundation in a shan agreement designed to conceal certain
facts, interest and payments, was not available to Mr Mann, because it was not a matter
subject to media speculation in that week of October 1993. Therefore, it was not a matter
within his terms of reference. However, it seems to be another indication that we need a
comprehensive, judicial inquiry into the matters arising out of Wanneroo Inc.
Allegations were made of serious criminal misbehaviour in the inquiry into matters
affecting the City of Wanneroo, conducted by Mr Peter Kyle. He subsequently urged
that his inquiry be reopened, and said that serious matters of public concern were
involved in the City of Wanneroo, and he needed to use the compulsory powers of an
inquiry under the Local Government Act to interview people who were not available to
assist in his initial inquiry to get to the bottom of allegations of bribery and corruption in
the City of Wanneroo. The Government has flatly refused to reopen an inquiry that has
been urged by one of its own people, Mr Peter Kyle. He has said that there must be a
judicial inquiry into allegations of criminal behaviour. I find it ironic that although the
Premier rejects a judicial inquiry into this matter, he is advocating an inquiry into who
has the best memory among people in the Labor Party of events dating back two and a
half years.
I commend this motion to the House. It involves significant matters of criminality and
improper behaviour that should be properly investigated. I will table the three documents
to which I have referred; that is, the letter from the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet
dated 1 November 1993; the agreement between Mr McDonald and Mr Smith dated 4
October 1988, and the letter from Mr McDonald dated 12 September 1994.
[The papers were tabled for the information of members.]
AM EDWARDES (Kingsley - Attorney General) [3.00 pm]: I am very happy to
respond to the motion, particularly to paragraphs (1) and (2), although the Opposition
does not consider the paragraphs serious enough to comment on. I am happy to address
the matters that have been raised. The first matter relates to continuing police
investigations into bribery at Wanneroo City Council involving key members of the
Premier's and the Attorney General's faction of the Liberal Party. The Opposition has
presented no evidence to support the allegation. The Opposition has referred also to a
grave conflict of interest faced by the Attorney General, but even last year the Opposition
had no evidence to support its outrageous allegations in that regard.
Mr Kierath: Perhaps the Leader of the Opposition wanted to make allegations under the
protection of Parliament, because he could not issue a press release.
Mrs EDWARDES: Obviously he cannot make the headlines unless he makes outrageous
and unsubstantiated allegations in Parliament.
I turn now to the claims regarding bribery at the Wanneroo City Council. Members
opposite claim that I supported the establishment of the service station. Similarly they
claim that Colin Edwardes supported the approval for the service station to proceed. It is
on the record that Colin Edwardes and I both totally opposed that development. I will
run through the facts for the benefit of members opposite: Concern was expressed by
local residents who were opposed to the development. People were concerned that they
would be faced with offensive smells, trucks, noise, and cars queuing up on roster days.
At that stage, Hepburn Avenue was only a single carriageway. People were concerned
on behalf of the senior citizens residing close by. Thbe laneway leading from the senior
citizens' home to the local delicatessen was close by and concerns were expressed for
their safety because it would be necessary for them to proceed from the laneway into an
area where cars would be entering the service station.
Serious concerns were expressed about the establishment of the service station on that
corner. I organised a public meeting for the local residents. They wanted a petition to be
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organised and sent to the local council to express opposition to the establishment of theservice station. I organised the local residents to present their case to the town planning
committee at the Wanneroo City Council. When the matter was brought on at the councilthat night, I attended in support of the residents. Colin Edwardes moved a motionopposing the development when the matter came before the council on 23 November1988. On 6 December 1988 Hon John Halden delivered a speech in the other place inwhich he alleged that Councillor Edwardes had reversed his vote. On that day I wrote toHon John Halden pointing out his mistake and drawing his attention to our consistentopposition to the proposal, and seeking an apology. I referred to that matter yesterday.Hon John Halden issued a media release to the Wanneroo Times following his speech inthe Legislative Council. He withdrew his allegation, and that was the subject of apersonal explanation on 15 December in the other place. He acknowledged he waswrong. That matter was part of an out of court settlement for Colin Edwardes. Thesematters are on the public record, in Hansard, the local newspapers, and the City ofWanneroo minutes. There has never been any evidence of any bribery that could beattributed to Colin Edwardes or me in relation to the development of that service station.
A government member interjected.
Mrs EDWARDES: It was not raised. I feel as though I am talking to a piece of paper.Last year I was the subject of a continual, sustained opposition attack, with innuendo,
smear and guilt by association. The attacks were groundless. At the end of the day, notone shred of evidence was provided. Members may recall my continual invitation to theOpposition to take any evidence it had - or any evidence anyone else had - to the properauthorities. When the Opposition claimed that I was being investigated for officialcorruption, the Director of Public Prosecutions said that it was absolute nonsense.Members opposite come to this place without a shred of evidence. They make falseallegations and continue to smear people. However, they do not have the good grace toapologise. It is the same with the Penny Easton affair. Members opposite use suchallegations to divert attention from themselves when the situation begins to hurt, but they
do not apologise.
Last year, the Leader of the Opposition said on the Howard Sattler program, '"TheAttorney General will not last until 2 August. She will be gone by then. We receive lotsof calls at our office. People give us lots of information and evidence." Where was theevidence? It must be coming by camel train because it has not arrived yet. What was therelevance of 2 August? The Opposition was throwing tit bits to the media because 2August was the date on which Brian Burke was to be sentenced. The Opposition
continued to try to divert attention from that. However, the media is not that silly. It willnot continue to pick up the Opposition's unsubstantiated allegations. The Oppositionleads the media on with comments and expectations - but the allegations are neverproved. The Opposition continued to say that people were coming forward in increasing
numbers.
As a member of Parliament I suppose one takes this job - and some of the ways themembers opposite deal with the job - with a grain of salt. One must do that because weall know members opposite are not serious about the comments they make. However,
when they start picking on families and third parties in the community who do not havean opportunity to speak in this House and refute allegations, it indicates that members
opposite do not have an ounce of morality in their bodies. The Labor Party is leaderless.The Deputy Leader of the Opposition should realise that and take over. He should startgiving some direction to Opposition members. At the moment all we have is the Leader
of the Opposition continually reporting the words of his adjutants.
Mr Marlborough interjected.
Mrs EDWARDES: Those opposite continue to say that I should be removed.
The SPEAKER: Order! I ask the Attorney General to resume her seat. I do not thinkthat the language of the member for Peel is appropriate for the Parliament. I formallycall him to order for speaking when I am on my feet. This is a very serious motion.Members will recall that when the Leader of the Opposition spoke, if I remember clearly,
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there was not a single interjection, despite the fact that he was dealing with a very
important issue and he put some comments very strongly. Now we are getting a number
of interjections. That is not fair, it is not the Australian way; and it is not reasonable.
Mrs EDWARDES: The second aspect of this matter of public importance talks about -
Mr Marlborough: I am glad I am in company with Peter Kyle when he looked at your
husband's actions.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order for the second and third times the
member for Peel. He continued his remark after I had used my warning word. He cannot
have it every way.
Mrs EDWARDES: These comments are the same as those used by the Leader of the
Opposition last year. He talked about continued maladministration, about a conflict of
interest, when he knew there was no substance to those allegations. Let us leave these
aspects to one side and just see how much credibility the Leader of the Opposition has in
any event On 7 January the Leader of the Opposition - in the case of two Indonesian
women kept in a waiting room at the court until they paid their fine about 15 minutes
later - tried to claim that the fine default law was designed to keep people out of gaol. It
inadvertently worked the wrong way. He said that he had warned that that would occur.
The Leader of the Opposition never checks his facts; therefore, anything he says on any
matter lacks credibility. The two women were never locked up and the new law did
work. We extended indictable matters down to the lower jurisdiction to enable
magistrates to ensure that people could be held until they paid their fines.
I refer to the Arrnadale shooting - a tragic incident. The Leader of the Opposition
immediately attacked the Minister for Police, saying that he was culpable. At that time
the Leader of the Opposition was roundly condemned.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Peel will cease his cross-Chamber
conversation.
Mrs EDWARDES: The goal of the Leader of the Opposition was cheap political point
scoring. He still has not had the good grace to apologise to the Minister for Police. In
March the Leader of the Opposition had a legal opinion that the State fuel levy was
possibly illegal and cited previous High Court of Australia rulings. When pressed on the
issue, the Leader of the Opposition admitted that the legal advice he used was a
combination of his own knowledge of constitutional law and views of colleagues in the
legal world, all put together by the staff of the Leader of the Opposition. What credibility
does the Leader of the Opposition have?
On 13 March the Leader of the Opposition talked about the fines management system.
He is reported as saying that the courts would be thrust into further chaos. He
demonstrated that he did not know what the legislation contained. Yet he sat in this
House while the legislation was going through. He was either deliberately misleading the
people or he did not know what he was talking about. He just shoots off his mouth with
anything that comes into his head. The Leader of the Opposition should know that the
legislation'contains no provision for extraordinary licences. Where does his credibility
come from? Not only in these matters but also others dealing with personal denigration
and unsubstantiated allegations, he does not even have the credibility to get right his facts
on policies and matters that come before this House to make new laws.

On 30 March Graeme Campbell attacked the Director of Public Prosecutions - it was a
disgraceful attack on a member of his family. The Leader of the Opposition was reported
as saying that if Mr Campbell had any evidence of improper behaviour, he should take it
up through proper channels. That is precisely the correct approach. It conforms
precisely to what I have been saying. I have been consistent in my comments.
Mr Marlborough interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I give the member for Peel a final warning for today. If he
interjects once more during this debate, he will be suspended for the balance of the day.

Mrs EDWARDES: It conforms precisely to the consistent approach I have taken. Even
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if the evidence shows these accusations to be correct the Leader of the Opposition
should take them to the proper authorities. The Leader of the Opposition is guilty ofusing the same tactics for which he condemned Graemne Campbell. There is nocredibility in the statements of the Leader of the Opposition, about not only the mattersthe subject of the MPI, but also policy matters and other matters about which he shootsoff his mouth. Those opposite have not learned anything from the Penny Easton affair.They are prepared to come into the Parliament and denigrate any member and to smearordinary people in the community who cannot stand here and defend themselves. It isabsolutely cowardly. This House should condemn the Leader of the Opposition and theLabor Party for the continued unsubstantiated smears and attacks on ordinary people inthe community for which they can never bring forward to this House any evidence
whatsoever.
MR PRINCE (Albany - Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) [3.18 pm]: I was intriguedwith the speech of the Leader of the Opposition and his references to criminal conduct.He said that he was not imputing criminal conduct to anybody and then went on to do so.Having listened attentively to what he said and to what he read from the letters - I spoketo him a few moments ago and he has been kind enough to give me a copy of thedocuments and the letter to which he referred - I proffer the following observations. It isimpossible to have conspiracy to defraud when there is a disclosure of a trust by Smithand McDonald in connection with the purchase of the land. That has been put to thefinancier, Custom Credit Corporation Ltd, which has been paid its money.
Mr Riebeling: What date was that?
Mr PRINCE: It was 4 October 1988.
Mr Riebeling: What date was the inquiry?
Mr PRINCE: I am talking about the speech which said that criminal conduct existed.
Mr Riebeling: That was the whole point.
Mr PRINCE: At the same time, on 12 December 1994, referring to the same transaction,
Mr McDonald said -

Wayde Smith did assist me in the purchase of Lots 11I & 12 Meadowview Drive,
Ballajura, until such time as all the units were presold. He in turn received
commission ... for the purchase of the land and the sale of the four units. WaydeSmith was my Real Estate Agent, and was involved from a sale point of view, in
most of my developments.

There was no secret commission in that. Pursuant to section 64 the man undoubtedly
disclosed to his principal and his partner, Mr McDonald, that he was a real estate agent.He has received commission on sales acting for his principal. He is not in breach ofsection 64; on the contrary, he has complied with it. To suggest otherwise is nonsense.
Custom Credit has advanced money for the purchase of land and the construction ofbuildings, which have been sold, presumably at a profit, to those involved. CustomCredit has been repaid. Where is the fraud? There is no fraud, no conspircy. It isnonsense for the Leader of the Opposition to suggest as much, unless he has a great dealmore evidence than he has been prepared to put to this House this afternoon. He does notappear to have that. If he had, he should have given it to the Parliament or to the PoliceDepartment. The police are the ones who should investigate these matters. The Leaderof the Opposition has not done that. He does not have the evidence. What he says withrespect to the imputations is absolute nonsense. He then tries to imply from the pieces ofpaper that he read out that there is some sort of criminal conduct. That is the story that hehas undoubtedly given to the Press Gallery. It is absolute and utter nonsense and shouldnot be given any credence in this House. This House should not be used to makeimputations of this nature when there is absolutely no substance to them.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [3.20 pm]: I wish to make a couple of comments onthis motion. The Leader of the Opposition is not here at present because he is conductinga media conference. In relation to the questions that he raised on the question by Hon
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Alannab MacTiernan about the years covered by the report into the financial dealings of
the member for Wanneroo, there was a summary of the terms of reference.
Mr Ripper: Why were the full terms of reference not provided?
Mr COURT: The specific part of the question asks what terms of reference were set up
for Stephen Mann in his report, and a summary was given.
Mr Ripper. Why not the full report?
Mr COURT: The letter the member has tabled outlines in more detail the terms of
reference. The member's questioner should have been provided with the full terms of
reference. The summary is not a full explanation. I certainly apologise for that.
However, it does not change the answer to the question. The Leader of the Opposition
tried to imply that the report does not cover the period from 1987 to 1993. The inquiry
was looking into exactly that - the property dealings. .It is covered in the answer to the
question, which says that it looked into this report which covered property dealings from
1987 to 1993. Therefore, the summary does not mislead. It does not say that it did not
look into other parts of the report. It quite specifically says it had to access such records
as would verify the reports of the dealings from 1987 through to 1993. The terms of
reference say that having read the report, it determined from the records which were
provided. I make the point that the full terms of reference have been summarised. They
do not change the fact that it looked at the property dealings. I wanted to clarify that
point.
As far as the private dealings of the member for Wanneroo, are concerned, even at the
height of the WA Inc dealings I certainly cannot recall a leader of a party asking for
details about a member's private dealings. The privacy of his financial dealings is the
business of the member for Wanneroo. I do not think any member opposite would want
his or her financial dealings splattered around the place. If there were any improper
dealings, to which the Leader of the Opposition has referred, he has the responsibility to
give that information to the police. As members will know, there was an inquiry into
these matters and as a result certain charges have been laid which are currently before the
courts. If the Leader of the Opposition has further information, he has the responsibility
to provide that information. Now that the Leader of the Opposition is in the House I
want to make the point to him on this question about 1990 to 1993 that the summary of
the terms of reference provided does not take away from the fact that the inquiry had to
look at the report which covered property dealings from 1987 to 1993. It is not trying to
cover up anything on that point. The Leader of the Opposition was not in the House
when I said in answer to that question that full terms of reference should have been
provided instead of a summary. I have apologised to the House on that point.
When it comes to the private dealings of members of Parliament, in this- case I asked the
member to provide some information about his private dealings. That has never occurred
with other members. I do not know the intimate dealings of the member for Wanneroo,
but certain information was provided in relation to those transactions. A few months ago
the Leader of the Opposition in this Parliament accused the Attorney General of
corruption. This time he has done it differently and said, "I am not alleging that anything
wrong has been done but, if certain things had happened, you could have done something
wrong." If he wants to come into Parliament and use it in that way, I suggest that he be
brave enough to say that maybe something is wrong. He has legal training.
Mr McGinty: Those matters were inquired into.
Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition knows this matter is a result of an inquiry;
that charges have been laid, and that the police have carried out investigations. If he hag
information that will lead to uncovering wrongdoing, he has a responsibility to provide it
to the police.
Mr McGinty: I suggest your inquiries never looked at the properties we are talking about
today.
Mr COURT: I say that, if the Leader of the Opposition has that information. We all
know why he is dead keen to divert a bit of attention.
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Mr McGinty: If there is impropriety -
Mr COURT: If there is impropriety? If one Murdered someone, one would be ini trouble.During WA Inc we said, "You have done wrong, and this is the factual information.These are the areas in which you have done wrong." The Leader of the Opposition issaying to this-Parliament, "I am not alleging anything is wrong but they could have donesomething wrong." If he has information there has been wrongdoing, by all means hemust give it to the police and say that in this House. I come back to the point I madeaibout the personal financial dealings of the member for Wanneroo: He has providedinformation, which was never the case with the members on the other side.
MR RIIPPER (Belmont) [3.27 pm]: The Premier has repeated his assertion that amember's financial dealings are his own private business. When those private dealingsbear on his fitness for office, as they do in the case of the member of Wanneroo, they arelegitimately a public issue. I want to address some remarks to the Attorney General, whopresented her argument in a most disingenuous way to the House by claiming that theOpposition has presented no evidence for its assertions. Everyone knows that a policeinquiry is continuing into the events at Wanneroo. It has been on the front page of TheWest Australian - the newspaper which the Premier is trying to nobble. We do not needto demonstrate in this House what the entire public of Western Australia can read on thefront page of its local newspaper. In question time yesterday the Attorney General wasoffered the opportunity to deny that her husband and political ally had been interviewedby the police in their inquiries into Wanneroo. Conspicuously she failed to deny that herhusband had been interviewed in regard to this matter. We all know that despite theAttorney General's protestations of innocence she is part of a Liberal machine in thenorthern suburbs which represents a faction within the Liberal Party. Its members are themember for Wanneroo, Dr Wayne Bradshaw, the disgraced mayor of Wanneroo, and herown husband, Mr Colin Edwardes. If there is no substance in what the Opposition putsbefore the Parliament today, why are the police continuing to investigate matters inWanneroo; why has the former mayor been charged; what does she say about thedamning nature of the Kyle report? Why the cover up if there is no substance; why hasevidence been concealed? Let us look at ways in which the evidence has been concealed.There has been no reopening of the Kyle inquiry, no release of the Levy Fowler reportand no release of the Mann report. Let us look at the terms of reference for both reports.The terms of reference for the Mann report are vague. They were not published in fulluntil today when the Opposition presented them to the Parliament. They were denied tothe Opposition when the Opposition requested them under the Freedom of InformationAct. They were presented to Parliament in a misleading fashion. New documents

continue to surface and the cover up goes on.
I want to deal also with remarks made by the member for Albany, the Minister forAboriginal Affairs. He sought to give the House legal advice. Would he be happy with ashoddy document such as the one entered into by the member for Wanneroo? If my
name were on that document, I would be ashamed.
Mr Prince: If I had written it, there is no way I would have charged for it.
Mr RIPPER: Not only is it a shoddy document as the member for Albany correctlyconcludes, it is also a shabby document. Any member of Parliament should be ashamed
to have his name on a document like that.
The Premier has conceded that the Parliament should have been provided with a fullaccount of. the terms of reference. However, he then compounded his misleading of theHouse by asserting that the terms of reference did not hamstring Mr Stephen Mann's
assessment of the finances of the member for Wanneroo. That is not true, becauise theterms of reference for the Mann inquiry are peculiar, to say the least. Firstly, Mr Mannwvas asked to "attend at the premises of Levy, Fowler and. having read the Report," - thatis, the report prepared by Levy, Fowler, the member for Wanneroo's accountants -"determine whether from the records kept by that firm and through conversations withLawrence Fowler you are able to verify the accuracy of the Report". Mr Mann was askedto do no more than check the internal consistency of the account provided by Levy,
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Fowler. He had no power or mandate to look at other records or to examine witnesses.
All he could do was check whether Levy, Fowler had been consistent. He had no
. m .andate to verify the accuracy or comprehensiveness of their report. This is a
continuation of a cover-up of the evidence on this matter.
[The member's time expired.]
MR OMODE1 (Warren - Minister for Local Government) [3.32 pm]: If ever we have
seen an example of abuse of the Parliament, we have seen it today. The Opposition is
again trying to divert attention from the problems of the Labor Party relating to Carmen
Lawrence and the Easton petition that was presented in the upper House. There is no
doubt about that and I am sure the media has picked it up.
Most of the matters raised in the motion have not been discussed by the Opposition. It
jumped to the fourth paragraph and has spent most of its time on that. The Opposition
referred to continuing police investigations relating to the Kyle report. I make it clear
that Mr Kyle said in his report that the police were involved in the investigations on a
number of occasions. He made that position clear on a number of pages of his report. In
the introduction on page 1 he said the inquiry received considerable assistance from the
Commissioner of Police and his officers and had cooperated fully with the police
investigations. In relation to the Woodvale Tavern, he said that the inquiry was aware
that the police had investigated the matter at great length and, accordingly, it was
appropriate for it to make any findings in relation to Bradshaw's actions. On the issue of
the Craigie roller rink he said the police had investigated the matter fully and decided
there was insufficient evidence to warrant prosecution. On page 7-8 of his report,
Mr Kyle said in relation to other allegations that each of the various allegations about
Edwardes and Bradshaw had previously been the subject of extensive police
investigations and, on all occasions, the police had in the end decided that prosecution
was not warranted and was generally of the view that the allegations were examples of
factional fighting on the council. He said that the inquiry concurred with the police view
of the matters even though some of the allegations were extremely serious. Therefore,
the police were. involved in the Kyle inquiry. As previous speakers have said, some of
those matters are sub judice and are ongoing.
The Attorney General has no conflict of interest. As Minister for Local Government, I
have the responsibility for overseeing the State Government's defence of the Supreme
Court action between Mr Colin Edwardes and Mr Colin David Smith and, whenever the
Cabinet has met to discuss that matter the Attorney General has left the room and has
delegated her role in the case to the Solicitor General and to the Crown Solicitor. Again,
we debunk the Opposition's statement.
Responses to 11I recommendations of the Kyle inquiry were tabled in this House on
25 November 1993 explaining to the former Leader of the Opposition, Dr Carmen
Lawrence, all of the matters that had been dealt with by the Kyle inquiry. Rather than go
through the recommendations, I will make a few other comments. I remind the
Opposition that, under the previous Minister for Local Government, David Smith, the
Kyle report was brought into the Parliament in the dying stages of the Parliament. That
bears very strong similarities to the way the Penny Easton petition was taken into the
upper House. I have been absolutely scrupulous in the way that I have dealt with reports
or allegations relating to councils, whether they be reports on Greenough or Claremont or
others. That contrasts with the way the Opposition brought the Wanneroo report into this
House and did not seek legal advice or Crown Law opinion. Had it done that, it would
have found that the Crown would have advised it not to table that report, giving it
privilege. However, it went ahead and tabled the report and used it for political purposes.
In 1985, the then Minister for Local Government, Jeff Carr, failed to release a report
following an inquiry into the City of Wanneroo. It was decided by the Minister that the
Government would not do so. That report made very pertinent comments about the
previous shire president, Mr Keith Pearce, who was the brother of a previous member.
Many of the things that have happened today are to the shame of the Opposition.

[Ile member's time expired.]
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DR CONSTABLE (Floreat) [3.37 pm]: I have listened carefully to what speakers have
said and particularly those speakers on the Government side. I am not convinced byanything I have heard that we should not have an inquiry. This Government was electedon the platform of being open and accountable. In the interests of the general public,those interests would be well served once and for all if these issues were put to restthrough an inquiry. Therefore, in the interests of integrity and Governmentaccountability, the time has come for those matters to be dealt with in this place.
MR PENDAL (South Perth) [3.38 pm]: I spent nearly five years of my life in the otherHouse during what has become known as the WA Inc days. I recall that, as afrontbencher, consistently and on occasions quite mercilessly taking the view that, whentserious allegations are raised, they require serious investigation. I do not know who istelling the truth in the matter the subject of this motion. I do know that the odour of thisso-called Wanneroo Inc has resurfaced too many times to be disregarded. If a judicialinquiry into the Penny Easton affair is warranted, so too is a judicial inquiry warrantedinto the matters the subject of this motion. A few minutes ago I heard what the Attorney
General said. I have to say that, in all charity, what I heard her say today was notdissimilar to that which I heard the Ministers on the other side of the political fence saybetween 1989 and 1993. For the sake of the Premier's Government and theGovernment's reputation, a judicial inquiry should be ordered as matter of haste.
Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (22)
Mr M. Barnett Mr Grill Mrs RobertsMr Bridge Mrs Henderson Mr D.L. SmithMr Brown Mr Kobelke Mr Taylor
Mr Catania Mr Marlborough Mr ThomasDr Constable Mr McGinty Ms WarnockMr Cunningham Mr PendaJ Mr Leahy (Teller)
Dr Edwards Mr Riebcling
Dr Gallop Mr Ripper

Noes (27)
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr Kierath Mr Prince
Mr Blaikie Mr Lewis Mr W. SmithMr Board Mr Marshall Mr Strickland
Mr Bradshaw Mr McNee Mr& Trenorden
Mr Court Mr Minson Mr TubbyMr Cowan Mr Nicholls Dr TurnbullMr Day Mr Omodei Mrs van de Klashorst
Mrs Edwardes Mr Osborne Mr Wiese
Mr House Mrs Parker Mr Bloffwitch (Teller)

Pais
Mrs Hallahan Mr Johnson
Mr Graham Dr Hamnes

Question thus negatived.

BANK OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA BILL
Second Reading

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.
MR RIPPER (Belmont) [3.44 pm]: There is no social objective capable ofimplementation that can be achieved through the continued state ownership of Bank West.Yet, for governments, there are considerable political and financial costs, at least in
theory -
Dr Turnbull interjected.
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Mrt RIPPER: That is a very interesting interjection because it assumes that the
Governiment has a capacity, legally and politically, to direct the bank. We know that in
practice there is no capacity to direct the bank and that the bank behaves like any of its
commercial competitors. The Government has the responsibility and risk but it does not
have the ability to direct the bank so as to achieve social purposes that would not
otherwise be achieved by the operation of the market in banking.
Let us look at the situation of the State with regard to the bank. Of course, in state
ownership the State receives certain revenues from the bank. In 1993-94 that was about
$40m, and in 1992-93 it was about $20m. Although there are returns to the State
Government in some years, there can also be costs. For example, in 1990-91, the
ownership of the bank cost the State $129.4m and in 1991-92 it cost $127.5m. As
members will recall, those were difficult years for financial institutions of all types,
public and private. They were recession years, and years when capital adequacy ratios
and security considerations were changed. All of thiose factors meant that the State
actually had to inject capital into BankWest.
As well as those costs that can arise there is an opportunity cost in state ownership of the
bank. If the bank were not owned by the State, the proceeds from its sale could be used
to retire state debt and the payments that we are currently required to make to service that
state debt would not need to be made. That state debt could be retired from the proceeds
of the sale of BankWest. Privatisation of BankWest removes the opportunity cost that
arises from the need to maintain higher than otherwise levels of state debt.
I dealt with one of the problems for the Government in response to an interjection from
the member for Collie. As I said then, the bank is already independent of the
Government. It cannot be directed by the Government and, indeed, it should not be
directed by the Government. Were this Government, or any Government, to seek to
direct BankWest to achieve the sorts of social purposes that the member for Collie
imagines might be achieved, there would be an outcry. Whichever party was in
opposition would object to the Government's seeking to direct the bank to behave in a
non-commercial manner.
While we debate the matter of high principle as to whether the bank should be in state or
private ownership, the fact is that the bank is for practical purposes already independent
of governiment direction. Although it is independent of government direction, the
Government still has a political responsibility, if not a legal responsibility. It has
responsibility and it has risk, but it does not have control. That is a fairly dangerous
position for any Government to be in. Whatever the technical or legal position, there are
risks to the Government if the bank makes losses. Even if there were a legal change to
the previous guarantee position, where the bank's position has been guaranteed by the
Governiment, nothing can change the politics. While the Government owns the bank it
will always be subject to pressure to meet losses if the bank gets into trouble. So there is
a considerable risk to the Government from continued state ownership.
There is also a need to provide capital, as happened under the previous Government,
when the bank is in a growth phase. That capital must be provided at the expense of
other social purposes. That was one of the difficulties faced by the previous
Government; in some financial years it had to come up with capital injections for the
R & I Bank. Those capital injections were naturally at the expense of other social
purposes on which that capital could have been expended; for example, police stations,
schools, roads and other infrastructure that might otherwise have been provided by the
State Government. I do not think any of us in government felt comfortable with having
to come up with that capital when there were other urgent purposes on which it could
have been expended. In our view, no social or economic objective can be achieved
through continued state ownership of the bank. Therefore, the Opposition does not
oppose this Bill in principle. However, the Opposition will not unconditionally support
whatever privatisation option the Government develops. This is an extremely important
matter. It is one of the largest financial decisions this State Government has ever made.
It is a major asset of the people of Western Australia, and it must be handled properly and
in an accountable fashion. It cannot be handled simply by the Executive making a
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decision and presenting the rest of us with a fait accompli. Parliament must have the
power to examine the final privatisation proposal and to reject that proposal before it is
implemented, if it does not meet the requirements of the people of this State.

T e Op oin hs eto tbl l d in the arliamen t the criteria upon which it will
jdg te prvtsa n proposa presnted by th oenent. The Opposition believes

that any privatiation proes must be opn, faradacuntable. The headquarters of
the ban should reai n Westr Austraia. Employment should be preserved and, of

course th bspoilertrn sol be achieved for the tt.Toeaetefu
caisd e Ositi is no preard tgieh e overnet ahoblank cheuan

nor is it prepared to send the Government off with the authority of this Bill to handle this
privatisation in whatever way it chooses. I repeat, this is one of the largest financial
decisions ever made in this State, and it is the most significant asset of the people of
Western Australia. The. Parliament should make the final judgment on the specific
privatisation proposal to be implemented.
Conditions at the moment are not particularly favourable for the immediate privatisation
of the bank. In fact, market conditions were more favourable some time ago than they
are now. In the view of the Opposition the sale should not be rushed. The decision
should be made when market and other conditions are favourable for the best return to
the State. Certainly, the privatisation of the bank should not be subjected to any
ideological considerations. In other words, it should not be part of the Government's
mad rush to privatise and contract out. This decision should be made following a
pragmatic assessment of the economic and financial circumstances. There is no way it
should be handled in a similar fashion to the activities of the Minister for Health in his
portfolio. It must be handled conservatively, pragmatically and free from ideology.
I said the Opposition will not oppose this Bill at the second reading stage, but at the
Committee stage it will move some amendments. A copy of those amendments, dealing
with the parliamentary accountability about which I have spoken, has been handed to the
Treasurer. The Opposition will seek a commitment in the legislation that the
Government will present its specific privatisation proposal to the Parliament in such a
way that the Parliament can disallow the proposal if it is judged by Parliament as a whole
as unsatisfactory for the people of Western Australia. The Opposition will also move an
amendment to limit the level of foreign ownership in the privatised bank. It does not
want any single foreign individual or corporation to own more than 15 per cent of the
bank, and nor does it want total ownership by foreign individuals or corporations to
exceed 49 per cent. If those amendments are accepted the Opposition will support the
legislation at the third reading but, if the amendments are not accepted, it will divide on
the vote at the third reading. The Opposition's attitude at the third reading will depend
on the Government's response to its amendments in Committee.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Treasurer) [3.56 pm]: I thank members opposite for their
general support for this legislation. During the second reading debate a number of issues
were raised, which I will now address. I hope to cover all those issues either now or
during Committee. I refer firstly to some of the matters raised by the member for Collie.
She referred to the position of small investors and said that they seem to be getting a raw
deal in the way the larger financial institutions are operating. I agree with the member
for Collie that there is a tendency for these financial institutions, in their push for more
efficiency, to neglect the small depositors and customers. I personally think that is a
foolish long term policy because, although often elderly people are at the end of their
working lives, many small depositors and investors have the potential one day to become
large customers. The loyalty to banks is not what it used to be. In the past people started
with one bank and stayed with that bank for the rest of their lives. These days people
shop around for the best deal and the lowest costs, and banks should be aware of this
factor. I appreciate the concern raised by the member in this regard..
The member for Collie also referred to the tax incentive provided by the Federal
Government. That is not the driving force pushing the Government to sell the bank. The
Government's main goal is to get out of the risk associated with this area. As a
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Government it has a huge exposure to risk, but it has no say in the running of the bank.
That is a difficult position for the Government to be in.
Mr Ripper: You and I agree on the position the Government is in.
Mr COURT: Yes. A bank is a non-core business which Governments do not need to be
in. In order to qualify for that tax incentive, it is necessary only for the Government to
commence the process before the end of the financial year. It is not necessary to
complete that process. The member for Kalgoorlie asked whether the Government would
receive the full tax equivalent if it did not fully privatise the bank. I understand that the
moment private shareholders become involved in the corporation, all federal government
taxes must be paid. Therefore, the shareholders would get the advantage but the
Government would not receive all the dividends it currently receives. Once the
privatisation process is commenced, it is subject to federal government taxes. I will seek
further advice on whether there are provisions relating to a minority or majority
shareholding, but that is how I understand the position now. The member also queried
whether a higher price would be received for the bank if a straight trade sale were
negotiated without conditions attached. That would probably be the case. The South
Australian bank is being sold without any conditions attached, but this Government has
deliberately attached conditions because it wants, as best it can, to ensure it remains a
Western Australian based institution with the head office and the majority of directors
and the like based in Western Australia. The path we have chosen of a number of
different options for the purchase will assist in obtaining the best possible price with the
conditions attached.
Some members of the Opposition want to have two bob each way, saying that if the
Government does not do something, the Opposition will do this, that or the other. I ask
the Opposition to be responsible in regard to how it handles its public comments about
this matter because any financial institution can survive only if there is confidence in it,
and the minute there is a lack of confidence in a financial institution, there is immediately
a run on that institution. In the case of the TABCorp float by the Victorian Government,
MAr Brumby made some comments which threw that float into a difficult position, and it
was reported in The Weekend Australian of 6-7 August 1994 that -

A week ago, a leading Melbourne stockbroking firm received a telephone call
from a worried elderly small investor who had decided not to take up shares in
TAB~orp, the State totalisator now being privatised by the Victorian
Government.
The reason? "Well, what if the horses they back don't win?"

Therefore, I ask the Opposition to be responsible in its comments because we are trying
to maximise the price for this financial institution, and if a lot of controversy surrounds it,
that is a sure guarantee that we will scare off people who want to invest in that operation.
Mr Ripper. I think the Opposition has handled the matter very responsibly. That is
demonstrated by the substantial speech given by the Leader of the Opposition on this
Bill. The Opposition intends to continue that responsible handling of this matter.
However, some of the responsibility for the outcome rests also with the Government.
Mr COURT: We want to ensure, as best we can, that the Opposition is fully briefed the
whole way through, and I think the briefings that we have provided have been completely
open. I think the Leader of the Opposition misled the House in regard to overseas
ownership when he commented that the bank people had said that the sale of a significant
interest to a strong overseas bank or financial institution was a likely outcome of the
process. That is not what was said at the briefing.
Mr Ripper: Recollections differ, perhaps.
Mr COURT: We have explained that in the case of a full float option of this size, it is
estimated that we may sell about 30 per cent of the bank to the Western Australian
market. In regard to the float of the State Government Insurance Office, the great
majority of shareholders came from Western Australia. The brokers are saying that if we
get around 30 per cent Western Australian investment, we will be doing well, and we will
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also have financial institutions and private investors in other parts of Australia. If there
were an overseas involvement, the Reserve Bank would then have a say in it because it
keeps a pretty close eye on the shareholding of banks and it does not want any one party
to have a strong shareholding in a financial institution of this type.
The member for Nollaniara referred to the valuation of the BankWest building in Barrack
Street. That building is in the middle of what we consider to be an important heritage
precinct. We said to the bank that we would like it to vacate that building so that we
could pull it down and spend some money on that heritage precinct. Thbat building was of
considerable value to the bank because it could have possession of that land in perpetuity
and the building was basically in the heart of the city, and if the bank were to stay there
long term, it could renovate it or do whatever it had to do to that building and use it. The
member mentioned an independent valuation. I have here a letter from Barry Nazer,
general manager, finance and planning, which states that an independent valuation was
completed for balance sheet purposes on the building situated at 54 Barrack Street and
593 Hay Street as at 30 September 1993 by Richard Ellis. That valuation was done
because we wanted an independent valuation of the worth of that property.
Mr Kobelke: Didn't the purchase go through on 30 June 1993?
Mr COURT: The purchase was finalised in June 1994.
Mr Kobelke: Why was the valuation not available under a freedom of information
application?
Mr COURT: The building is in the books at a certain figure, I think about $15.6m. The
deal that we did at $12m does not take into account the plot ratio transfer. The valuation
is a bank document, which apparently is not subject to FOL.
Mr Kobelke: Will you table the valuation?
Mr COURT: I will have to ask the bank.
Mr Kobelke: Are you saying the bank has got a valuation?
Mr COURT: Yes. It had an independent valuation done.
Mr Kobelke: Who said it had a valuation done?
Mr COURT: I have just read the letter. I am telling the member what took place. The
building is in the bank's books at $ 15.6m on a valuation which it has had done, and it has
had all of its properties valued and revalued over the years, particularly BankWest
Tower, which is written off quite considerably. If the member is saying that the bank
should have given that building to the Government and that it should have taken a major
loss on it, he knows only too well that it would affect the value of the bank if it had to
write it off. The bank could have stayed in that building for perpetuity but we did not
want it there because we wanted to redevelop that site as a heritage precinct.
The member for Kimberley made a point about the value and importance of the bank.
The bank has not been a major financial contributor to the Government's coffers. In fact,
as Ross Garnaut pointed out, the bank nearly disintegrated in the early 1990s, and one of
the difficult decisions which he had to make was whether to allow the bank to continue
trading, because it was in such a precarious financial position. It was the classic situation
where taxpayers have been putting into the bank not capital but borrowed moneys. It is
all very well to call it capital, but we have had to borrow that money.
The Leader of the Opposition raised three main issues. He wants a fair and accountable
process and the best return that we can get. He also raised the question of overseas
control. The Leader of the Opposition was out of this Chamber when I pointed out that I
was not at that part of the briefing where Warwick Kent was giving his views on overseas
control.
Dr Gallop: The Treasurer should get it right. The briefing was given by members of the
Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet, the Treasury and the Bank of Western Australia.
Mr COURT: I am getting it right. I was there when they were tailking about it. The
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Deputy Leader of the Opposition made the assertion that the likely outcome was that it
would be sold to overseas interests. The managing director has said in a letter to me that
it was not stated that the sale of significant interests to an overseas bank would be the
very likely outcome of the process. He said that it was an outcome, but he did not say
that it was the very likely outcome. We could go down the full float option, which is
what the Government is doing, or we could go out for a regulated tender. There comes a
time when a decision must be made as to whether we will continue with a float option or
accept the proposition that it would be better to go for a regulated tender. The
Government will make that decision after it has received a lot of information. Members
opposite say they want this deal to come back to Parliament before it is finalised. That
was not the case with the sale of the State Government Insurance Office. Members
opposite brought the legislation in and we delayed the sale of the SGIO for some time.
When the legislation for the sale of the SGIO was introduced into this place by the
former Government the second reading speech said that we might receive about $70m.
When it was sold about 18 months later, the market had changed. It was very strong.
Some luck is involved in these things, and it was sold at pretty well the top of the market.
Dr Gallop: There was only one proposal, that was the float, which was voted on by this
Parliament.
Mr COURT: The proposal was to float it or not to sell it. The Parliament gave us the
right to sell the SGIO, but that did not mean we had to sell it. There will come a point
when we must press the button to go ahead with the float. On advice we held off the
float for a number of reasons, but there comes a time when the brokers and the other
parties ask whether we will go ahead with the float. At that point we can say that we are
not happy with the price and we can stop. In the SGIO legislation that prerogative was
left with the Government. If we have a situation where the Parliament approves the sale
of the bank and gives permission to work down these different paths, but the final deal
must be referred back to Parliament for approval, we will never get a commercial sale.
We have worked it up to the point where we must go for the public float option or the
regulated tender option.
Dr Gallop: We have this problem because the Treasurer cannot make up his mind.
Mr COURT: The member for Victoria Park should listen to me. We are going down one
path and then the other path to get the feel of the market. We will not sell the bank if we
do not get a good price. If the stock market collapses and there is no market, we will not
sell. We do not have this ambition that it must go at any price, but there will come a time
when we must make a decision as to which route we will go down.
Dr Gallop: The Treasurer should have made the decision by now; that is the problem.
He should have worked out his strategy. He has no strategy.
Mr COURT: What route would the member for Victoria Park take?
Dr Gallop: The preferred way is a float of the bank. The Treasurer is not doing that; he
has this regulated tender process added on. Why has he added that on?
Mr COURT: This is interesting. There are a number of examples. We could play one
institution off against the other. South Australia made a decision to sell its bank without
any restrictions. As a result with a trade sale South Australia will be able to get the
highest possible price. We want the bank to be based in Western Australia, so we are
prepared to put those restrictions in place. That may well lead to a lower price. I hope it
will not be much lower. I do not believe it should be significantly lower, but it could
well be if those restrictions are in place. If we want a quick sale, we could have a trade
sale and play one bank off against the other. The worst fears of the member for Collie
could come true and it could be owned by one of the major Eastern States' operations.
We want to keep it as a Western Australian financial institution. As far as the matter of
informing Parliament is concerned, I have no difficulty in keeping the Opposition
informed. A time will come when a decision must be made on whether we go with the
float option or a regulated tender. If a proposition meets all the requirements of the
Government, and it is a good price, that is the decision we will take. If the Opposition
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believes we should come back to Parliament, it could be months before that matter is
finalised.
Mr Taylor: Not necessarily. The Treasurer has the numbers in both Houses; he can
recall Parliament any time he likes.
Mr COURT: Not necessarily. In a commercial deal of that nature it is tough getting the
thing finalised.
Mr McGinty: What is wrong with bringing it back once the Treasurer has fixed on a
particular mechanism, rather than bringing the thing here when it is signed, sealed and
delivered?
Mr COURT: Is the Leader of the Opposition saying it should come back to Parliament
when we make the decision as to whether it is a float or a regulated tender? Why did he
not put that in the SGIO legislation?
Dr Gallop: Because we put up only one proposition.
Mr McGinty: There was only one proposition. If it were to be disposed of, it would be a
float.
Mr COURT: What would it achieve?
Mr McGinty: Parliamentary scrutiny would be retained. If the Government came back
with a proposition to sell the bank to the Bank of Hong Kong, the answer would be no.
Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition is saying that we cannot trust the board of
BankWest.
Dr Gallop: We cannot trust the Treasurer.
Mr COURT: The Opposition is saying that it does not trust the board.
Mr McGinty: The Treasurer is forcing us to vote against the Bill by taking away
parliamentary scrutiny. We are saying that we are flexible, at the point in time it comes
along for parliamentary scrutiny.
Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition does not want to support the sale. Does the
Leader of the Opposition support the multitrack approach?
Mr McGinty: I am happy to have that approach.
Mr COURT: The deputy leader says no, and the Leader of the Opposition says yes.
When they have worked it out among themselves they should come back. I have covered
the question of the return. We have put conditions in place because we want to keep it as
a Western Australian based institution.
Mr McGinty: You are making a bad mistake here.
Mr COURT: I do not think the Leader of the Opposition is in a good position to give
advice on these matters.
Regarding overseas control, as I mentioned earlier, when the State Government Insurance
Office was floated it ended up listing 38 000 shareholders of whom 30 000 were from
Western Australia. The dollar value was about 48 per cent. If the Leader of the
Opposition is interested, it is estimated the financial advice -

Mr McGinty: It is a pity you are not a bit more flexible. If we can achieve a bipartisan
approach, we can address ourselves to the two problems I have identified.
Mr COURT: What are the two problems? The Leader of the Opposition does not like a
multitrack approach.
Mr McGinty: The first concerns the overseas sale option which allows 100 per cent of
this bank to be sold overseas. The second one concerns parliamentary scrutiny.
Mr COURT: No way would we want 100 per cent overseas control of BankWest. We
want the maximum level of Western Australian ownership. The market is indicating that
the Western Australia market will probably absorb about 30 per cent of a float of this
size.
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Mr McGinty: More fundamentally, it is saying that now is not the time.
Mr COURT: What is your advice?
Mr McGinty: Defer the market side of things.
Mir COURT: What does the Leader of the Opposition think we are doing? It takes a long
time to organise a float.
Dr Gallop: It costs a lot of money.
The ACT'ING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order!
Mr COURT: If members opposite had come into the House earlier, they would have
heard what I sad. I said the SGIO float was delayed for some time and fortunately the
timing on the market was right. We must start somewhere.
Mr McC~inty: Do you expect the market to peak in about September of this year? I
don't.
Mr COURT: In recent months there has been a small improvement in the market for
regional banks.
Mir McGinty: It is almost insignificant.
Mr COURT: I would hardly call it insignificant. The price-earnings ratio of the three
largest listed regional banks increased from 6.8 per cent in January to 7.5 per cent.
Mr McGinty: That is down from 8.5 per cent, two years ago.
Mr& COURT: It is a significant increase in a couple of months. However, we must get
the legislation in place and start the process, then make decisions based on market
conditions about which path to take. Members opposite cannot accept that they are not
the people making those decisions.
Regarding overseas control, as I have said, we will be pleased if we can keep 30 per cent
of the shareholding in the Western Australian market. If we can keep the rest in the
Australian market, we will be pleased also. If a strong overseas partner wants to take a
position, I believe the Reserve Bank will allow only a relatively small position and it
would have to approve that. As I said, all those options are available. Our goal is to
achieve as much Western Australian ownership as we can in the sale of that operation. In
Committee we will be able to discuss the amendments. The main amendments the
Government has made are in relation to the changes in the Corporations Law.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

GRIEVANCE - PATIENTS' ASSISTED TRAVEL SCHEME
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.25 pm]: My
grievance today relates to the patients' assisted travel scheme, otherwise known as PATS.
It is a very important scheme for Western Australians who live in the non-metropolitan
area. It was especially designed to assist not just people who live in what we would
perhaps colloquially regard as the remote areas of the State; it was also designed to assist
those people who live in areas such as Mandurah, where there is a severe shortage of
specialist services, but who live sufficiently far away from the metropolitan area for there
to be a financial disincentive for them to have their treatment.
The scheme provides financial support to residents who must travel distances in order to
receive specialist medical care. Last year 38 857 Western Australian citizens used this
scheme.
Mr Taylor: There were 1 400 from Kalgoorlie.
Mr D.L. Smith: Nearly 2 000 were from Bunbury.
Dr GALLOP: Those people use this scheme to make sure the quality of care they receive
is exactly the same as the quality of care received by the people I represent in Victoria
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Park who are fortunate enough to be very close to first-class facilities. We must put this
scheme in proper perspective. It takes the financial pressure off people who are already
experiencing the stresses involved in ill health.
The Government has done thre things with this scheme: It has imposed on those who
use this scheme, and who are health care card holders, a fee of $25. The user-pays
principle is infiltrating every aspect of our lives in Western Australia and having a very
severe impact, particularly on country people. The Government has reduced from 15c to
10c the mileage allowance received by people using motor vehicles. It has also extended
the exclusion zone from 50 kilometres to 100 kmn, thus taking out Mandurab. The
changes the Minister has made are totally unacceptable. They will have a major impact
not only on individuals who live outside the metropolitan area, but also on an
organisation such as the Red Cross.
I have visited Mandurah twice since being the shadow Minister for Health and met the
Red Cross people. The volunteers who work there are wonderful people - the true blue
Australians who get into the community and help their fellow citizens. They say that the
Red Cross will lose about $50 000 it was receiving by way of the PAT scheme to assist it
to organise its activities.
Mr Kierath: They are telling fibs; they will not lose $50 000. They are funded by a
direct contract from the purchasing authority.
Dr GALLOP: Individuals and associations will lose despite the concessions that the
Minister granted yesterday. I have many questions to ask about the reply to a question he
gave in Parliament yesterday. In a chinwag with the member for Mandurali he would
have said something like, "We will fix this up, Arthur." He approached the
Commissioner for Health who said that all those people who live in Mandurah and
require chemotherapy or dialysis treatment can continue to access the scheme. What an
approach that is!
Dr Turnbull: I don't think you understand it.
Dr GALLOP: The member for Collie should wait I understand it only too well. The
Minister says that they can keep accessing the scheme until the specialist facilities they
need are set up in Mandurah. My question to the Minister is twofold: Firstly, does this
apply only to Mandurab or to all towns between 50kIa and 100 kmn from Perth? Will this
little deal the Minister announced in the Parliament yesterday when answering a question
from the member for Murray apply to people who live in Pinjarra, Waroona, Wundowie,
Toodyay or Gingin, for example? Secondly, what about the other patients? What about
the other people who live in the Mandurab area or in Wundowie, for example, who are
not having chemotherapy or dialysis? Let me tell the Minister about some of those
people. I have a letter from people in the Murray-Waroona area who are concerned about
this issue. Mr C, a young man aged 33, unfortunately has a serious spinal disease. He
lives 76 km from Perth. He cannot walk, he is unable to drive, and he has no access to
public transport. Twelve times a year he must travel to Perth for a morphine pump.
Mr Kierath: He will get Red Cross assistance.
Dr GALLOP: Who will pay for that?
Mr Kierath: The Government will.
Dr GALLOP: How will the Government pay for that? This person is now out of the
patients' assisted travel scheme, my friend - the 50 kmn exclusion zone.
Mr Kierath: Again you shoot your mouth off without knowing the facts.
Dr GALLOP: I am asking the Minister a question. He should tell me how this person
will be dealt with by the Government's changes.
Mr Taylor: Ask about people who live in Wundowie or York.
Dr GALLOP: I have asked the Minister about people in those areas. How will the
concessions the Minister announced yesterday relate to other towns which have been
included in the exclusion zone?
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The Minister for Health issued a ridiculous press release telling us that people on a health
care. card would be relieved of the necessity of paying that $25 if it were deemed they
were in need. Who will make that decision? This Minister is taking us back to the
eighteenth century in the days of the poor house. People went along and asked, "Please
sir, may I have some more?" What criteria will be used to assess those people? Thbe
power will exist for the manager in the Health Department to do that. There will be no
criteria to work with but the department will have the administrative authority to make its
decisions.
Mr Kierath: It used to be with the regional office.
Dr GALLOP: Yes, but criteria were laid down. The Minister has some explaining to do
about how the managers will interpret his press release. I know how they will interpret
it: We are back to the poor houses. That is where the Government wants to take us.
The third problem I have with this issue is also a serious one. I will tell the House about
the anger of people who live in the non-metropolitan area and woke up one morning to be
informed by the newspaper that this scheme would be changed because it was being
rorted. There was not one skerrick of evidence from the Minister that any so-called rorts
were involved in the scheme. The only example he gave was that some people may have
come to Perth on the Friday and stayed over on the Saturday to watch an Eagles' game.
Incidentally, there was no evidence that any of that had occurred. That is the way this
Minister treats people who live in the non-metropolitan areas of this State. From the
Opposition's point of view the PAT scheme is a good scheme. This State had the best
scheme in Australia. That 50 kmn zone was designed by the former Minister, who is
sitting in the Chamber now.
Several members inteiJected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order!
Mr Thomas interjected.
The AC1TING SPEAKER: Order! The member for Cockburn.
Dr GALLOP: It was deliberately designed to be 50 km so that people in Mandurah could
access it because there was a severe shortage of specialist facilities and public transport
in that area. If the Opposition got back into government and built a rail line, things might
change. That is part of the Opposition's policy. I make four final points: The
Government should explain its concessions and whether they relate only to Mandurah;
explain to people who are not having chemotherapy and dialysis how they will access the
scheme; explain how the managers at the local level will determine whether to charge the
$25; and explain the Minister's claim that the scheme is rorted.
[The member's time expired.]
MR KIERATH (Riverton - Minister for Health) [4.35 pm]: Obviously I need to run the
member for Victoria Park through some of the important aspects of the patients' assisted
travel scheme and why it was originally introduced.
Dr Gallop: We know; we did it.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Orler!
Mr KIERATH: I do not think the member for Victoria Park does know. He thinks it is a
scheme to get people to the city; it is not. It is about getting specialists to the country and
taking them to rural centres on a residential or visiting basis. I can understand the
sensitivity of the member for Victoria Park when he does not understand the matter.
Mr DiL. Smith interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr KIERATH: Please, Mr Acting Speaker. I have only 10 minutes in which to respond.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I am well aware of the level of interjections. I am
trying to call order. Unfortunately in the previous case one of the opposition members
was interjecting on his own member who had the call at the time. In recognition of that
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fact, I gave some small dispensation to the member for Victoria Park to go over his time.
In the case of the Minister for Health's situation, I am aware that he is being interjected
on. I have called order a couple of times. I will be more forceful than that in a moment
if the interjections continue. I take into account the effect of the interjections on the
Minister's time, and I will give him the same consideration as I gave the member for
Victoria Park.
Mr D.L Smith interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The member for Mitchell.
Mr KIERATH: The PAT scheme is only one means of assisting rural residents to access
specialist services. I make that clear at the outset because that is what the scheme is
designed to do, and any changes are designed to improve that. Some information was
obtained to get a more effective approach to provide these services. The Government has
looked at other States and what they provide. Many other States have a different system
in applying their schemes. When changes were proposed the Government thought it
would seek the support of key rural stakeholders. The PAT program provides a
contribution for travel costs for rural residents to access the nearest available specialist in
the outpatient specialist services. It provides access; it does not necessarily provide the
choice of the specialist.
Across Western Australia the Government spends approximately $7.4m on the PAT
scheme each year. The country hospitals raised the concern that the PAT scheme was
becoming an increasing burden on their budgets. They gave anecdotal evidence that the
PAT system was being rorted. A review of the scheme was undertaken by the rural
health policy unit of the Western Australian Health Department. Previously the power
and the policy implementation resided with the regional health directors. The discussions
suggested that those powers should be devolved to the general managers to ensure that
decisions associated with PAT were considered in the context of the local communities
and the particular circumstances. I do not see how any sensible person could object to
that. The eligibility criteria and the levels of payment were out of step with other States.
The rural communities have consistently raised the concern that access to specialist
services in the community is a major health issue. Therefore, any savings associated with
the changes to the patients' assisted travel scheme will be used exclusively to increase the
rural base delivery of those services.
Several members interjected.
Mr KIERATH: Members opposite should be patient. The then Minister for Health, Hon
Peter Foss, agreed that the increased provision of specialist services was preferable to
sending people away for such services. Members must decide what is important. Do
members want to make specialist services available to the rural community or do they
want to send these people elsewhere? The department embarked on a comprehensive
consultation process with rural stakeholders to obtain their input before any decision was
made. The first groups approached were rural and remote health reference groups and
they were fully briefed on the range of options under consideration.
Several members interjected.
Mr KIERATH: I will come to that. The member for Kalgoorlie might learn something
about his own electorate seeing he does not live there. These groups expressed support
for the proposed changes on the one proviso that the savings were reinvested to provide
visiting or residential specialist services.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order!
Mr KIERATH: The organisations represented on the reference groups include the Health
Consumers' Council of WA (Inc), the Australian Medical Association, the Rural Doctors
Association, the Country Hospital Boards Council, the Country Shire Councils
Association of WA (Inc), the WA Centre for Remote and Rural Medicine, the Regional
Development Advisory Council, various professional, nursing and allied health bodies,
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the Country Women's Association of WA (Inc), the North West Women's Association,
the Remote Aboriginal Medical Services, the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
Commission Regional Council and the Royal Flying Doctor Service of Australia.
Members of Parliament were also consulted, particularly the Deputy Premier and
Minister for Regional Development, and the members of the ministerial health committee
which was appointed by Hon Peter Foss and includes Hon Bruce Donaldson, Hon
Murray Nixon, Hon Murray Criddle and, guess who? None other than Hon Kim Chance.
The government members supported the implementation of the changes with a strong
recommendation that all the savings be channelled back into improving rural health
services.
Mr Taylor. And have they been?
Mr KIERATH: The member should wait. If the local management is given the power to
waive the contributions, the implementation of that policy was the only impediment to a
patient travelling to an outpatient centre to attend a specialist.
Away from the theatre of this place Hon Kim Chance supported all changes except one
and that was the $25 contribution from health care card holders. Others consulted
included the Country Hospital Boards Council. I met with that council and it gave its full
support. The regional development council, which is the peak body of all the regional
development commissions, fully supported the changes. However, it raised the concern
of the commissions in the north about the introduction of the $25 fee for health care card
holders. During the process a thorough analysis of the PATS pattern of usage was made.
It was concluded that some rorting of the system had occurred with peak supply
occurring at the time of major events.
Several members interjected.
Mr KIERATH: I am not knocking this, but this applied at the time of major events in the
metropolitan area; for example, the Royal Show and the football grand final. A great
deal of anecdotal evidence supports this suggestion. Several individuals commented that
PATS helps to finance shopping trips. It is an unfortunate perception.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Mitchell.
Mr KIERATH: Assistance to access specialist services is a legitimate expense involved
in providing services to rural and remote areas. As a result of the very wide ranging
consultations the final decision reflected the key concerns raised; that is, that firstly,
eligibility would be at the 100 kilometre limit -

Points of Order
Dr GALLOP: It appears to me that the Minister is reading from an official document and
I request he table it at the conclusion of his speech.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Without having access to the document the Minister is using
for his reference material, I cannot judge that matter. I seek the Minister's cooperation
and ask him to inform the House of the nature of the document he has.
M& KIERATH: I have some typewritten speech notes. It is not an official document.
The ACTING SPEAKER: If the Minister has typewritten speech notes they are no
different from handwritten speech notes, apart from the fact that they are more legible.
In that case they do not constitute an official document. Therefore, there is no need for
him to table the document.
Dr GALLO0P: Given the direction that you, Mr Acting Speaker, have given will you ask
the Minister to indicate whether the "speech notes" were prepared for him by the Health
Department of Western Australia or prepared in his ministerial office?
Mr Minson: What does it matter?
Dr GALLOP: That is an interesting point. It matters to the person who is in the Chair,
and I respect his decision. What the Acting Speaker is implying is that -if it is a Health
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Department document it should be tabled. I ask the Acting Speaker to ask the Minister to
indicate whether they are Health Department briefing notes provided to him or his own
typewritten speech notes.
Mr TAYL.OR: I advise the House that this is the same Minister who, one or two yeairs
ago, made a point of coming into this place with a document from which he proceeded to
deliberately quote on the basis that a similar point of order would be taken by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition requesting that the document be tabled, because he wanted it
tabled. He is now in a situation where he is quite clearly reading from information that
has been prepared for him. The official information has come to him as Minister and he
is providing members with the information in it. Mr Acting Speaker, you have no choice
other than to require him to table the document for the information of the House. He has
been hoist with his own petard.

Ruding by the Acting Speaker
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): My response to the initial point of order
raised by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition was that if the document was an official
one, regardless of whether it was from the Health Department or other sources, it would
constitute something the Minister should table. However, official documentation does
not include speech notes or briefing notes provided to the Minister by his department.
Official documentation is an official publication by the -department and I rule in that
direction. I take on board the points made by the member for Kalgoorlie. Unless the
Minister has advised me incorrectly - I do not suggest that to be the case - I rule that
these documents are not official documents; therefore, they are not required to be tabled.

Debate Resumed
Mr KIERATH: The notes were provided to me through my ministerial office. Of course,
all notes that come to me on various issues are provided by various departments. These
are typewritten speech notes provided to me.

Points of Order
Dr GALLOP: Mr Acting Speaker I urge you, because of the discussion that has gone on
in relation to my earlier point of order, to instruct the Minister to desist from reading
directly from his "speech notes" and follow the advice that he has freely given this
Parliament. As recently as last night he said that members should not read from prepared
speech notes. There is no doubt in my mind that he is reading the document provided to
him by the Health Department. If he had any doubts he would table it. If we compare
the notes with his speech we will find that to be the case.
The ACTING SPEAKER: The Minister has what is termed copious notes and to that
extent he is able to read from them. However, I remind the House that the issue before
the Chair is of a fairly technical and complex nature. Although some would say that the
Minister has come to grips fairly quickly with his new portfolio, it is still new to him and
given its complexity he would not have all the facts at his fingertips. It is appropriate for
him to have these notes. If the Minister continues to refer to the notes I ask hinm to
summarise them rather than read directly from them. I do not believe the Minister is
reading it verbatim as the Deputy Leadr of the Opposition suggested.
Dr GALLOP: The idea of grievances is that the Minister responds to the points that have
been made. I require you, Mr Acting Speaker, to insist that he do that. The reason that I
have raised, firstly, the issue of whether it is an official document which the Minister
should table, and, secondly, the issue of the Minister's reading it, is that I asked three
specific questions in my grievance and not one of those questions has been answered by
the Minister, so it is up to you in the Chair to insist upon high standards by this Minister
in regard to the issues that we raise.
Mr TAYLOR: Mr Acting Speaker, I take the opportunity of referring you to Standing
Order No 23 1A, and in particular the footnotes in relation to that standing order, which
state clearly that documents, files, etc, quoted in debate by Ministers must be tabled if
requested. Quite clearly, this Minister is quoting from a document or file in this debate,
and it must be tabled if requested.
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The ACTING SPEAKER: I will deal first with the member for Kalgoorlie's point of
order. I have taken further advice from the Clerk on this matter, and the advice which I
have been given - and I am quoting from an official document, if the member would like
me to table that - is clearly the same as my view, except that it is an official view;
namely, that the requirement for tabling does not include Minister's notes which are not
official documents. I am still firmly of the belief, and I rule thus, that the speech notes
provided to a Minister from his department are not in the normal sense of the term
official documents; therefore, the Minister is quite at liberty to not table those documents.
In regard to the point of order raised by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition - and I am
doubtful whether it is a genuine point of order in any case, but I will regard it as such -
the member cannot ask me to direct the Minister in regard to any issue whatsoever. That
is within my prerogative as Acting Speaker, and I will make a decision on whether I
believe the Minister should be directed to do something. However, it is not the right of
any member to ask the Speaker to direct a member to do anything. That is well outside
the issues that should be raised in a point of order in any case. I call on the inister to
continue. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition mentioned that he had asked the
Minister to answer three questions. I cannot direct the Minister to answer them, but he
has three minutes in which to do it.

Debate Resumed
Mr KIERATH: I have been trying to answer them. I assure the House that these notes
are speech notes, and I have not quoted them verbatim, despite the member for Victoria
Park saying that I have. I have referred to them extensively because there air some
technical points that I wanted to ensure I got right, because this decision was made by the
former Minister and I am simply carrying it out; but I do not seek to resile from that
because I actually support these changes.
It is interesting that 80 per cent of PATS claims in the southern and western health areas
are for car travel, while in the north west they are almost exclusively for travel by air.
The estimated savings from each of the changes are $860 000 for the mileage change,
$270 000 for the distance change, and $400 000 for the contributiori from card holders, a
total of $1.5m. The most important aim of the changes is to improve specialist services.
All of the major stakeholders wanted those specialist services rather than the travel
arrangements.
I can announce today to the member for Murray that as of 1 July 1995, chemotherapy
services will be available in Mandurah, which is exactly what the system was designed to
do. I can announce also to the member for Avon that as of I July 1995, chemotherapy
services will be available in Northam. Yesterday, I gave an assurance that dialysis would
be provided in Mandurah as soon as was humanly possible; that will take a little longer
because of the capability of the machines and certain technical aspects. The changes are
being made in order to provide those services, and I hope that in the next two months I
will be able to come into this place and announce 25 rural centres in this State that will
have either visiting or residential specialist services. We have asked for commonwealth
support for this initiative to see whether we can improve it, and a request has been
submitted and has reached the final stage. The main specialist services that we have
targeted are ear, nose and throat, opthalmology, urology, orthopaedics, cardiology and
general physician services, and I do not see how any Western Australian could oppose
the introduction of those services into remote and rural areas.

GRIEVANCE - PARROTS, POPULATION INCREASE
DR TURNBULL (Collie) [4.58' pm]: My grievance today is to the Minister
representing the inister for the Environent This may seem to be a rather small issue
to raise in the Parliament but I assure members that it is very important to those who live
in the areas affected. The grievance is about the ecological time bomb in the form of
parrots, both twenty-eights and Port Lincolns. These beautiful birds have been building
up into plague proportions in the south west of Western Australia over the past four to six
years, and more than one million hectares of Western Australia is affected. The
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approximate area is from Duranillin to Kojonup to Yomnup in the south, and to Wilga.
The natural habitat of these birds is the southern areas of Western Australia; the Port
Lincoins traditionally have been more in the open grasslands, but over the years they
have moved into the pastured areas of this area which I have described. The farming
lands and the pastoral areas surround small and medium sized remnant native vegetation
areas. The Port Lincoins and the twenty-eights have been interbreeding, and there are
now crossbreeds and interbreeds which are changing their traditional instinctual habitats.
Several members interjected.
Dr TURNBULL: Yes, it sounds very incestuous. They are changing their food
preferences, and due to the fact that they are in plague proportions, they are running short
of food, so they have started to eat non-traditional sources of food, which include the
hearts of blackboys. They sit on the top of the blackboys and get stuck into the hearts
and tear them apart with their sharp beaks, and as they damage the protective layers of
the heart of the blackboy as they go into the soft green parts, they allow water to get into
the black boys. Over two or three winters the blackboy plants can be irretrievably
damaged. I inspected the damage to blackboys by parrots about four years ago, and as
the years have passed the parrot numbers have increased. Blackboys are slow growing
and long living. Some areas contain blackboys more than 100 years old, and once they
die regeneration is very difficult. Little is known of how the blackboys regenerate in the
natural state.
I turn now to damage to blue gums. For some unknown reason the tips of the blue gum
trees are very attractive to parrots. That attraction may partly relate to the moisture
content in the tips. I have some photographs taken about two years ago which I will not
table but I will make available to interested members. The photographs show severe
damage in a blue gum plantation owned by Mr Lubky and run in conjunction with the
Department of Conservation and Land Management. Over three years the plantation has
been ruined as a potential timber source.
This issue has two parts. One relates to the economic damage to the blue gum
plantations and the other to the ecological damage to blackboys. Many meetings have
been held by the LCDCs, CALM, the plantation owners and the residents. Discussions
have been held with environmental groups around Dinninup, Mayanup, and in other areas
where there is a strong environmentally conscious group of people. Two years ago we
petitioned the Minister and he agreed to an open season on shooting parrots. However, as
pointed out at the time, it is a difficult project because whenever the guns are fired the
birds fly up, and we must wait for them to settle again. Therefore, the whole process
would take a long time and no-one would have the time to make a dent in the parrot
population. Despite that, one landholder shot 1 400 parrots in four weeks. We think he
put all the boys on the job. In any case, the bird population is increasing.
Our research on the problem has been under way for about three years. There have been
trials of different types of controls, such as netting, trapping and poisoning. These have
not been effective. An application has been made for more funding for a program to
target the protection of blackboys. That program will start in spring this year and
continue into autumn next year, but we cannot wait for the results of this inquiry. This is
an urgent issue. Immediate action is needed. Local people are prepared to be involved in
a large scale effort to reduce the numbers of parrots. These efforts will target the
remnant vegetation -

Mr D.L. Smith: You are right about the issue but not about the solution. You should not
shoot thousands of parrots.
Dr TURNBULL: We will not shoot thousands of parrots. It is not effective. Does the
member want the blackboys to be destroyed?
Mr D.L. Smith: There must be an alternative to the destruction of native parrots.
Dr TURNBULL: There may be, but this is a very long term issue. The ultimate solution
will most likely be genetic. There may be some way to put in some sterile male parrots
to copulate with the females and they will pretend to lay eggs. That may be a way but at
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the moment it is a long term issue. The reason for my grievance is because scientific
research into changing the genetic structure of the plantations, or perhaps introducing
Western Australian super red gums and marris, will take too long. Most likely in the
long term vast numbers of blackboys will die out.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
Dr TURNBULL: Does the member suggest poisoning them?
Mr D3L- Smith: No, because you will not only kill. the offending parrots, but also other
birds.
Dr TURNBULL: We must look at selective methods to target the parrots.
Mr D.L. Smith: What do you suggest?
Dr TURNBULL. I suggest poisoning the parrots within traps at selective times which
will ensure that the majority of birds involved - most likely 99 per cent of them - will be
the twenty-eights. The LCDCs recommend that poison be used only in the areas under
most threat where more than 50 per cent of the blackboys have already died. Urgent
action should be taken in those areas immediately. We must continue the research and
the scientific action but we also need urgent, immediate action to reduce the bird
numbers either by trapping, shooting or poisoning in selective areas.
MR MINSON (Greenough - Minister for Works) [5.06 pm]: Although the subject
matter of the member's grievance has provided us with some humour, it is not a
humorous matter for the people with the problem.
Mr D.L. Smith: This may be an issue but there is no solution.
Mrt MINSON: It is very important for people trying to establish plantations, particularly
eucalypts. It is also important for the conservation of a plant which is not easy to
propagate, particularly after it has been interfered with by man. I refer to the blackboy
tree. Plague proportions of a bird species inevitably impact on the habitat of other
species because of the food eaten by the birds and often endangers them.
I find it frustrating during grievance debate to address my remarks to a member sitting
behind me. When I was Minister for the Environment everyone wanted to grieve to me
about health. matters - including the member who has grieved about this environmental
matter. Now that I have a different ministerial responsibility, members want to grieve to
me about environmental matters. I am concerned about reports of hybrids being
produced. I will be interested to hear whether the hybrids can breed, because we could
be on the verge of a much bigger problem.
I acknowledge the problem. It is a problem not only for the areas affected by parrots but
also in other places in Western Australia affected by white cockatoos, pink and grey
galahs; and so on. Frm time to time we expect these swings in nature. However, this
problem is of great concern because the changes we have made to the habitat have led to
the huge increase in bird populations, which is not likely to be of a phasic nature.
Unfortunately, most of the research has been into trying to control bird populations in a
very small area, such as in high value crops like orchards and vineyards. We are now
talking about large parrot populations affecting large broadacre areas. A number of
methods have been tried, such as shooting to kill or to scare, and trapping for aviculture,
but the birds cannot be exported. In any case, it would be absurd given the millions of
birds in the area. Poisoning is one method. However, it has environmental implications.
It does not just kill in an indiscriminate way, unless it is a species specific poison, such as
1080, which generally does not kill natives but exotics only and as the birds die, their
carcasses are eaten by other animals.
Dr Turnbulh Foxes.
Mr MINSON: Yes, and sometimes other predtors that endanger the native species. It is
not a simple matter. Scaring is not an alternative. I mentioned it when I wrote to the
member, as the Minister for the Environment. Two or three years ago it may have been
considered to be a sensible solution. However, it is not. Another method is mist netting.
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Although it tends to be effective, it is very cruel unless the nets are manned on a
continuous basis. Even then, it is very difficult to extract the bird. Animal liberation
movement and welfare movement people tend to frown on them very much. I also recall
writing a letter to the member in which I pointed out that we would contravene some
international treaty - heaven knows which one of the many thousands we have signed -
which would mean that we would run up against the Federal Government.
The member probably thinks that what I am saying is not particularly helpful. However,
I am saying it to indicate that I understand the problem but that we do not have a
solution. I am interested in the solution of trapping on a selective basis on a broad scale.
We could weed out those birds that are not to be poisoned and dispose of the rest in some
way. That may not be attractive to many people. However, we must cull, in the same
way as we have advanced arguments to cull the duck population. As Minister for the
Environment I permitted an open season on two species of duck for game control in the
south west which I understand is still current. We must look at not only a cull but also a
different method of culling. Perhaps the suggested method is a sensible way to go.
The economic cost is high. I understand the Department of Conservation and Land
Management is not concerned at this stage that any species is in danger because of the
parrots. Nevertheless, it acknowledges that it is causing an impact and the economic
impact is high, as I have already acknowledged. I have spoken to the Minister, who has
sent me some notes to help me reply to this grievance which I am more than happy to
share with the member. They contain only the points I have raised. They do not record
a solution. The Minister has told me that he has asked CALM, the Agriculture Protection
Board, the local land conservation district committees, and interested people to get
together as quickly as possible to put forward some solutions. I suggest the member may
be echoing some of the local sentiments and solutions put forward. Perhaps it might be a
way of proceeding. We do not have an answer to the problem. The Minister is
concerned about it. If a solution can be found, we as a Government should sanction the
use of it, provided that the control fits within the parameters of being as humane as
possible and not endangering other species.
I wish I could tell the member that by the issue of some permit we could control the
situation and cure it for local people; however, there is no simple solution. We are used
to facing plagues of emus, ducks, mice and various other pests but these are always
phasic. This is a little more serious than we have been used to. We have altered the
landscape and we are not experienced in this type of plague. It appears almost to be a
permanent increase in population which will lead to the destruction of species as well as
a huge economic loss. The research must go on and we must address the current problem
as sensibly, economically and humanely as possible. The Minister has assured me that he
sanctions that and will do all that he can to see that there is a solution of the problem.

GRIEVANCE - BUSINESS EDUCATION
MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [5.15 pm]: I address my grievance to the Minister for
Commerce and Trade. I had some doubt whether I should address it to the Minister for
Education who, of course, is represented in this Chamber by the Parliamentary Secretary.
I have chosen to address it to the Minister for Commerce and Trade because I feel that it
is more within his jurisdiction. The Federal Government commissioned a report by one
Mr Karpin, an executive director of CRA Exploration Pty Ltd, into business education in
Australia. Last week he issued a very comprehensive report which recommended a
major shake-up of business education in Australia. That report, among other things,
recommended that a third national business school be established in Australia. That
recommendation was contained in a complex series of recommendations and
observations which were critical of business education in Australia. The report stated
that not a lot of the 41 business schools in Australia were of a proper standard, and that
probably not a single business school in Australia was of international standard. I am not
quite sure that I agree with that. It is good that the Minister for Resources Development
is here because he would be interested in my observation, given his former role.
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Although the report recommended that there should be a shake-up of these business
schools, it did not provide a hit list or say which schools should be closed and which
should remain open. It suggested a process in which students should be funded, rather
than the institutions and where the courses were offered on a full fee paying basis. That
process would lead to the elimination of those schools which were not up to standard
through the existence of a market mechanism. I do not agree with that. I am not quite
sure whether I agree with the observation that not a single business school in Australia is
up to scratch or that most of the business schools that offer Master of Business
Administration courses are substandard. I am not familiar with the great bulk of them;
however I am familiar with some in this State. From what I can see, they seem to be of
reasonable standard. They offer courses in the international market. Full fee paying
overseas students spend $70m annually in Australia to acquire business degrees. Those
students can choose to go to Canada or America, or for that matter anywhere else. It is a
very competitive market not only among the Australian universities but also between
universities in Australia and North America. That would suggest that at least those
students believe the standards to be reasonably high.
The Commonwealth Government has already indicted it will not move to a full fee
paying model. Although it will no doubt respond 'positively to some of the
recommendations of the Karpin report, nonetheless it does not accept them all. What
causes me some concern is a recommendation that a third national business school should
be established in Australia. There is already one in Sydney and one in Melbourne. They
are described as national schools in that they offer the highest quality, most prestigious
courses which ame difficult to get into. The implication of saying that there should be a
third is that this should occur at a time when there is a shake out of the other courses.
There may be a need for some degree of rationalisation. I do not think that most of the
existing courses should change. If there is to be a third national business school in
Australia the decision of the State Government must be, and certainly the Opposition
would support it, that the business school must be here in Western Australia. As I say,
there is one in Sydney and one in Melbourne. One of the major financial newspapers of
Australia, The Australian Financial Review recently reported that it understood a
consortium led by Sydney University had the front running to create the third one. This
indicates that the school would be in Sydney, New South Wales, if the consortium were
led by Sydney university. We would have two located there, which is quite
unacceptable.
The four public universities and the University of Notre Dame, which has a faculty of
business, all offer at least under-graduate courses in business. All or some of the
universities here must get together and form some sort of proposal in order to establish
the business school. The State Government presumably could have some sort of
facilitating role. In the exercise I was involved in with the Select Committee on Science
and Technology one of the aspects we looked at was the role of State Governments in
relation to universities and the extent to which they can influence the course of events.
One must conclude that for financial constraints, if for no other reason, the role of the
State in those areas is fairly marginal. Nonetheless, in selected areas it can have an
influence and offer infrastructure on a one-off basis, such as buildings and equipment. It
can offer on occasions to endow chairs and create positions which would not otherwise
exist, which would enable universities to use leverage to obtain funding which would not
otherwise be available if the inducement were not there.
We have a golden opportunity here for a business school location in Western Australia
which cannot be equalled by yet another on the east coast. Because of its location
Western Australia has a very useful proximity to Asia not only in terms of marketing
because it is one of the major markets for students for business schools, but also in ternms
of the State's business flavour, which is most important from the national point of view.
It is most important for both the Australian and Western Australian economies to build
links with Asia for markets and investment in Australia. The City of Perth is closer than
any other Australian city to most of Asia. Western Australian business has a resource
flavour which makes the structure of business in Western Australia quite different from
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that of the other States. Our industry is. dominated by the resource sector and the
servicing of it as opposed to the greater manufacturing component which exists in
Sydney. This complements nicely the environments of the schools in Sydney and
Melbourne.
We have seen that prestigious business schools, such as Harvard, can quite significantly
influence the course of events in surrounding areas and economies by virtue of their
prestige, the nature of the people they attract, and the bonds, links and networks that they
build up from those schools. We should grasp the opportunity the Karpin report has
presented, and seek to have the national business school established here. We have the
basis for it with our five universities, and I hope that the State Government can play a
role in facilitating that outcome.
AM COWAN (Merredin - Deputy Premier) [5.26 pm]: I was told once that I should
never begin with an apology, but I apologise to the member for Cockburn for not being
present when he started. I am sure he will understand that one can be called away
sometimes at the beginning of grievances. There is nothing in his comments with which
the Government would have difficulty agreeing. I am sure the sentiments he expressed
will be echoed by people on all sides of the-House - that the Karpin report has said there
should be a third significant business school in Australia and that we as a State should
work very hard to secure it. The extent to which the State is handicapped in being able to
achieve that is demonstrated by the article to which the member for Cockburn referred in
the The Australian Financial Review which indicated that a consortium of universities in
New South Wales based around Sydney already was seeking to locate that business
school in Sydney.
I have had some dealings with universities in the past over cooperative research ceintres.
It was a case of attempting to come to some arrangement with universities as to how we
would provide support to universities in the preparation of submissions for cooperative
research centres rather than wait, as was the previous policy, until a university or
consortium of universities had been successful in winning a CRC. We decided we would
supply some support services to the universities for the preparation of their submissions.
We also secured the services of a consultant to give advice to the universities and yet,
notwithstanding that we gave that support before the CRCs were allocated by the Federal
Government, the proportion of CRCs that came back to the State of Western Australia
remained precisely the same, which was abysmally low.
Since that time we have seen a number of statements issued by the Federal Government,
one of which was related to the multimedia process. It was suggested by the Prime
Minister that he would give something like $86m to the promotion of multimedia
research development and its application to different parts of Australia through a process
similar to CRCs. We were approached by universities in this State. We said that we
were not interested in having competing universities in Western Australia but we would
prefer to deal with just one applicant for part of that $86m. Consequently an arrangement
has been entered into by the universities in which this State is strongly promoted to
secure part of that money for multimedia research and its application.
We like to think we could do the same thing in securing support for the third business
school. I also agree with the member for Cockburn in respect of the opportunities at the
moment for postgraduate courses being provided in this State. However, if one looks at
Australia as a whole, one sees that there are 41 business schools. To say that we should
progressively reduce funding for those 41 schools to only three major business schools is
quite outrageous. If that policy is adopted by the Commonwealth, it should be resisted at
all costs by all States, not just Western Australia. We must be very cautious that
whatever eventuates from this policy does not impact on what we already have in
Western Australia, where the universities all provide courses in business management
and some of them enjoy a very good reputation for postgraduate courses in business
administration.
The Karpin report is directed not so much at the undergraduate schools of business but at
those schools of business that are designed for postgraduate students. Again, the
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proximity to Asia should be taken into account. Western Australia can demonstrate a
record of excellence in attracting full fee-paying students - not necessarily all Asian - to
universities in this State. That has been achieved by a cooperative effort between the
universities through the Western Australian Overseas Education Group, which has been
very successful in attracting students to this State.
If we examine the proportion of overseas students who attend universities in Australia,
we will find that Western Australia's share is proportionately higher than that of other
States, particularly on a per capita basis. As a State Government we will be responding
to the Karpin report. I understand that the Federal Cabinet will be considering the report
in September. We will certainly prepare and deliver a submission long before then. I am
unsure why the Federal Government wants to consider it then. I can only assume that,
having received the report, it will be asking the various commonwealth departments to
prepare a response that gives some alternatives and a policy that can be implemented
when it is being considered.
Mr Thomas: I think it is also timed to come after Peter Cook's innovation statement.
Mrt COWAN: I do not wish to be diverted because in a grievance debate one does not
have much time. However, like many other people in other States, I am becoming
somewhat tired of the statements coming from the Commonwealth without any support
or backing. One of the things that concerns me about an innovation statement is that we
are told that we all have to be innovative and take on more research and development. I
have no doubt that that is right. However, when we put our hand up and asked the
Commonwealth to be a partner in the CSIRO relocation of its petroleum and minerals
division, we could not see the Commonwealth for dust; it ran a mile.
If the member ever has an opportunity to talk to his federal colleagues, he might care to
remind them that we would be delighted if they would accept a partnership arrangement
on the relocation of the CSIRO. I will even go to the trouble of calling it the Beazley
CSIRO Centre if the member thinks that that might get us some support for that
principle!
Mrs Roberts: Surely you don't think they operate on that kind of basis.
Mr COWAN: I am convinced of it. The fact of the matter is that we have received the
report and we will be preparing a response. I certainly invite the member for Cockburn
to present his views to me so that those views can be taken on board and incorporated in
the Government's response to the Karpin report, because, like him, I think Western
Australia has to put up its hand and say that it is in the markcet for the business school of
management that has been outlined in the report.
The reasons for it are obvious. First, we have a very aggressive university system here
and, secondly, we have already attracted great interest from Asian countries. I think it
appropriate that we do our utmost to support the capacity of this State to host a business
school here.

GRIEVANCE - LEGAL REPRESENTATION COSTS
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [5.35 pm]: My grievance is to the Attorney-General. In
broad terms it is about the cost of legal representation. I will refer to two particular cases
within my dissertation. Every January I send my constituents a form asking them about
the issues and concerns in their lives. Two years ago I received over 1,000 replies; this
year the replies are still coming in and the number will be substantial. One of the
questions that I asked this year was how people perceived justice. It will come as no
surprise to the Attorney-General that the perception is quite negative. The cost of legal
representation for my constituents is substantial. In one area alone it is starting to bite,
even though we are not talking about large sums of money.
I will to refer to two instances. The- Shire of Brookton had a house within its area that
attracted so much negative community comment about its condition that the council put a
health order on it. The owner of the building did not respond so the council obtained
legal representation and took that matter before a magistrate. The council won the case
and the action cost it $1 111.50. The judge awarded the decision in favour of the council
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and imposed a penalty of $500 and costs of $300. So the council was $311.50 out of
pocket. That may not be a major amount of money to some but it is in a community the
size of Brookton.
It is the matters at this end of the scale on which I want to concentrate; that is, issues to
do with neighbourly habits and also obeying by-laws. It goes to the question of whether
it is within the realms of a council to keep on pursuing matters of principle within the
community at a cost to the community when an individual will not comply with the
system. Of course, the argument may be that perhaps they should have gone to the Court
of Petty Sessions, where the case is heard by a magistrate, both sides deliver a
dissertation without legal representation, and the magistrate hands down a decision. The
last time that situation arose the Brookton council represented itself and no costs were
awarded. That action cost the council the time of its shire clerk to be present in the court
and the travelling expenses to the court, which is in Narrogin and approximately
45 minutes away.
The shire clerk is not a lawyer, so the council obtained legal advice for that case. It was
in fact further out of pocket in those circumstances than it would have been as a result of
going to the Full Court. I hope that the Minister can understand this. The problem is that
if this becomes common knowledge to residents, some may decide to stand up to
councils on the understanding that it will cost council whether it wins or loses. The

inister will understand that a local authority could have a number of these cases each
year, depending on how much it wants to stand on principle and the extent to which it
will pursue the interests. The Minister will also be aware that these issues within
communities are as much social as administrative, because people want their
neighbourhoods to be orderly, clean and presentable. It is a dilemma for local
government and for the courts applying costs. We have had this discussion before, but it
is reaching the stage at which we must do more than examine it. I understand that the
judiciary system is separate from the Parliament, but it is our responsibility to look at the
legislation. I ask the Minister for Justice whether she sees any scope in that area, bearing
in mind that local authorities must pay to bring errant ratepayers to book. Should there
be some consideration with regard to costs in those circumstances?
The next issue relates to instant justice, and three cases that have recently been brought to
my attention. I refer to tribunals and the trend in recent times for tribunals to revisit
decisions previously made. I am quite concerned about two of the cases I have before
me. The principle behind the establishment of these tribunals - whether dealing with
small claims or building disputes - was to provide instant justice. I know the Minister for
Justice is not responsible for the building disputes tribunal, but I draw to her attention a
case involving a small builder in my electorate. The person with whom he had a
contract, for one reason or another, became impatient and occupied the building before
the builder had signed it off. That person went to the tribunal, said the building had not
been finished and was awarded a payment of $4 000. That same person then revisited the
tribunal, saying he wanted the house completed and also wanted to keep the $4 000
awarded. The tribunal has upheld the decision and a third decision is likely to be made
on this matter.
If these tribunals move away from that aspect of providing instant justice, it will be
completely impractical for small businesses to go through them. The idea is to provide
instant justice - sometimes the decisions are not just, perhaps because of the format of the
tribunal - and both sides understand that they must accept the verdict. The tendency to
revisit decisions is disturbing. If that becomes a pattern, why should people not return to
the formal system before a magistrate, as was previously the case? In the case to which I
refer the builder has lost $4 000, but he was prepared to take the risk of appearing before
this tribunal. Having taken that risk, it now seems in the reconsideration of this case that
his acceptance of the first decision is regarded as acknowledgment of his guilt. That is
the dilemma.
I hope the Minister appreciates the point I make but, if she does not, I ask her to let me
know where I am wrong. If these tribunals revisit cases, it will cause a great deal of
discontent with the justice system because these issues affect many people.
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MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley - Minister for Justice) [5.45 pm]: The points raised by
the member are not new in principle. For some people access to justice is limited
because Of its cost. The member referred to the local authority in his area, but the same
situation applies to individual members of the community, small businesses and the like.
It is very important to improve access to justice, not only by the provision of legal
services but also by streamlining the process. In that way delays in hearings are
minimised, which reduces legal expenses. Alternatives to the court process, such as
mediation and pre-trial conferences, also reduce the cost of court proceedings. I note the
point made by the member about the establishment of tribunals. They were set up to take
some of the work from the various courts in an endeavour to provide access to justice
more quickly and cheaply. The member indicated that sometimes their decisions are not
just, but those decisions depend on the statements made by individuals appearing before
those tribunals. Obviously, I do not wish to comment on the decisions made in those
tribunals, because one of the tenets of our system of democracy is the separation of
powers of the Executive Government and the judiciary. That judiciary, of course,
includes tribunal officers. I do not intend to reconsider any of their decisions, but we are
in the process of reviewing tribunals to determine how better to provide access to justice
in those tribunals, not just throughout the central business district, but also in remote and
rural areas. This review is being carried out by Judge Gotjamanos and the points made
by the member may be of some value to him. Consideration is being given to whether
tribunals should be under one umbrella, the procedures in those tribunals, the
establishment of an appeal process, the areas in which that process would apply, and
which of those tribunals would remain on its own. I ask the member to provide further
details about the cases he has raised, which I will refer to Judge Gotjamanos for
consideration with regard to access to justice.
It is always difficult for solicitors to advise their clients about whether to take matters
through the courts, bearing in mind the legal costs. A solicitor must weigh up the
principle against the cost. Local government is involved with more than just principles
when dealing with health issues. If the local authority allowed by-laws to be breached on
the basis of the high cost to the community. the cost to the community would he greater
in the long term because the system would be undermined and the by-laws brought into
disrepute.
We cannot have a community which allows the whole system -including the health
bylaws - to come into disrepute. As a Government we can improve access to justice, not
only for local councils but also for members of the community. We can provide other
alternatives. We are in the process of establishing community justice centres, and that
was part of our law and order policy at the last election. Community justice centres will
provide a mediation service in each local community. Therefore, Northam as well as
Narrogin could have a community justice centre. Such centres have operated in New
South Wales for 10 or 12 years. It is a fee-based, mediation service. Trained mediators
bring together the various parties and arrive at a decision which all parties will agree to
abide by. That is different from going before a tribunal, because the parties agree to it,
and it costs less. Usually it is a far quicker system than going to the small debts division
of the Local Court. It is available in the local area and people can be appointed from that
area. In New South Wales, a hearing on an urgent matter has occurred within 24 hours.
There is little opportunity to do that in the formal court system.
A working group has been established comprising officers from various departments and
agencies. It also includes officers, from the legal centres already in existence, the
mediation centres and the Law Society to establish the first pilot model. I hope that the
first pilot community justice centre will be trialled by the end of the year. Once we have
established the pilot centres we will be able to work out - as we did with the victim
support service and the juvenile justice teams - how they can best address the needs of
the community. We look forward to that. I hope that the local councils will take
advantage of that process. The only Matters which will not be mediated upon are
criminal matters. We have also considered the alternatives, such as mediation, formal
mediation ordered by the courts, and pre-trial conferences. In the District Court we are in
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the process of establishing a management system to alleviate delays and therefore reduce
the legal costs. Although the issues raised by the member were at the lower end of the
scale, if a matter involved a large amount of money it would go to the District Court. We
expect that management system to be implemented by 1 January 1996.
We are rewriting the Supreme Court rules, which also apply to the District Court, to
simplify the procedures. If we can improve the process, it will reduce the costs to clients
by reducing the legal practitioners' work time. Similarly, the Local Court rules are being
reviewed to simplify procedures. We took the opportunity while considering new
accommodation for the courts, the collocation of the Supreme Court and District Court.
The question was what would we do with the Magistrate's Court At the moment we
have the Court of Petty Sessions and the Local Court, and it may make sense when we
transfer the District Court to consider having one court; that is, the Magistrate's Court.
Again, that will simplify procedures and reduce the cost to the client.
The Ministry of Justice is also considering the recommendations made by the Law
Reform Commission relating to the enforcement of judgments, including recovery of
costs. The process will reduce costs to individuals in the enforcement of judgment
orders. This is a major issue that local government brought to my attention earlier.
Although the costs referred to by the member are not enormous, considering the number
of cases dealt with by counsel, it all adds up. Legal costs have been reduced in some
instances, with access to justice, and we cannot allow our system to be brought into
disrepute. As a Government, we will endeavour to work towards making the necessary
changes to reduce costs for clients.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Day): Grievances noted.

MOTION - BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE, CHANGE
MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [5.55 pm]: I move -

That Notice of Motion No 6 and Order of the Day No 26 be now taken.
I cannot resist the temptation to note that the compelling priority of yesterday by the
Opposition to bring on its police Bill seems to have fallen to one side. However, I
understand that in opposition, as in government, priorities do change.
Question put and passed.

Sitting suspended from 5.56 to 730 pm

MOTION - JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON OFFICIAL
CORRUPTION COMMISSION, APPOINTMENT

MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [7.30 pm]: I move -

That
(a) a joint standing committee of the Legislative Assembly and the

Legislative Council be appointed to -

(i) monitor and review the performance of the functions of the
Official Corruption Commission established under the Official
Corruption Commission Act 1988;

(ii) consider and report to Parliament on issues affecting the
prevention and detection of official corruption as they relate to the
Official Corruption Commission, the Police Force, the offices of
the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations,
of the Director of Public Prosecutions and of the Auditor General,
the Department of the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards
and all other public sector agencies and authorities;

(iii) assess the effectiveness or otherwise of the official corruption
prevention programs of all public sector agencies and authorities;
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(iv) consider and report to Parliament on the effectiveness or otherwise
of the systems for dealing with complaints against members of the
Police Force;

(v) examine such annual and other reports as the joint standing
committee thinks fit of the Official Corruption Commission and all
other public sector agencies and authorities for any matter which
appears in, or arises out of, any such report and is, in the opinion
of the joint standing committee, relevant to its terms of reference;

(vi) assess whether or not the activities of the Official Corruption
Commission and the official corruption prevention programs of all
other public sector agencies and authorities overlap with each
other for the purpose of suggesting means by which duplication of
effort may be avoided and of encouraging mutually beneficial
cooperation between the Official Corruption Commission and
those other agencies and authorities; and

(vii) consider the development of a framework for public sector
accountability for the purpose of reducing the likelihood of official
corruption and to assess any such framework from time to time in
order to make recommendations for the improvement of that
framework;

(b) the joint standing committee consist of six members, of whom -

(i) three shall be members of the Legislative Assembly; and
(ii) three shall be members of the Legislative Council;

(c) no Minister of the Crown or Parliamentary Secretary to a Minister of the
Crown be eligible to be a member of the joint standing committee;

(d) a quorum for a meeting of the joint standing committee be three members,
each House of Parliament being represented by at least one member,

(e) the joint standing committee have power to send for persons, papers and
records, to adjourn from time to time and from place to place, and, except
as hereinafter provided, to sit on any day and at any time;

(f) the joint standing committee not sit while either House of Parliament is
actually sitting unless leave is granted by that House;

(g) a report of the joint standing committee be presented to each House of
Parliament by a member of the joint standing committee nominated by it
for. that purpose; and

(h) in respect of matters not provided for in this resolution, the Standing
Orders of the Legislative Assembly relating to select committees be
followed as far as they can be applied

This motion has a considerable history of which some members of the House who are
present this evening will be aware. In simple terms, the motion arises from a
recommendation of the Select Committee on Official Corruption Commission Act which
was created by this House in 1991 and reported in 1992. The recommendations of this
select committee were that the legislation should be amended and a joint select
committee of the Parliament created, in simple terms, to oversee the operations of the
Official Corruption Commission and other public bodies and government departments
which have something to do with the question of official corruption. The
recommendations were made to the House by a committee. which was very much a
creature of the Parliament rather than the Government, because the Government did not
have a majority on it. It was chaired by an Independent member, Hon Ian Thompson,
and comprised two government members, the member for Nollamara and me, and two
opposition members, the current Deputy Premier and the member for Geraldton.
That committee reported to the Parliament and subsequently the Parliament recreated in
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practical terms the same committee and told it to draft the necessary legislation and terms
of reference. The committee, in its second report, gave effect to its first report, so to
speak, by having legislation prepared to include amendments recommended by the first
committee. In consultation with the Clerks of this House it also prepared a draft motion
to create the select committee and to give it its terms of reference. Essentially, that
proposed motion prepared by the second select committee is what is before the House. I
stress to the House, and will make the point a number of times during the debate, that the
proposal before the House was a unanimous recommendation from representatives of the
then governing Labor Party and the then Opposition parties, the Liberal and National
Parties, and was chaired by an Independent member, Hon Ian Thompson. I hope, and
anticipate, that this proposal will enjoy the support of the Government this evening. I am
particularly hopeful of that because one of the authors of the report who recommended
this proposal to the House is the current Deputy Premier. I hope he will be able to
influence the Government to support the recommendations he made to the House a little
more than two and a half years ago.
I indicated earlier that this motion has a history. The relevant parts of it which led to this
motion are consistent with the overall history of the Official Corruption Commission,
which is very much a creature of the Parliament rather than of the Government. As I
recall, it was created in 1988 as a result of a Bill introduced into the Parliament by the
late Hon Andrew Mensaros, and enjoyed the support of not only his party, but also the
Government when the Labor Party enjoyed a majority in this House. The then Premier,
Peter Dowding, took up the suggestion of the late Andrew Mensaros and his Government
supported the creation of the Official Corruption Commission.
The separation of the Official Corruption Commission from government is emphasised
by the fact that the commissioners, the people who constitute the Official Corruption
Commission, are not appointed by the Government, the Minister or Cabinet but by a
committee consisting of the Commissioner of Police, the Chief Justice and the Chief
Judge of the District Court. In every sense, it is a body independent of government.
Subsequently, the Chairman of the Official Corruption Commission in, I think 1991,
communicated to the Premier, the Leader of the Opposition, the Leader of the National
Party and the then Independent members of this House, and probably the other place, that
he felt that the legislation which created his office was inadequate. He felt, among other
things, that he should have the capacity to report directly to the Parliament. He also
alluded to other defects he saw in the legislation which constituted the Official
Corruption Commission. As a result of that - and because at that stage the statutory
review of the Official Corruption Commission Act which was acquired by the principal
Act, was overdue - the select committee that I referred to earlier, was created.
As I indicated, that select committee was chaired by Hon Ian Thompson. I had the
honour of being the deputy chairman, and the member for Nollamara, the member for
Geraldton and the member for Merredin were members of that committee. We then put
forward a number of recommendations to change the legislation. Those
recommendations were made following consideration of submissions to the committee by
the commissioners of the 0CC - there were three of them - and officers of that
commission and members of the public. Those recommendations were also made as a
result of meeting and talking to people who were involved with the bodies that performed
similar functions in other States. The committee visited New South Wales and examined
the Independent Commission Against Corruption, ICAC as it is commonly known in that
State. The committee also went to Queensland and examined the body which is
responsible for undertakting a similar function. Those consultations enabled us to have a
number of models and possibilities before us when we made our recommendations.
As I indicated earlier, those recommendations can be reduced to two forms; amendments
to the legislation and the creation of a parliamentary committee. The parliamentary
committee is a common feature of the structure in New South Wales and in Queensland
and with the National Crime Authority in the commonwealth jurisdiction. In each case,
for a number of reasons, it is felt that it is desirable to have a parliamentary committee to
oversee the operations of those bodies. I will come to those reasons later. That was a
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feature which we took up and that is why it is recommended such a committee should be
created. When we examined the organisations in New South Wales and Queensland in
particular there were two quite separate models that could be adopted. The first, which I
will describe as the New South Wales model, is where the parliamentary committee has
the capacity to know what ICAC is involved in, but not to have detailed knowledge of
investigations, the results of those investigations and what decisions are being made. It
has the capacity to know how the organisation is operating in a managerial sense and to
satisfy itself that is happening on a proper basis, but it does not involve itself in detailed
day-to-day knowledge. For a number of reasons, presumably one being security, I do not
think members should burden themselves with the difficult situation of managing very
sensitive information. If any of that information were leaked, it could result in an
investigation being aborted. It could also result in retaliatory action being taken against a
person. It was sensitive information which would be before that committee if it had
access to it. For those reasons - namely, the protection of the operations and the
protection of the members themselves - under the New South Wales committee members
do not have access to that detailed knowledge. That is how we envisaged the committee
in this State operating.
The alternative model is the Queensland model. Under that model the committee
involves itself in and has knowledge of the day to day operations of the commission.
That means, for example, that members are likely to know who will be raided tomorrow
and for what people are being investigated, and have a considerable knowledge of the
detail. The Queensland Parliament took upon itself the responsibility of having that
information because in its perception Queensland had such a terrible history in the
preceding years. It wanted to take direct responsibility for ensuring that that situation did
not repeat itself. The members of the Queensland committee told us that it was a
considerable responsibility. The chairman, who was a party colleague of mine, told me
how much he was looking forward to his term ending because he regarded it as a
considerable responsibility to be privy to that information. He recommended to us that if
it were possible not to assume that degree of responsibility, we would be better not to do
SO.
Our committee recommended unanimously that in setting up a parliamentary committee
to oversee the operations of the Official Corruption Commission the committee should
not have that detailed knowledge of day to day operations. Most members in this House
would agree with me in that respect. When the committee met the Official Corruption
Commission, and prepared the report which led to the introduction by the Government of
legislation in 1993, the commission recommended there should be change in three or four
areas which could be classified under a number of headings: One is jurisdiction. The
definition of official corruption as it appears in the Act can be construed to contain a
particular meaning. The commission cited particular sections of the Criminal Code and
recommendations were made that those sections of the Criminal Code should be
expanded to include other areas.
It was said also that it should be extended to cover a person who is not a public officer,
but is involved in corrupting a public officer. Under the original definition an officer
who accepted a bribe came within the jurisdiction of the Official Corruption
Commission. but the person offering the bribe did not. It was the view of the Official
Corruption Commission that both parties were involved in official corruption in that
sense and should come within the responsibilities of the commission. It has a practical
consequence also. For example, if someone offered a bribe and the officer to whom the
bribe was offered did not accept it, no offence was committed by the officer, but although
an offence was committed by the person who offered the bribe, that did not come within
the responsibilities of the Official Corruption Commission. It could not be looked at in
any sense, even indirectly. The committee also accepted a recommendation that there
should be an extension of jurisdiction to cover further parts of the Criminal Code and
also to cover people who seek to corrupt public officers, as well as those who are corrupt.
Most people would regard those'recommendations as good sense. That of course has
some practical applications in which we as a Parliament should take some interest.
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The most recent annual report of the Official Corruption Commission, dated 30 June1994 and tabled in this House on 28 March, refers to the number of cases with which the
organisation is involved. However, the chairman of the 0CC in that annual report notesthat for most of the period to the year ended 30 June 1994 the new legislation was not ineffect, so we do not know to what extent the jurisdiction will affect the workload of thecommission. I understand informally that there has been a considerable increase in theworkload. Fortunately, from the point of view of the State, it is coming off a low base.In 1991-92 the organisation dealt with 16 cases; in 1992-93 it had 10 cases; and in1993-94 it had nine cases. Those figures are taken over 200 working days in a year, that
is one case before the commission every 20 days. That is not many, and I am pleased
that is the case.
The committee reported, as the Official Corruption Commission told us, that there wasno evidence of widespread official corruption in this State. That is pleasing.
Nonetheless, the jurisdiction has widened and more matters will come within its purview.
We as a Parliament will be interested to know how that increased jurisdiction affects theorganisation. Another area of the legislation which we as a committee recommended tothe House, and which was taken up by the Government in the legislation that was passedin 1993, is the whistleblower legislation to protect people who make information
available to the Official Corruption Commission. That protection came in a number offorms: One was that a person should not be disadvantaged in his career as a consequence
of blowing the whistle. More explicitly, to clarify the legal situation, the legislationprovided that notwithstanding any other law, it was not an offence to make information,
available in good faith to the Official Corruption Commission.
Mr Bloffwitch: That is a little surprising. I have read articles over the past thre or four
months that we need strong whistleblower legislation. That is exactly what we
recommended in the committee.
Mr THOMAS: The member for Geraldton is correct. We have excellent whistleblower
legislation, particularly when it is combined with another piece of legislation to which -Iwill refer in a moment. Often legislation contains provisions about whistleblowing. One
that comes to mind is the Act creating the old State Energy Commission of WesternAustralia. It contains quite draconian provisions about revealing matters of commercial
confidentiality. We clarified the situation by saying that notwithstanding that type ofprovision in other Acts, it is not an offence to make information available to the Official
Corruption Commission. A matter related to that, which was of concern to the
comnmittee, was the need for privacy or confidentiality. It is easy to allege corruption. Itis easy for me to say that my neighbour, who might be a public officer, is using his or hergovernment car to run a business on weekends. I am not suggesting that is the case.
Those sorts of things can be said out of vindictiveness and with a desire to settle scores.
One way in which scores can be settled is to make an allegation to the Official
Corruption Commission and then let the newspapers know that an allegation has been
made.
As soon as a complaint is made to the Official Corruption Commission it has an
obligation to have it investigated. Of course, it does not conduct the investigation, butrefers it to the Police Force which has an official corruption task force whose job it is tofollow up those and similar allegations. When one makes an allegation about aneighbour that person, in a very short time, will be the subject of an investigation by the
official corruption task force. As soon as that occurs, the media can be told that theperson is under investigation by the police for official corruption. Such action can bedamning if it reaches the newspaper and even if the allegations are subsequently found to
have no substance, that person's reputation is tarnished.
We gave statutory effect to what had previously been recommended practice by the
Official Corruption Commission to informants; that is, it is an offence to divulge toanyone that such a complaint has been made and an investigation is taking place. Wewere constrained to do that at the time because you, Mr Speaker, will recall the
atmosphere that prevailed at the time. An election was to be held within 12 months and itbecame the practice of members to make allegations about other members in this place
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which would subsequently appear in The West Australian. It was a misuse and abuse of
the Official Corruption Commission. For that reason, we thought it appropriate that
privacy provisions be enforced. If subsequently it is felt there is sufficient evidence for
prosecution, the details will become public in due course. The use of organisations in
this way for political gain is precluded by this legislation.
Towards the end of 1992 there was currency in the newspaper that the then Premier
Dr Carmen Lawrence, the now federal member for Fremantle, and the then Leader of the
Opposition, the now Premier, were subject to investigation by the official corruption task
force. As it transpired, the investigation in both cases revealed that further action was not
required and I think it was the Commissioner of Police or the 0CC who made a statement
about it. Hopefully that was the end of it, but for both individuals it would have been a
traumatic experience to see their names in the newspaper in that way. It is a misuse of
the Official Corruption Commission to make frivolous allegations of that sort and to
broadcast them to the community.
Another recommendation we made is that the Official Corruption Commission be given
the capacity to conduct preliminary inquiries. The commissioners complained to the
previous Government that because the commission did not have the power to investigate
it was not in a position to phone a government department to make inquiries about a
specific matter. On occasions, the commission received allegations from people who had
already shopped around in the public arena - for example, they had been to their member
of Parliament and the police. The committee was approached by some of these people,
some of whom have recently surfaced again in the public arena. A lot of time and trouble
could be saved if the Official Corruption Commission had the capacity to contact the
relevant department for permission to view the relevant file to satisfy itself that the matter
did not warrant further action. Paralleling that, we also said that a person should have the
capacity to request a review of a decision by the Official Corruption Commission not to
take a complaint further. For example, if a person believes that he has information about
an act of official corruption and he provides the information to the Official Corruption
Commission which does not agree it is worthy of investigation, that person may feel
aggrieved. He does not have the capacity to ask for the commission's decision to be
reviewed. It is a point worthy of consideration to be included in the legislation. It would
properly fall within the responsibility of a parliamentary committee. It would be able to
receive representations from people who feel that the Official Corruption Commission is
not following up a complaint.
Earlier I mentioned the question of* whistleblower legislation. As the member for
Geraldton said, because of the actions of this committee this State has very good
whistleblower legislation. It includes privacy provisions which prevent people providing
frivolous information which turns out to be incorrect. As we grappled with the problems
of informants in matters of official corruption, we discussed whether there should be an
obligation to inform. To what extent is a public officer who is aware that another public
officer is doing the wrong thing, obliged to inform on him? The case could be put that it
is part of that officer's duty to make the information available to organisations such as
the Official Corruption Commission. The committee chose not to do that for a number of
reasons. Firstly, what constitutes official corruption? People could end up being in
trouble because they did not inform on somebody simply because they did not consider it
to be official corruption. We must decide where corruption starts. If a person is using
his employer's telephone for private purposes, does it constitute an act of corruption?
Members will recall a notorious case, fortunately it occurred in the commonwealth
jurisdiction. A public servant was running a prostitution racket from his office and was
using the office telephone to carry on that business. Obviously, that was a corrupt misuse
of that public facility. On the other hand, someone who makes three or four private calls
a day does not commit an act of corruption. At what stage an issue falls within the
purview of the Official Corruption Commission is a matter of judgment and if there were
an obligation on a person to inform, it could lead to difficult situations for ordinary
officers.
Another issue which came to light when we were discussing this matter with members of
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a parliamentary committee in New South Wales was that it is part of Australian culture
that people do not like dobbers. To make it a legal responsibility to do that would be to
impose upon people a responsibility which, in a sense, would be offensive to Australian
culture. It is something we must come to terms with because an element of Australian
culture, the solidarity and mateship, is not dabbing in people. It is an element of
Australian culture which has some desirable aspects, but an undesirable aspect is that ithas led to the perpetuation of corruption within organisations. The point was made that
informants should be seen as value neutral. They are not heroes as in some cases they areportrayed to be, nor are they nasty, unAustralian people. They are people who are doing
what they should do; that is, pass on information. They are informants.
Therefore, as we wrestled with these problems, we said that all public officers have astatutory right to inform, and we clarified that right, and we said also that one class of
people, chief executive officers, have a duty to inform, because they are the persons who
are ultimately responsible for the operations of an organisation. If chief executive
officers become aware of corruption within their organisation, they are welcome to deal
with it, but they have an obligation to inform the Official Corruption Commission of that
official corruption, because we regard that as an element of good management in an
organisation, and they should not be able to cover up official corruption within an
organisation any more than they should be able to conceal from the Auditor General the
fact that there has been some flaw in the accounts of an organisation. It may be that as
good managers they have dealt with it - if, for example, it is a relatively minor matter, the
people concerned have been censured, and it need go no further - but there should be that
obligation on management so that they do not, for the purpose of protecting their
managerial reputation, conceal official corruption which might otherwise see the light of
day.
Those half dozen or so aspects of the Act which were amended by the legislation which
was introduced by the Attorney General in 1993 have their genesis in the select
committee which existed in the preceding year, and those amendments enjoyed the
support of both sides of the House. That is what the position should be with regard to the
Official Corruption Commission because that organisation has, in its history, become a
creature of the Parliament rather than of the Government. The recommendations of that
select committee can be divided into two categories: The legislation which has been
enacted, and the provision for a joint parliamentary committee to oversee the operations
of the commission. I have indicated a half dozen or so areas of the operations of the
Official Corruption Commission where the Parliament should properly know how the
Official Corruption Commission is discharging its duties. Few aspects of public
administration are more important than ensuring that the public sector in this State is
administered without fear or favour and without the existence of official corruption. We
as a Parliament have established the Official Corruption Commission by successive
legislation - a principal Act and three or four amending Acts over the years since 1989 -
and that body is to work in conjunction with the police, the Ombudsman, the Director of
Public Prosecutions and the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards to ensure that is
the case. However, we as a Parliament have a responsibility to satisfy ourselves that that
is being done properly. That is probably one of the most important responsibilities that
we have as a Parliament, otherwise we cannot say to our constituents that we have
discharged our duty in ensuring that to the best of our capability the public sector is
administered in such a way that official corruption is not present to any significant extent.
The most obvious way in which we as a Parliament can ensure that official corruption isnot a significant part of the public sector in this State, and, to the extent that it does occur,
is subject to proper sanctions as provided for in law, is through an annual report. I refer
members to the annual report of the Official Corruption Commission for the year ending30 June 1994, which was tabled in this House on 28 March 1994. I suspect that not many
members have read that report, with the possible exception of other members who
propose to participate in this debate, but members who have read the report will know
that although it is an interesting document, there is no way that the medium of an aninual
report can be used to properly satisfy us as members of Parliament that the areas which
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fall within the responsibility of the Official Corruption Commission are being discharged
properly. I say that because the annual report is fairly sparse. It contains a lot of items
dealing with legislation, and some statistics, but obviously it is not able to outline the
names and details of cases, and one would not expect that. However, a number of
questions arise as one reads the report; namely, how has the Official Corruption
Commission discharged its duties; how is the whistleblower legislation working; what
does the Official Corruption Commission do with preliminary inquiries; how is the duty
to inform working in regard to chief executive officers; and so on.
The only way to raise those important matters with the Official Corruption Commission
is through a joint parliamentary committee. I draw an analogy with our Public Accounts
and Expenditure Review Committee. We also agree -and in some sense there may be an
overlap in jurisdiction - that few areas are of greater importance in public administration
in this State than the probity of the accounts of the public sector. We have an Auditor
General for that purpose, but we also accept that it is not enough to read the annual and
other reports of the Auditor General. We have a Public Accounts Committee that can
meet the Auditor General on a regular basis, can examine him and have detailed
discussions with him, can follow-up particular lines of inquiry, and can make reports to
this House on matters which it believes require report to the House. That is the proper
way for this Parliament to discharge those duties.
I am confident in making that assertion to the House because that has been the experience
in other jurisdictions - in New South Wales with the Independent Commission Against
Corruption, in Queensland with the Criminal Justice Commission, and in Commonwealth
with the National Crimes Authority. In each case, it has been recognised that
parliamentary committees have an important and continuing role to play in the
operation - and I use that word in its broader sense - of those organisations. If there is to
be any subsequent change to the nature of the Official Corruption Commission, that will
almost invariably be a recommendation that some parliamentary committee be involved
with it. The operation of such a committee should not be prejudiced by the fact that there
could conceivably be at some stage a substantial change in the structure of the
organisation, and I will allude to that matter subsequently.
I am disappointed that it is now May 1995 and I have had to move this motion, because
this motion was, in almost precisely the same terms, the subject of a unanimous report by
a select committee of this House, which included the Deputy Premier, the member for
Geraldton, and other members of the.Government, and in the intervening period since
this Government has been in office, I thought it would have brought forward a motion to
create such a committee. I hope that during this debate - and I do not wish to rake over
old coals; let us get on with the job and do what needs to be done - there will be some
explanation from the Government about why it has not brought forward such a motion. I
am particularly disappointed, firstly, because the Government clearly seems intent on
establishing such a committee, because there is a reference in the legislation which the
Government introduced in 1993 to amending the Official Corruption Commission Act so
that effect can be given to the recommendations of the report of that select committee, of
which I had the honour of being deputy chairman. That legislation, which was drafted by
Parliamentary Counsel, envisaged the committee as an important part of the Official
Corruption Commission structure. Such a committee should be created, because
legislation was brought into this House which referred to that committee and seemed to
make provision for it. The committee could have been created by the legislation. We
contemplated that possibility, but we chose, on the advice of the Clerk of this House for a
number of reasons which escape me for the moment, to do it by a resolution of the
House. Had we recommended that it be created by legislation, presumably the
committee would have been up and running at the same time the commission got its extra
jurisdiction which it sought on various aspects of its powers, and provisions relating to it
would have been changed.
When the amending Bill was introduced into the Parliament in November 1993 1 was
very concerned at what would be the Government's attitude towards the committee. I
said, "This is great, the Government is bringing forward changes to the jurisdiction which
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go even further than the committee had recommended." We even had specific
amendments that would provide that illegal removal of guano from the State by a public
officer became official corruption within the terms of this Act. A provision in theCriminal Code creates a criminal offence for removing bird poo from the State of
Western Australia.
Dr Gallop: My great grandfather used to mine guano on the Abroihos.
Mr THOMAS: The Official Corruption Commission Act is so comprehensive that if hehad been a public officer he would have come within the jurisdiction of the Act. There is
virtually no potentially corrupt act that is not within the jurisdiction of the Official
Corruption Commission Act. After such an exhaustive inquiry we were concerned atwhat would be the attitude of the Government. I asked the Attorney General, because itfalls within her area of responsibility, and the Deputy Premier, because of his historic
connections, why they seemed to be hesitant to create this committee. It seems that ifthis organisation is to operate properly and if as members of Parliament we are to
discharge our duties, we must be able to say that we are satisfied that official corruption
is not a major problem in the State; and to the extent that it does occur that there isadequate machinery to deal with it. We cannot do that at the moment. As close as we
can get is to read the annual report of the Official Corruption Commission. That is notgood enough. That report falls far short in respect of any standards of accountability. I
am not saying that the commission is trying to conceal information from us. From its
nature an annual report is statistical and general and does not give members of Parliament
the opportunity to discharge our duties as legislators and to ask the commission which
aspects are working, whether amendments would be useful, how they are resourced and
all the questions which arise when a committee of the Parliament oversees the operations
of a statutory body. I understand that the Official Corruption Commission would
welcome the creation of a parliamentary committee to work with it.
Mr Speaker, you will understand why I was disturbed when the Attorney General and the
Deputy Premier seemed to beg the question, so to speak, when the matter was before the
House. So much so, to the surprise of my good friend the member for Geraldton, that the
Opposition was almost tempted to vote against the legislation because it seemed the
Government was not going to present the full package. I was satisfied in a manner of
speaking at least and I quote Hansard of 25 November 1993 when the Deputy Premier
and the Attorney General seemed to concede that it was the Government's intention toagree to a committee being created by the Parliament. I had made some suggestion that
they were not doing that. The debate continues -

Mr Cowan: That is not what I said at all. You are making an assumption. Your
assumption is wrong.
Mr THOMAS: Does the Deputy Premier support the creation of a joint standing
.committee?
Mr Cowan: I support the concept of a committee.

Some time later in the exchange -

Mr THOMAS: When will we have it?
Mrs Edwardes: We will discuss it with you when the Bill is passed.
Mr Cowan: I suggest it will be next year.
Mr THOMAS: I am somewhat comforted to hear the Deputy Premier say that.

We were told on 25 November 1993 by the Attorney General, who is sitting opposite me
in this Chamber, that we would discuss it when the Bill was passed. The Bill has been in
operation for the best part of 18 months. The legislation has been extended by an
amending Bill which also has been in operation for some time. We have before us an
annual report in which the corruption commissioner refers to the fact that the new
legislation is in operation and he is anticipating to what extent it will make a difference to
his operations. This Parliament should be concerned to know how that is working. It is
our job to satisfy ourselves in some senses that it is working properly. Despite the



Attorney General saying on 25 November 1993, "We will discuss it with you when the
Bill is passed" some 18 months later we have had no discussions with the Attorney
General, and there is no suggestion that she is any more eager now to subject the
operations of the Official Corruption Commission and her Government to scrutiny
through a proper structure which includes a parliamentary committee than she was in
November 1993. 1 am eager to hear what the Attorney General will say this evening. I
hope and anticipate that the Government will support this motion, belatedly. I say that
because the Attorney General said she would discuss it with us shortly after the Bill was
passed. The Bill was passed in 1993, and we still have not discussed this matter. The
Deputy Premier was prepared to be more specific and say when the committee would
commence in 1994.
The Deputy Premier said, "I suggest it will be next year." Those were his words. If, as a
member of Parliament I ask the Govemnment what is its intention in relation to the
creation by the Parliament of this committee - the Government being the majority party -
and the Deputy Premier suggests that it will be next year, I am comforted because I have
his word. The Deputy Premier said that in this House on 25 November 1993. A whole
year has passed since then - 1994 has come and gone and it is now May 1995. A
committee still has not been created to give effect to those recommendations, as
envisaged and referred to by the legislation which has been passed in this House, with the
Opposition supporting it in part because it was told by the Government that it would be
discussed shortly after the legislation was passed and the Deputy Premier suggesting that
the committee would be created "next year'.
Although the setting up of this committee is belated, I am prepared to be optimistic and
give the greatest credit to people's motives on these matters. I like to think well of
people and that the Government will support this motion. It has the opportunity to do so
shortly. Even though the implementation of the committee is belated, I look forward to
the support of the Government.
One or two other aspects suggest that the Government may have some reservations about
this matter. In the debate to which I have just referred, the Attorney General alluded to
some of those aspects. I believe there was some reluctance by the Legislative Council to
create a joint standing committee. My motion refers to a joint standing committee of the
Legislative Assembly and the Legislative Council. If the Government is of a mind to
support the creation of a standing committee on official corruption and it feels that a joint
committee comprising ourselves and members of the other place may not be likely
because of the disinclination of the Legislative Council to create joint committees, there
are two ways around that. We need not tarry on these motions tonight while we ponder
that problem. I have been doing so for the past 15 months.
The first thing we can do is to amend the motion tonight. If members opposite feel that is
a problem, they should move an amendment to my motion to delete the reference to a
joint standing committee and replace it with a reference to a select committee of this
House. They know better than we do how the people who constitute the majority in the
Legislative Council feel about these matters. It would not take long to pass the motion
and then to send a message to the Legislative Council. The Legislative Council could
advise us that it is not interested in this motion, and we can amend the motion and get on
with the job of creating a committee of this House. I have no doubt that if the Attorney
General is not of a mind to support this proposition, she will say, "That is a problem
because the Act refers to a joint standing committee." That would be a simple matter to
amend. If we go for a standing committee of this House, we could simply amend the
legislation and it could be done in a day or two.

Mr Kobelke: I think that has already been done in the Act.

Mr THOMAS: I see no reason for the Government not to support this motion. The
committee has an important role in the interface between the Commission on Official
Corruption, the Parliament and the public. I look forward to learning the attitude of the
Government. I am sorry that the Deputy Premier has not been in the House for the whole
of my speech, although he has been coming and going. He knows the history of this
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matter. I would be very grateful for his support. I am pleased that the member for
Geraldton, who was on the initial committee, has participated in the debate, and I
presume that he will support the recommendation that had his name on it two years ago.
MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [8.35 pm]: I support the motion. It was a privilege toserve on both of the select committees that dealt with the Official Corruption
Commission. As the previous speaker has outlined the detail of that, I will not reiterate
the range of matters that went before the two committees. Suffice it to say, the first
select committee on the Official Corruption Commission was a required review of theAct. When that committee reported, a new committee was established to draft the
amendments that were brought back in a second report. The members of the committee
were in agreement on the recommendations that the committee put forward. The
committee worked very well. It was an excellent example of how members from bothsides of this Chamber can work together to achieve common objectives. There is nodoubt that members on both sides of this Chamber believe corruption has no place in thisState and that we should have proper mechanisms to reduce that corruption to the lowest
possible level and, hopefully, to stamp it out altogether. We were united in what we were
seeking to achieve. It was a matter of improving the mechanisms then in place to do that
in the best possible way.
The recommendations brought forward were taken up by the current Government and aBill was brought in to implement them, all except that which related to the joint standing
parliamentary committee. I will briefly go through the range of recommendations to givemembers some idea of their scope. One was that the commission should be given power
to make parliamentary inquiries. That was not to set up the Official Corruption
Commission as an investigative body. That was not the intention, and the wording of theamendment which has now appeared as an amendment Act makes that clear. It was to
ensure that the commission was not tied down in minor matters that could be cleared upwith a minimum of investigation. An example was that people would telephone the
Official Corruption Commission and point out that a departmental officer was using a
government vehicle after hours. Having gone through the process of getting the police to
investigate, it might be found that that person was wo: .dng shift work and was required
to use that vehicle out of normal working hours. In that case the Official Corruption
Commission and the police might be investigating a matter that was totally unnecessary.
For that and other reasons, it seems appropriate that the Official Corruption Commission
should be able to clear up minor matters by asking questions of government departments.
It was given the power to make preliminary inquiries. Another power was to enable it,
without breaching security provisions, to consult the Ombudsman and the Director of
Public Prosecutions. That relates to the fact that when people make allegations of
corruption, secrecy is of the utmost importance. That secrecy applies to other
Government instrumentalities, such as the Ombudsman and the Director of Public
Prosecutions. That arrangement would enable the transfer of information between those
agencies in a way that did not run contrary to the secrecy provisions.
Departmental heads were compulsorily required to report any evidence of corruption.
That is quite new. If we want to ensure that there is a regime within all Government
agencies which is sensitive to the stamping out and reduction of corruption, chief
executive officers should make sure that they keep that in mind. One way of having
them do that is to require an annual report to be made to the Official Corruption
Commission. I understand that perhaps the Official Corruption Commission is finding itsworkload increasing considerably as a result of being in receipt of such a large number of
reports.
That amendment put forward by the committee is in the legislation. Another amendment
was to ensure that public officers who may not be the people who committed an act seen
as corruption but somehow were involved, would also be caught up in the jurisdiction of
the Official Corruption Commission. It also extended the ability of public servants to be
able to reports acts which they considered were corrupt without contravening secrecy
laws in place because they were public servants. The concern was always that an officer
doing the correct thing in making a report to a public agency could be caught up
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contravening a secrecy provision of his or her employment. It was brought down to
make them able to report it. That does* not provide whistleblower legislation in the sense
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up and form a committee. If it has difficulties with a joint standing committee, we will
certainly give total support to the Government in amending the Bill so that there can be a
standing committee of the Legislative Assembly. We have put forward the motion in this
form because we believe we should be faithful to the recommendations of the select
committee. However, the important objective is to establish a parliamentary committee.
If we cannot get this Government to agree to a joint standing committee, a standing
committee of the Legislative Assembly will serve the purpose.
In speaking of the Official Corruption Commission, we really need to give some
consideration to the level of corruption in Western Australia. It is very difficult to come
to grps with because, as Ian Temby, the independent commissioner against corruption in
New South Wales, so aptly put it, "Corruption is a matter between consenting adults in
private." That means that when people get involved in corrupt activity they generally try
to exclude third parties or witnesses who may be able to blow the whistle on them and
ensure that the law takes its course and those people are properly brought to book. We
generally do not have people telling us of corrupt activity. We tend to pick it up because
of other evidence or perhaps because one of the parties pulls out and therefore is willing
to become a witness against the person with whom they were perhaps previously
involved in some form of corrupt activity. There could be levels of corruption of which
we are not aware. From the evidence that is available - we can see the levels of the
convictions and the general talk among people about whether they have to pay money to
get things done - we find a very low level of corruption. Although people might tell a lot
of big stories about things they consider are improper and might go beyond that to
corruption, when one tries to get evidence it is difficult to substantiate those claims.
When we look at what happens in other parts of the world we know that in some
countries it is common business practice to exchange money to do business. We can see
that we have in Australia, and particularly in Western Australia, a low level of
corruption. I do not think it means that we should accept the status quo and say that we
should not be concerned about it. Any corruption has the ability to grow and undermine
our system of government. We must always be vigilant and have in place proper
processes to keep it in control. Whatever corruption exists needs to be reduced to the
minimum. If we are not willing to take that course, Governments will react at particular
times when matters are brought into the public spotlight by a case or some sensationalism
by the media. If that is the way we are to deal with corruption, we will not address the
fundamental cause and we will not have in place a structure which prevents corruption.
While this Government, and perhaps any Government of the day, may feel it is safer to
leave things alone - if there is not a major issue, just leave it alone - the people of this
State think that is not enough. We, as the law-makers, are seen to have a role in ensuring
that corruption is attacked wherever it is, and the processes of Government are there to
ensure that corruption is not allowed to run rampant in any section of our community. If
we as law-makers are to take that seriously and see one of our fundamental roles as
fighting corruption, we must do something. It is not adequate to leave that to the
Government of the day. I am not saying that as a negative comment about the present
Government; I just do not think it is a proper approach to leave that to the Government of
the day. We must have structures in place to ensure that there is a bulwark against
corruption.
When we look to those structures we find that a whole range of agencies play a role in
combating corruption. One part of the motion refers to the Police Force, the Ombudsman
- known as the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations - the
Director of Public Prosecutions, the Auditor General, the Commissioner for Public Sector
Standards, and so on. A whole range of Government agencies, most of them
independent, have a role to play in ensuring that there is no corruption. While for some
of them, such as the Office of Public Sector Standards, corruption maye be a minor part of
the work - it is more about the efficiency and good management of the public sector -
they must be aware of where corruption may occur and take steps to try to ensure that the
potential for corruption is minimised. The problem is that there is a plethora of such
agencies all playing their particular role. Who ensures that those agencies are
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coordinated? Who ensures that those agencies are accountable? Members may say that
they are accountable to the Parliament, but in what form are they accountable to the
Parliament? How effective are we in ensuring that they are accountable? They are
accountable in having to put in annual reports. But how are they collectively accountable
for ensuring that we reduce corruption? I put it to members that they are not.
Mr Bloffwitch: Did we not decide that the Public Standards Commissioner should set the
guidelines and code of ethics and do the very thing that you are saying the committee
should be doing?
Mr KOBELKE: I would certainly be happy to hear from the member if he believes that
is the case. I do not believe that is true. I am saying that he has a role. For a start, he
does not have the ability to oversight the Official Corruption Commission; he does not
have the ability to make the DPP answerable to the Commissioner for Public Sector
Standards. They are independent agents, and they have to be for good reason. When
these independent agents cannot be controlled directly by a Minister or Government of
the day, how do we ensure that they are accountable? There is no simple answer. In
forming this committee we will be going a long way to ensuring a better level of
accountability. All these agencies have their very specific and important roles. I am in
no way suggesting that they do not fulfil that role to the best of their abilities. How do
we ensure that there is not duplication and that those agencies are not getting in each
other's way in particular areas? Who looks to see that there are no gaps between the
agencies? Perhaps there are areas that they are all missing. If members say that the
Government of the day looks after that, I put to the House that, whichever Government it
is, it is not always the best mechanism for doing that. Different Ministers will have
responsibilities to their departments and they do not necessarily have that overview of all
these independent agencies. We need someone who can focus on the level of corruption
and how these agencies are dealing with corruption. While referring particularly to the
Official Corruption Commission, it is very important that it look further than that to these
other agencies that also play a role in combating corruption.
Another advantage I see in having a standing committee of the Parliament relates to my
experience on the two select committees and a number of other parliamentary committees
on which I have served. That is, one gets members generally working together when one
has a clear objective. The two committees I served on which dealt with the Official
Corruption Commission worked very efficiently and cohesively because there was a clear
objective of having the best possible legislation and commission to ensure that we
minimise corruption. There was little or no differences between the members. Where
there were differences, they could be argued out very rationally and generally
compromise was reached so that there was consensus as to the best way to go. If we have
a standing committee of the Parliament that has oversight of the management of the
Official Corruption Commission and an interest in reviewing the other agencies involved
in fighting corruption, we will at least have the hope of establishing a bipartisan
approach. Then, if it makes a recommendation to the Parliament, the Government of the
day can look at what that committee has put forward as being sound advice. Of course,
the Government of the day would never have to take that up, but it would obviously have
to consider the force of those recommendations if they resulted from a bipartisan
approach from that committee. We are looking at the system. It is not for this committee
to get involved in a furore involving some highly contentious issue in the political arena.
We are looking at the management of the system. It must be said very clearly that there
is no role for this standing committee in looking at day-to-day working matters of the
Official Corruption Commission. Matters that are operational remain confidential to the
commission.
If we look at the other committees around Australia, it is clear the need has been seen for
establishment of some form of parliamentary committee to provide accountability for
these agencies. If we look to the Commonwealth, we find that a parliamentary
committee has oversight of the work of the National crime Authority. At the time our
committee met that parliamentary committee it had no power to look into operational
matters - I do not know whether that has changed since. It was seen as overviewing the
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policy and effectiveness of the National Crime Authority. In New South Wales, in
relation to the Independent Commission Against Corruption, the relevant parliamentary
committee had no power to look into operational matters. Thbe exception was in
Queensland. A parliamentary committee has the oversight of the Criminal Justice
Commission and has the power to look into operational matters. In speaking to the
members of that committee, I think all the members of our select committee were reallyimpressed with the incredibly onerous burden those members of Parliament took on.Through the working of their parliamentary committee they would be privy to details ofparticular cases that may be investigated. If they were to disclose any of that confidential
information, they would be undermining the whole process they are there to support and
help to work as effectively as possible. In addition, very heavy penalties applied to
members of Parliament on that committee who disclosed any information they came
across in their work on the committee. They had really set themselves up so that with the
slip of a tongue they could find themselves bearing the burden of very heavy penalties
through the courts. The decision that there should be no involvement in operational
matters is the correct decision, and that is the case now with the Official Corruption
Commission.
It is difficult to gauge from the annual reports of the Official Corruption Commission the
effectiveness of its operations, whether it is working in the most productive way andwhether its establishment and structure under the current legislation are the best way to
proceed. We can take the advice of the commissioner but there is no independent way of
assessing those factors. It is difficult to get around that because most of its dealings must
be kept secret. However, a parliamentary committee could talk to members of the
commission, gauge the effectiveness of its work, without looking into particular cases,
and obtain feedback on the level of work. It would then be in a position to judge its
effectiveness and make recommendations on the extension of its powers and on whether
the powers of other agencies, such as the Ombudsman or the Director of Public
Prosecutions, could better coordinate with those of the 0CC. There is no suggestion
whatsoever that the present commission is likely to go off the rails, but we are all human
and any group can become involved in things which are not proper. What happens if a
commission set up to overview corruption somehow becomes involved in corruption?
Who monitors it then? It may be a far-fetched idea for the 0CC as it is established in
Western Australia, but the Criminal Justice Commission in Queensland, which is its
equivalent but is much more powerful, was running a program which involved stealing
cars because it wanted to catch car thieves. Those people were breaking the law. It
happens. Bodies set up to be policemen and watchdogs, and to ensure everything runs
properly, sometimes go off the rails. Therefore, it is necessary for the 0CC to be
accountable. The best way to ensure that is to appoint a standing committee to which it
reports. That committee can go through the annual report with the commission, and
ensure it is achieving its goals and has the resources to do so. In accordance with the
motion before the House, the role of the standing committee will be to monitor and
review the performance of the functions of the Official Corruption Commission. It will
also consider and report to Parliament on the effectiveness or otherwise of the official
corruption prevention programs for all public sector agencies and authorities. In its
present form the 0CC has great difficulty fulfilling that function, so it is left to
government agencies and, through the reporting process, chief executive officers, toensure that programs are in place to assess the effectiveness of anti-corruption programs.
A parliamentary committee could be proactive in that area, by talking to Ministers and
officers of government departments to ensure there is a level of prevention in all
departments to minimise corruption.
We live in a rapidly changing community and, although the 0CC may be the best vehicle
at the moment to tackle corruption, that may not be the case in one, two or five years'
time. A parliamentary committee would be in a position to review continually the
operation of the commission. In today's newspaper the Auditor General is reported as
saying that with the current level of contracting out by the Government, he is not in a
position to properly examine government work. Although he is mainly concerned with
the effectiveness and monitoring of government expenditure, the same principle applies
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to corruption. For example, the Government is considering contracting out the issue of
drivers' licences and vehicle inspections. If it did so, that would open an area of possible
corruption. In the first report of the Select Committee on the Official Corruption
Commission Act, the following statement is made -

The Select Committee also notes the advice from the Commissioner of Police that
most of the bribery/official corruption offences that have occurred since 1983
relate to the licensing and examination of vehicles and to examinations for motor
driver licences.

It is necessary to ensure that as government changes, the whole process changes with it
so that we do not allow corruption to creep in to the function of government in this State.
MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley - Attorney General) [9.06 pm]: I do not disagree with
many of the comments made by members opposite. They may gain some comfort from
the fact that, although the Government will not support the motion, it has a commitment
to establish a standing committee. It is not necessary to look further than section 11(3) in
relation to that. The point made by the member for Nollamara that the Government
picked that up and, without having read it, ran into this place, does him no justice and
gives no credit to the Government for its consideration of the Official Corruption
Commission Act. The Government gave the commission more powers and also
introduced the whistleblowers' legislation. It is interesting to note that the royal
commission inquiring into WA Inc matters did not refer to the select committee's
recommendations for the extension of the powers of the 0CC, but recommended the
establishment of a completely different body. The community is in a state of change, and
so are the Government and various government bodies. The Government currently is
considering a request by the Ombudsman for an extension of his powers. Members may
recall with regard to the investigation of complaints against police that changes were
made to the system. A new Commissioner of Police has been appointed, and the
Ombudsman believes he needs further time to see how these changes work. The
Government also is considering further requests in this area.
The question of whether to establish a standing committee of this House or a joint
standing committee of both Houses has been resolved. It is appropriate that a joint
standing committee be appointed because the Official Corruption Commission should
report to both Houses of this Parliament rather than just one House. The Legislative
Council has always been very concerned about joint committees, but obviously in this
case - as with the Delegated Legislation Committee - it is appropriate that a joint
committee be established. The Delegated Legislation Committee is working very well,
although it must be borne in mind that the upper House has fewer members and has
several committees operating. The Government must now consider the terms of
reference, which to some extent have been a dilemma. The recommendations of the
previous select committee covered complaints against members of the Police Force. The
recommendation by the select committee at that time recognised that a new system would
be put in place. Although the select committee wanted to ensure that it covered all bases,
the committee recognised that the new system would be set up - and it has been; and the
committee would see how that worked. That is one issue that we have been addressing in
relation to investigating complaints against police. We have also addressed what the
Ombudsman has requested regarding what he wants to do.
Paragraph (v) of the motion relates to the examination of annual and other reports of the
Official Corruption Commission and all other public sector agencies and authorities. It is
very important to arrive at the correct terms of reference. We have introduced
amendments to the Official Corruption Commission Act. The Commission on
Government has been established; it has other terms of reference. We are looking at that
also in light of the terms of reference suggested for the establishment of the joint standing
committee by this motion.
We are not backing away from a commitment to establish a joint standing committee. I
confirm that it will be a joint standing committee. We are working with the various
agencies and with the people who have an interest in this matter. One such person is the
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Commissioner of Police. I am aware that probably the select committee is not so
concerned that it will be a real issue, given that it has already recognised that a new
system was talked about at that time. That select committee was really wanting a
draftsman to prepare the terms of reference just in case it did not proceed. That is where
we are in this matter. We would like to see a standing committee up and running as
quickly as possible because under section 7(a)(i) of the Act where the commissioners
considered an investigation was deficient they could communicate that view under
section 11(3) with any standing review committee. We want to ensure that is put in
place. While we do not support this motion to establish a joint standing committee with
the terms of reference proposed, I can confirm the matters that were not resolved the last
time when the amendments were brought forward.
Mr Kobelke: When do you anticipate that the committee will be established?
Mrs EDWARDES: I would like to be able to give a time. The Deputy Premier said by
interjection that he believed it would be up and running next year - meaning last year -
and we realise the year has passed by and that has not occurred. I would like to give a
commitment on time. We are working on it. Members should accept the fact that I am
speaking on behalf of the Premier. It is the Premier's responsibility, not mine. However,
given that I have the carriage of the Act on his behalf - and given the commitment I gave
to the House at that time -I thought it appropriate to speak on his behalf in relation to this
matter. Although I cannot give a time, I can say that we are working on it with the
various agencies, particularly the Minister for Police. We are considering the terms of
reference of the various agencies that have been given new roles that were not anticipated
at the time when the select committee existed. As soon as that happens, the Premier will
bring the matter forward to this House.
Mr Kobelke: Can you explain further what is the major problem with determining the
terms of reference? It appears they are not so great that they could not be resolved in a
short time. If there is a particular area, such as investigations into complaints against
police which would create difficulty, why could the committee not be established without
that term of reference? It could be added later, if necessary.
Mrs EDWARDES: I wish the matter could be resolved as quickly as we would like.
That is one way to do it, but it is an ad hoc arrangement to say that we will set up the
committee but we will delete a term of reference. Would it not be far better to make sure
that the terms of reference are drafted properly? Then when the matter comes to this
House all members will know exactly what they are voting on, rather than our moving for
the establishment of a joint standing committee and establishing the terms of reference at
another time.
Mr Kobelke: I do not find that convincing. Having a committee up and running before
the Official Corruption Commission with a slightly broader view with respect to other
agencies is easily established. Therefore, if it is extended to investigations into
comnplaints against police or other matters, that can be added without difficulty. In the
interim, the committee can be performing useful work.
Mrs EDWARDES: That is true. The committee will be an important one. We are
working on the terms of reference. As soon as they are completed the Premier will bring
them to this House.
MR BLOFFWITCH (Geraldton) [9.16 pm]: I would like to say a few words on the
setting up of a joint standing committee. I have a problem with the term of reference
relating to the Police Force. I recall that the select committee on which I served
suggested that on police matters the committee could determine any matter that was
referred to the corruption committee. We could refer matters either to the Commissioner
of Police for internal investigation or to the Ombudsman. We had a talk with the
Ombudsman, who outlined some of the difficulties he had when investigating police,
such as having to wait so many days to ensure that the police had time to carry out
investigations. He felt that in some cases, with the ethos that exists with police
investigations, he would be at a disadvantage. Our select committee reports indicate that
we recommended changes to the Ombudsman's legislation to give him the powers that
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the Attorney General has now given to him. If he wants to initiate investigations from
the outset he may do so.
Another matter that disturbs me is that the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities
of Government and Other Matters said that the Commission on Government should
consider setting up some type of corruption investigations department. I wonder how
much these people read of the two reports of the committees on which I served. If they
did not like what we did, they could have expanded a little and said that the new powers
being given to the Official Corruption Commission did not go far enough, and perhaps
some suggestions could have been made. We did not hear any.
Mr Kobelke: You will find that the royal commission report was clear about what it
thought about those proposals, and why it proposed something different.
Mr BLOFFWITCH: Why did it propose to get the Commission on Government to set up
another corruption committee when we already had one? Our select committee made
recommendations about such things as whistleblowers legislation and the secrecy
provisions - we all agreed they were more than warranted for the reasons outlined. I felt
that we had a fairly complete debate. Given that the results for last year showed nine
cases were investigated, I wonder whether there is such urgency to set up a committee. If
there were 109 cases, there may be some urgency. All members of both committees
found that although there was not widespread corruption in Westemn Australia, there were
pockets of it. When matters need to be investigated, we need a corruption commission
with the types of powers that we recommended to ensure that corruption is stopped.
One of the most important changes that I felt we made concerning public servants was
that breaches of corruption within a department had to be reported by the senior officer in
that department. If they were not reported, they were criminal offences. During our
travels around Australia we were told that was by far the most effective method of
uncovering corruption. We were also told of problems where corruption does not always
occur within government departments. Quite often, civilians and civilian organisations
are involved. The Auditor General pointed out the difficulties he is having with regard to
the new tendering and contracting out procedures that many of the government
departments are adopting. I am sure that the Auditor General is more than capable of
coming up with recommendations to tell this Government what is needed. As a member
of this Parliament, I state quite categorically that we must be able to look at those things.
In my first couple of years in this place, I was critical that because the R & I Bank was
incorporated under an Act, we could not investigate it in any way. Although it was
owned by the Government, all of a sudden we had no responsibility. When banks in
Victoria and South Australia became insolvent, the members of Parliament certainly
became responsible. The South Australian Premier at the time stood down because of the
debacle that occurred with its state bank. To say that we are not responsible for the
auditing and checking process seems to be naive, when the final responsibility is held by
Us.
I refer to the recommendations to which we agreed. I am pleased that all of them, bar the
setting up of this committee, were adopted. This gives the Official Corruption
Commission an enormous opportunity to do its job properly. I am heartened that in 1994
the number of cases investigated was so small. I am not sure whether that will be the
case in 1995. I will be interested to see whether there is a need to expand the definition if
the number of investigations increases. People were reporting matters that they felt were
extremely serious and involved breaking the law or corruption. The Corruption
Commission was prevented from investigating matters because they did not fall within
terms of reference for what it should be investigating. The commission had no trouble
investigating anything of a suspicious nature. If there is a sudden increase in matters to
be investigated, I will advise the Attorney General that we should set up this committee
sooner, rather than later. My preference is to wait until the Commission on Government
reports about exactly what it would like to do with this corruption overview. I am not
sure what it has in mind or what it will decide. It would be superfluous to set up a
committee only to find that the Commission on Government says that this process could
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be carried out in a different way. I have no idea of the different ways in which it could
be done.
Like the rest of the members of this committee, I travelled to the Eastern States. [ looked
at the Criminal Justice Commission and at the Queensland and South Australian models.
I thought that the method we had was more than adequate for the type of corruption that
appeared to be occurring in this State. The alternatives in New South Wales and
Queensland comprised full scale royal commissions that cost $16m. and $20m
respectively. Whatever matter was put up before them, the commissions had the powers
to investigate it. I almost got the feeling, as did other members, that people were looking
for matters to investigate. There was an investigation into fire engines that had the words
'Fire Brigade" on their number plates. That occurred because it was felt that if an
employee had an accident which left that person unrecognisable, it would provide a
means to ascertain the identity of that employee. I thought that was a pretty lame excuse
for the use of those resources. The research people gave me the impression that they
were Inspector Wests going around, hoping to find something upon which they could
report. I did not think that was appropriate for Western Australia.
I liked the system in South Australia. That State set up the same system as we have. The
commission in South Australia can recommend that a mini-royal commission on a
particular matter can go ahead. That power is used very sparingly, if at all. To my
knowledge, it has not been used. It is a very good weapon. It can be used for all manner
of things. Those matters would be given over to an independent body which has
considerable powers. I would put forward that advice in any recommendation upon
which I deliberated. Whether the Government accepted that advice, would be fairly
important Depending on when this committee is instituted, if I happen to be a member
of it, I may recommend that we should go down that track in the future. In saying that, I
do not believe that our system is in any way inadequate. I wonder how better it could
work and I am incredibly interested in what the Commissioners on Government will
recommend that this vehicle they have been asked to look at should pursue, where it
should go and what it should achieve.
I again recommend that members read the recommendations of the two reports on official
corruption. The first was the overview of what we had seen in the various States and our
recommendations as a result of that. The reason the recommendations were followed up
was that we came back with a report that spelt out exactly what was necessary to achieve
the recommendations that were in the first report. Once again, the committee can be
complimented on the fact that it commenced during a Labor Government and finished
during a coalition Government term. All the recommendations of that committee were
accepted.
Mr Thomas: It looks like some will have to wait for the next Labor Government before
they are put in place.
Mr BLOFFWITCH: Some are still to come to fruition, such as the committee. However,
no-one denies that is exactly what will happen and where it will go. If the Government
were to support ths motion, I would be looking for changes to the terms of reference. I
do not believe what is in this motion regarding the police was the original intent We
were recommending only that a committee could refer them. We also made a point
within the report that the Corruption Commission had the opportunity to have
correspondence with people such as the Director of Public Prosecutions and the
Ombudsman. This is very important because, unless we have that feedback, all the
partners tend to be a little restricted in their ability to do their job as efficiently as they
possibly can.
I certainly support what the Attorney General said. I am also extremely pleased to hear
that she will consider the terms of reference and will take into consideration the coming
report, and wait for the Auditor General to suggest changes that should be made so that
we can do something we have not been able to do for a long time; that is, undertake a
proper audit of government agencies and contracts. I will be most interested to see what
he proposes and I will certainly be in favour of this Parliament's being able to inspect and
audit matters for which inevitably we are made responsible.
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MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [9.33 pm]: I am really appalled at the response of this
Government to this motion. It was put forward by the Opposition in a conciliatory
manner which attempted to attribute the best motives possible to the action of the
Government. The tardy response we have heard from the Attorney General and the
member for Geraldton as an accomplice is absolutely appalling. What do we have before
the House? It is a proposition to create a standing committee of this Parliament with
certain terms of reference to work with a number of organisations, principally the Official
Corruption Commission, to discharge this Parliament's responsibility as the ultimate
overseer of the public sector in this State to ensure there is no official corruption, or that
which exists is properly dealt with.
I thought that was an important, but easy thing to do. It is so easy that when this
Government camne to power in February 1993 it had already had the motion drafted by
the Clerks of this House. It was the subject of a standing committee which included the
member for Geraldton and the Deputy Premier, who has not participated in this debate.
It could have enacted that motion and created this committee and introduced legislation.
Legislation was introduced in the House in November 1993. Given the fact that the
legislation was also drafted, sitting in the book awaiting action, it could have been
introduced immediately and been put through in a matter of months after the election.
Nonetheless, in the scheme of things the Government managed to have that ready in
November 1993. What is the big deal about creating a joint standing committee of this
House? The Attorney General, who is not prepared to really participate in this debate as
she reads papers, said she is working on it; there are a few problems, one of which is the
term of reference relating to dealing with complaints against police. She also said the
motion we put forward is obviously unsatisfactory because events have overtaken that; it
is no longer necessary. The Attorney General is a lawyer and knows it is not a difficult
drafting exercise to delete that paragraph.
My colleague the member for Nollarnara asked the Attorney General when those matters
were likely to be resolved. Are we talking about days, weeks, months or years? What
time scale are we considering? The Attorney General will not look at us or even answer
the questions. She is a bit reluctant to do that because in November 1993 I asked the
Deputy Premier when he thought the motion might be moved to obtain government
sponsorship in this House. The Attorney General said we will talk about it after the Bill
has been passed. The Government did not talk to us after the Bill was passed. To this
day it has not been discussed with the Opposition. Surely it is a matter on which the
Government would be looking for bipartisan support. In November 1993 the second
most senior person in the Government of this State, the Deputy Premier said, "We will
probably have the committee next year." That shows what his word is worth; it is not
worth anything. When the Attorney General was asked to give a date she was a bit
reluctant because she did not want to commit the same mistake as her colleague the
Deputy Premier. I am glad she does not want to make that mistake, but one can surmise
from that, we may be looking at the end of next year, 1996, within months of an election.
This Government is well past half way through its term. It is now May 1995. We
operate on a system of four year terms and it has had two years and four or five months in
which to do something. We are talking about one of the most important aspects of
government in this State; that is, the machinery for dealing with official corruption. One
does not have to be very bright to know what to do. The report was in place and the
option was available on the day the coalition came to government in February 1993. In
November 1993 it said it would probably prepare a motion within a year to create the
committee. More than a year later when we put forward the proposition, after we have
drafted a motion and all the Government must do is vote for it, it says it is working on it.
The motion takes up only an A4 sheet of paper, it would not involve a huge drafting
exercise. I ask the government backbenchers how long it would take to work this out.
The Attorney General, who is scurrying away, says there are many complex issues and
the Government needs time to deal with them. How much time is needed to draft the
terms of reference of a select committee to deal with official corruption?
Mr Trenorden: You are asking for a standing committee.
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Mr THOMAS: Yes; I am loose with my terms.
Several variables include how we will deal with the police and with detailed operational
matters. We could sit down in a meeting and sort out in principle which of those we
consider to be important and send away the officers to draft terms of reference to give
effect to that. Does the member for Avon agree with that? He is chairman of a standing
committee; he knows how these things work. It is not all that difficult. The coalition has
been in government since February 1993. It is now May 1995 and it has passed the half
way mark. Of all the aspects of government surely the one matter this Government
should give some sort of priority to is official corruption. Given that, one does not have
to be a Rhodes scholar to work it out because we have written the report for the
Government. It is a unanimous report to which the current Deputy Premier is a
signatory. However, he is not here to vote or participate in the debate.
Mr Trenorden: He will be.
Mr THOMAS: Will he come in to vote against a report to which he is a signatory? This
is disgusting. We must ask ourselves why. Is it slackness or ineptness or is there
something to it? The Premier is not here to deal with this motion. He has given it to the
Attorney General to handle. The Attorney General is the one member of his Government
who has a greater smell of corruption about her than any other member. There have been
discussions in this House today about her political allies in the northern suburbs, one of
whom is a member of this House, who have been the subject of very serious allegations
and investigations. The Attorney General's husband is one of those who is the subject of
investigations. Does the Attorney General not want to have the Official Corruption
Commission -

Mrs Edwardes: You are going down the same path as opposition members in the debate
this afternoon. You are making outrageous allegations without a skerrick of evidence
and you making them in broad statements and suggesting they are true.
Mr THOMAS: I am not suggesting they are true.
Mrs Edwardes: Is that an apology?
Mr THOMAS: No, far from it. It is an explanation.
Mrs Edwardes: It would be too much for you to apologise.
Mr THOMAS: I would be the first to apologise if it were warranted. However, I do not
believe it is warranted. Let me walk the Attorney General through the argument. The
Government came to power in the wake of the Royal Commission into Commercial
Activities of Government and Other Matters. One of the matters the Government should
be concerned about is official corruption.
Mrs Edwardes: We have provided whistleblower legislation.
Mr THOMAS: The Attorney did not provide it at all; we drafted it.
Mrs Edwardes: We brought it into the Parliament.
Mr THOMAS: The Attorney General brought it into Parliament. However, the drafting
was done in a committee chaired by Hon Ian Thompson, who left the Liberal Party in
disgust and which was deputy chaired by me. The committee also included my good
friend, the member for Geraldton, and the current Deputy Premier. The Government
acted on the report of that committee and I congratulate the Attorney General for that.
However, we need a parliamentary committee to scrutinise how that legislation is going
and to make sure that the Official Corruption Commission acts on the information it
receives from informers. That is a very important part of the operations of the anti-
corruption machinery in this State. It is an important part of our discharging our duties
properly to ensure that corruption is minimised. How will we do that? We cannot do it
by reading annual reports. They are not good enough and they never will be good
enough. Their statistical summaries are good information. However, if we want to
satisfy ourselves that it is done properly, they are not good enough. The only way to do it
is for the Parliament to delegate a committee to do the job and report back to the
Parliament.
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The Attorney General has not done that although she has had months to do it. She has
told me in this House that it is a difficult matter and she is working on it. I asked the
Attorney General in November 1993, 14 or 15 months ago, when we would have that
committee. She said then that we would talk about it after the Bill was passed. The Bill
was passed 15 months ago and she has said nothing. Why are the Attorney General and
the Premier dragging their feet on this very important matter? I want to impute the best
motives to people that I can because I like to think well of people, even members
opposite. However, that is becoming very difficult. I know the Attorney General is not
stupid, she is a lawyer and she has access to other lawyers. I could draft the terms of
reference of a parliamentary committee, and I am not a lawyer. It would not be difficult,
particularly as I would not have to draft it myself; thq Clerks of the House would do it for
me. All I would have to do is sort out the line I wanted on the four or five variables, send
it to the Clerks, and I would have it back today. I suggest that, if the Attorney General
were of a mind to do it, she could work out which line she wanted to take on each of the
four or five variables, give it to the Clerks and she would get it back tomorrow. We
could have the committee in place by the end of the week. Therefore, difficulty is not a
legitimate excuse. Why does the Attorney General, of all of the members of the
Government, not want to have the Official Corruption Commission subjected to scrutiny
by this Parliament? I can surmise only that is because she has been under investigation,
her husband has been under investigation, the member for Wanneroo has been under
investigation and her colleague, the former Mayor of Wanneroo, has been under
investigation and she does not want parliamentary scrutiny of that.
Mrs Edwardes: That is an irrational statement The Opposition could have an
investigation by the police, the DPP or the Official Corruption Commission. If you have
any evidence to support your allegations, there are ample bodies already in place. A
parliamentary committee should not investigate allegations of corruption. I am here
representing the Premier. There are many stakeholders involved in the drafting of the
terms of reference. Therefore, it is not something that is simple to do although we would
all like it done. One of the key concerns is whether the committee would be a joint
House committee or a committee of a single House. That has not been resolved.
Mr THOMAS: That could have been resolved in 10 minutes. The Attorney General
could have called the President down and sorted it out.
Mrs Edwardes: I know how you sort people out, but I do not work like that.
Mr THOMAS: I will see him and ask him. The Attorney General says I am wrong in
surmising that and Ihope I am. However, I have reluctantly reached the conclusion that I
am not. She says I am wrong because there are other organisations - the Director of
Public Prosecutions and the Police Force - who are investigating her husband and her
political mates and there is no need for a parliamentary committee to carry the
investigation further. That is true and I have confidence in all those organisations to do
that.
As members of Parliament we must satisfy ourselves and we cannot take it on trust. The
Attorney General is not saying, 'Trust me". Just as well, because none of us does. What
she is saying is, "Trust them". To do that we need information. It seems to me that the
Government has been dragging its feet. It is incredible that it has not been able to work
out the terms of reference of a parliamentary committee in the two years and four months
that it has been in office. It is laughable that that is the case. It could have been done in
two hours because it is not a big job. The situation is even more silly because the
legislation and the terms of reference of the committee were drafted when the previous
Government was in power. They were not drafted by that Government but by officers of
this House who were acting on instructions from the committee which included the now
Deputy Premier of this State. It does not add up and there must be a better reason for the
delay.
The government spokesman for this issue is the Attorney General, but she says that she is
acting on behalf of the Premier who unfortunately has chosen not to be in the House
tonight. The Premier has an interest in this matter because he will not make available to

1960



[Wednesday, 3 May 1995] 16

the Opposition the report he commissioned into the financial affairs of the member for
Wanneroo. The Opposition wonders whether he might want to evade parliamentary
scrutiny into the way these organisations are operating. Reluctant as I am to impute
improper motives to anyone, particularly to my parliamentary colleagues, I have reached
the conclusion that the reason the Government is inept and is dragging its feet by taking
well over two years to bring this matter to a conclusion is that it is seeking to create a
situation where this Parliament is not able to scrutinise the machinery that exists in this
State for the prevention and detection of official corruption.
I become alarmed when I hear the sorts of answers the Opposition received tonight in
response to a simple question asked by my colleague, the member for Nollamnara. He
simply asked when this would take place. If the Attorney General had said two weeks or
two months the Opposition would have considered it to be a reasonable time. However,
she was not prepared to do that because her colleague, the Deputy Premier, said in
November 1993 that a committee would be established a year later, and it did not occur.
Does that mean we are able to conclude that the same thing will occur in this instance
and the Government will not act until 1996?
Mrs Edwardes: It did not come within the Deputy Premier's portfolio. When he made
that statement he made a good guess.
Mr THOMAS: This is getting worse.
Mrs Edwardes: It did not come within his portfolio and this does not come within mine.
I cannot give you a time frame.
Mr THOMAS: As the Attorney General is representing the Premier tonight I thought she
might have been given instructions on that aspect. The Attorney General suggests that I
should not make much out of the fact that the Deputy Premier said in 1993 that a
committee would be established in 1994 because he was not the responsible Minister.
The Deputy Premier is the second most senior person in executive Government and the
Attorney General is suggesting we should not take any notice of him unless he is
referring to his portfolio of Commerce and Trade. It is an absurd proposition. On that
occasion the creation of a parliamentary committee was being considered. The Deputy
Premier is the deputy leader of this Government and when he said that a committee
would be established in 1994, one would accept that on good authority. The Attorney
General said she did not want to make the same sort of mistake because the Deputy
Premier was out in his estimation by at least a year. Does it mean we can expect the
same level of magnitude in terms of delay? If that is the case, this committee will not be
established until the dying days of this Government's term.
Given that the legislation and the committee's terms of reference were drafted and were
waiting for this Government when it was elected, they could have been operating for at
least a year by now. I can only reluctantly conclude that the Government did not do that
because it wanted to evade the scrutiny of Parliament. The person who did the front
running for this Government with respect to the legislation that was before the House in
November 1993 is the person who has done the front running for the Government
tonight. That person, it would appear, has the most to gain by this Parliament not being
able to satisfy itself that the allegations against her husband and political mates are being
investigated properly.
Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (18)
Mr Brown Mrs Henderson Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Catania Mr Kobelke Mr Taylor
Mr Cunningham Mr Marlborough Mr Thomas
Dr Edwards Mr Riebeling Ms Warnock
Mr Grill Mr Ripper Dr Watson
Mrs Hallahan Mrs Roberts Mr Leahy (Teller)
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Noes (27)
Mr Ainsworth Mr Kierath Mr Shave
Mr CJ. Barnett Mr Lewis Mr W. Smith
Mr Blaikie Mr McNee Mr Strickland
Mr Board Mr Minson Mr Trenorden
Mr Bradshaw Mr Nicholls Mr Tubby
Mr Court Mr Osborne DrTurnbull
Mr Cowan Mrs Parker Mrs van de Kiashorst
Mrs Edwardes Mr Pendal Mr Wiese
Mr House Mr Prince Mr Bloffwitch (Teller)

Pairs
Mr McGinty Mr Johnson
Mr Grahamn Mr Marshall
Mr M. Barnett Mr Day
Dr Gallop Mrnodei

Question thus negatived.
FINANCIAL AGREEMENT BILL

Returned
Bill returned from the Council without amendment.

BILLS (2) - RECEIPT AND FIRST READING
1. Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment Bill
2. Land Tax Assessment Amendment Bill

Bills received from the Council; and, on motions by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of
the House), read a first time.

PERTH MARKET AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Resumed from 3 November 1994.
MR GRILL (Eyre) [10.05 pm]: I understand that this is one of two Bills with which
the Government intends to deal tonight and which the Government wants to progress
urgently through the Parliament. The Opposition intends to cooperate in that respect and
will not oppose the passage of either this Bill or the Artificial Breeding of Stock
Amendment Bill.
This Bill has two major thrusts. Firstly, it will allow for the delegation of authority from
the Perth Market Trust Board to consultants and contractors so that some of the day to
day activities of the authority can be managed by outside bodies. The current legislation
does not allow any delegation of these powers to outside bodies. I understand that
already much of the day to day activity, including the property management of the trust,
is carried out on the advice of consultants. That has meant a dispensation of most of the
working staff of the trust, and what we are doing tonight will legitimise and allow that
situation to continue.
The second major thrust of the Bill is to put in place some protection against tortuous
litigation for members of the trust board and other servants of the board, and to put in
place similar protections against tortuous legal activity for the Minister. I am told that
the Government is finiding it difficult in some instances to fill some of the positions on
boards and corporations because there is a fear in the minds of some persons who are
approached to fill those positions that they will be liable for negligent acts and omissions
by the authority and by the authority's servants, contractors and consultants. That means
that good, experienced and well educated people who could bring a wealth of ability to
those boards are declining to fill those positions. I know from my own experience that
because of the onerous responsibilities under the companies law, people are thinking
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twice about taking up company directorships. In fact, friends of mine are most reluctant
and have refused to take up company directorships because of the onerous nature of the
regulations that now apply under the companies law in Australia. Although that is not
the situation that we are discussing tonight, I can appreciate the fact that good,
experienced people are thinking twice about taking up positions on boards.
The Opposition will not oppose the change to the Act which will confer some protection
on these people so long as they are acting in good faith, but at the same time we
appreciate that that will not deprive persons who are injured as a result of negligence by
the authority or its servants of a legal remedy. As we understand it, and as the briefing
given to me this morning indicates, those people will still be able to bring an action
against the Perth Market Trust or the authority by way of vicarious responsibility. The
Opposition supports the two major thrusts of the Bill and some minor amendments which
are included in it.
MR HOUSE (Stirling - Minister for Primary Industry) [10.10 pm]: I thank the
member for Eyre for indicating the support of the Opposition for this Bill. I am sure the
member for Eyre will recall that when we came to government an upper House
committee had been inquiring into the Perth Market Authority, so in fairness that process
was started by the previous Government. That committee contained members of all
parties in the upper House, so there was some cooperation about the recommendations
that found their way to my desk not long after I became the Minister. I set out to
implement most of those recommendations because they made good sense. Some of the
changes contained in this legislation result from that committee's recommendations, as
was the restructuring of the Board of the Perth Market Authority.
I place on record my appreciation to all members of the board in dealing with what can
be difficult situations with conflicting interests of growers and suppliers, people who
transport the product, those who run the stalls and the purchasers. It is difficult
sometimes to accommodate all their views, but the current board has done a pretty good
job. They are not paid very much money to do that job, but as the member for Eyre said,
when we are in government we do ask people to undertake particular tasks.
This legislation will protect those people from any liability as a result of their actions as
board members. It is also important that we can delegate some authority in some
circumstances to outside contractors. That has been done by the board and has resulted
in some efficiencies in the operation of the Perth Market Authority.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time, proceeded through remaining stages, and transmitted to the
Council.

ARTIFICIAL BREEDING OF STOCK AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Resumed from 6 April.
MR GRILL (Eyre) [10.13 pm]: This is the second piece of legislation the Government
wants put through with some dispatch. It is a simple piece of legislation that deals with
definitions under this Act. Genetic material, especially female genetic material, has not
been properly described in the past. This has led to a situation where regulations have
not been able to be drafted legally which would allow for the proper licensing of
operators and premises for artificial insemination and embryo transfer. The problem is
that the words "embryo transfer" and "embryo" are not defined in the Act. The words
"ova" and "ovum" are used, but they refer to an unfertilised egg, whereas the means of
artificially impregnating a female is by way of an embryo implant, so this legislation
includes a reference to embryo and defines both ovum, ova and embryo. This legislation
will have some wide ranging effects, because it will impact on the export industry in this
State. Regulations will now be drawn up so persons wanting to export embryos can do so
if they operate from licensed premises from within the State. The Opposition supports
the legislation.
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MR HOUSE (Stirling - Minister for Primary Industry) [10.15 pm]: I thank the
member for Eyre for indicating the Opposition's support for this legislation. It is a fairly
simple piece of legislation; however, it is necessary in order to legalise what is already
taking place and allow people to export overseas, which is part of agricultural practice
these days.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time, proceeded through remaining stages, and transmitted to the
Council.

House adjourned at 10.17 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

DISABILITY SERVICES COMMISSION - CITY OF KALGOORLIE-BOULDER
ORGANISATIONS, FUNDING

68. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister for Disability Services:
(1) What organisations in the City of Kalgoorlie-Boulder receive funding

from the Disability Services Commission?
(2) What was the level of funding for each organisation in:

(a) 1992-93;
(b) 1993-94;
(c) 1994-95?

(3) What will be the level of funding for each organisation in 1995-96?
(4) What employees does the commission have in the City of Kalgoorlie-

Boulder and what are the responsibilities of those employees?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Goldfields Respite Service and Goldfields Family Support Association.
(2) Goldfields Respite Goldfields FSA

(a) 1992-93 $40 000 $43 500
(b) 1993-94 $40 000 $43 875
(c) 1994-95 $40300 $50813
These are approved annual funding levels. Goldfields Respite Service had
reduced service demand and utilised less than the approved level.

(3) Funding levels for 1995-96 will depend on the outcome of the state
government budget allocation.

(4) Local area coordinator supervisor and a local area coordinator.
Coordinates individual, family and community supports through needs
analysis, personal advocacy, community development and/or financial
support. Promotes and monitors the development and delivery of services
for eligible people and administers the program in the local area.

DISABILITY SERVICES COMMISSION - KALGOORLIE STRATEGIC PLAN,
FORUM

69. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister for Disability Services:
(1) Did the Disability Services Commission run a public consultation forum

to assist in the development of a strategic plan in Kalgoorlie on 15 March
1995?

(2) If yes, how many members of the public, excluding employees of the
commission, attended the forum?

(3) Is the Minister aware that at least one organisation with a direct
involvement in the provision of services to the disabled in the City of
Kalgoorlie-Boulder received less than 24 hours notice of the meeting?

(4) Was this adequate notice for such an important meeting?
(5) Who was responsible for organising the meeting and the distribution of

notices?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) 22.
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(3) Notices were sent to all agencies funded by the Disability Services
Commission, home and community care program, and disability related
employment agencies funded by the Commonwealth Department of
Human Services and Health on 27 February 1995. Advertisements were
placed in The West Australian on Saturday, I11 March 1995 and in The
Kalgoorlie Miner on Friday, 10 March 1995.

(4) The notice given as outlined above is considered adequate.
(5) Staff of the Disability Services Commission.

PROJECTr MAINSTREET - EXPENDURE
75. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Planning:

(1) What was the money spent for Project Mainstreet in the 1993-94 financial
year?

(2) What is the budget estimate for Project Mainstreet in the 1994-95
financial year?

(3) Has Project Mainstreet been discontinued and, if so, for what reasons?
(4) Which towns or projects were funded under Project Mainstreet in the

1993-94 budget and what was the amount allocated to each project?
(5) Which towns or local government authorities are funded under Project

Mainstreet in the current financial year and how much has been allocated
to each project?

(6) For the 1994-95 financial year, which projects have currently received
their full anticipated funding?

Mr LEWIS replied:
(1) $133 241.66.
(2) $150000.
(3) Project Mainstreet has not been discontinued.
(4) Albany - $20 000, Subiaco - $20 000, Boulder - $20 000, York - $20 000 -

and Broome - $30 000. Administration costs relating to management of
the individual projects - travel costs of coordinators - were met by Project
Mainstreet. Funding arrangements were changed in 1994 to include
second year funding - $30 000 for year I and $20 000 for year 2.

(5) Collie - $30 000 and Manjimup - $20 000 - have been funded in this
financial year and it is anticipated that Carnarvon and Northamn will be
funded in this financial year. Merredin, Pinjarra, Kittanning, Donnybrook
and Busselton are all progressing towards submitting for funds in the very
near future.

(6) Albany, Manjimup, Boulder, York have all been funded for a second year
of $20 000 a total of $50 000 per project. In the case of Subiaco the
$20 000 amounts to full funding.

WESTRAIL - REGISTERED COMPANIES WITH FORMER WESTRAIL
EMPLOYEES AS PRINCIPALS CARRYING OUT CONTRACT WORK

76. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
(1) What are the names of the registered companies that have former Westrail

employees as principals to carry out contract work?
(2) What is the nature of the contract work carried out by these companies?
(3) Was this work put out to tender?
(4) What is the rate of pay for the work?
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Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1)-(4)
RA West Consultancy

Rail Consulting
Services Pty Ltd
Gilmore Nominees

Kengre Pty Ltd
Jaxton Pty Ltd

MJE Enterprises

Magnus Computing

Railway asset verification and No $42 per hour
system development.
Railway asset verification and No $70 per hour
system development.
Study into shunt sensitivity of No $45 per hour
track machines on Westrail's
track circuits.
Communication feasibility study. No $60 per hour
Safeworking systems design No $35 per hour
and management.
Preparation of specifications. No $12 260 fixed

price contract
Conversion of computer No $10 000 fixed
systems. price contract

WESTRAIL - REDUNDANCIES; CONSUJLTANCIES
77. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) How many staff have been made redundant from Westrail in the last 12
months?

(2) What were the positions that were made redundant?
(3) How much has been spent on consultancies in the last 12 months?

(4) What was the nature of each consultancy?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) 110 up to 27 March 1995.
(2) 1 Occupational Health and Safety Coordinator

1 Design Engineer
1 Information Technical System Coordinator
1 Planner
1 Passenger Liaison Officer
1 Training Officer
1 Passenger Information Officer
1 Luggage Officer
1 Interstate Freight Officer
2 Station Relief Officers
1 Transport Assistant
1 Timekeeping Clerk
4 Clerical Officers
1 Supply Officer
1 Locomotive Maintenance Officer
2 Locomotive Inspectors
1 Warehouse Foreman
1 Intermodal Yard Foreman
1 Foreman Piggyback
1 Assistant Foreman
1 Train Controller
1 Patrol Officer
20 Engine Drivers
2 Drivers' Assistants
2 Tradesperson Fabrication
3 Tradesperson Mechanical
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2 Tradesperson Electrical
1 Tradesperson Timber and Allied
1 Chief Suburban Rail Attendant
3 Suburban Rail Attendants
35 Operations Employees
12 Railway Vehicle Maintainers
2 Store Maintainers.

(3)-(4) Consistent with this Government's commitment to openness, a summary
of consultants engaged by Government is to be tabled in the Parliament on
a six monthly basis. The first summary for the period ended 31 December
1994 has been tabled Future summaries will be tabled as they fall due.
The summaries will contain the information the member requires on an
ongoing basis.

ROADS - MITCHELL FREEWAY
Traffic Congestion, Morning Peak Times

218. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
(1) Is the Minister aware that the Mitchell Freeway is banked up during

morning peak times from Padbury to the City?
(2) Will the Minister give an approximate figure as to the number of cars

using this section of the Freeway each morning?
(3) Is this congestion a real problem?
(4) Does the congestion cause environmental problems?
(5) Would increasing the number of trains and the frequency of train services

be one positive measure to reduce the number of cars on the freeway?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -
(1) Yes. However, the extent of the congestion varies as does the flow of

traffic during the peak.
(2) Traffic volumes in the morning peak - 7.00 am to 9.00 am are -

North of Erindale Road 7 693 August 1993
North of Reid Highway 8 357 October 1993
North of Warwick Road 6577 October 1993
North of HepburnAvenue 5241 August 1993

(3) In peak periods freeway congestion is to be expected in all major cities.
The system has not been designed to cater for free flowing traffic at all
demand levels. To do so would be cost prohibitive and socially
unacceptable. However every effort must be made to improve the
capacity of our road network.

(4) Stop start traffic is not as fuel efficient or environmentally friendly as free
flowing traffic, hence the Government's determination to improve the
road system.

(5) The frequency of train services during peak times is optimised on the
northern suburbs railway with trains running up to three minutes apart.
Placing additional railcars on existing services may have some impact on
road congestion. However, there are numerous other factors including the
rate of growth of the northern suburbs and community demands for
service deliveries that influence the mode of transport used.

WESTRAIL - GONINAN A & CO LTD, WORK
219. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) What work has Westrail given to Goninans in the last two years?
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(2) What is the total cost of work paid to Ganinans by Westrail?
(3) How many Goninan employees are former employees of Westrail?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response-
(1) Repairs to Prospector railcars

Repairs to freight wagons
Painting of locomotives
Refitting locomotive cabs
Wagon painting
Locomotive overhauls
Maintenance of brake equipment
Locomotive repairs
Conversion of locomotives from narrow gauge to standard gauge
Overhaul of locomotive bogies
Overhaul of railcar bogies
Installation of locomotive couplers
Locomotive bogey conversion
Miscellaneous repairs.

(2) $6180000.
(3) This information is not available to me.

WESTRAIL - LOCOMOTIVES NA CLASS, CONVERTED BY GONINAN A &
CO LTD

220. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
(1) What is the life expectancy of the two NA class locomotives converted

last year by Goninans?
(2) What is the width of one of the NA class locomotives?
(3) What will they be used for?
(4) Which line will they be used on?
(5) Do the NA class locomotives use air brakes or vacuum brakes?
(6) If neither to (4), what sort of brakes do they use?
(7) Do they have brakes on one axle only or on each axle?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) Twenty to 25 years under normal operating conditions. The locomotives
are now 13 years old.

(2) 2 984mm.
(3) Primarily salt, gypsum and general freight.
(4) Primarily Koolyanobbing - Kwinana.
(5) Air brakes.
(6) Question not understood.
(7) Brakes on all axles.

WESTRAIL - WORK PUT OUT TO TENDER
221. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) Does Westrail put all of its work out to tender?
(2) If no, under what criteria is work performed by companies outside of

Westrail?
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(3) How many jobs have Westrail -

(a) put out to tender in the last two years;
(b) granted without going through the tendering process?

(4) What work has Westrail given to outside companies?
(5) Is Westrail unable to perform this work?
Mr LEWIS replied-
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) No.
(2) Non-core processes are tendered out for performance by external

organisations in accordance with State Supply Commission policy.
(3)-(4) The information sought would require considerable research and I am not

prepared to allocate resources for this purpose. However if the member
has a specific question about functions she can direct it to me in writing
and I will be pleased to respond.

(5) Westrail is structured towards carrying out core processes.
WESTRAIL - TRAIN ACCIDENTS

222. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
(1) How many train mishaps/accidents have occurred at Westrail in the last

twelve months?
(2) What has been the major cause of train mishaps/accidents?
(3) What has been the total cost of this to Westrail?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

11-3 am unsure as to the nature of the mishaps/accidents referred to in this
question. If the member identifies the specific nature of the
mishaps/accidents to which she refers, I will be pleased to provide an
answer.

WESTRAIL - FUEL SPILLAGES
223. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) Has Westrail had any fuel spillages in the last 12 months?
(2) If yes, what was the cost to Westrail?
(3) What safety precautions does Westrail have in place in case of fuel

spillages?
(4) Does Westrail have an environmental impact/cleanup plan in place?
(5) If no, why not?
(6) If yes to (4), what are the main points in the plan?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) Yes.
(2) Costs to date are $25 606.
(3) Westrai staff have received dangerous goods awareness training and are

conversant with documented depot emergency procedure plans. In the
case of significant fuel spills the relevant emergency authorities, that is the
police, Fire Brigade, Department of Environmental Protection and Water
Authority are to be consulted.
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(4)-(6) Westrail has developed an environmental management manual which is in
the process of being ratified by the Department of Environmental
Protection. This manual addresses environmental policy and strategy and
will form the basis for detailed plans and procedures covering all areas of
environmental management, includiang impact and cleanup of soil and
water contamination from spills such as diesel fuel. Environmental
impact and cleanup of fuel spills are ,currendy coordinated through
consultants and contractors.

DISABILITY SERVICES COMMISSION - NURSING ASSISTANTS
IN HOSTELS, EMPLOYMENT

231. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:
(1) How many nursing assistants are employed in Disability Service

Commission hostels?
(2) What are their duties and functions?
(3) What is to be the fate of nursing assistants in Disability Service

Commission hostels?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) 101.
(2) Under the supervision of a social trainer supervisor they provide for the

care and support of residents in high support needs hostels.
(3) Existing nursing assistants are being offered the opportunity to train as

social trainers and by natural attrition are being replaced by social trainers.
DISABILITY SERVICES COMMISSION - BOSTON, PYRTON, DORSET

HOSTELS, MAINTENANCE AND REPAIRS
232. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:

(1) Can the Minister assure the Parliament that regular maintenance and repair
work is conducted at Boston, Pyrton and Dorset Hostels?

(2) Is so, how does the Minister explain that -
(a) the swimming pool at Pyrton has not been filled this summer,
(b) air-conditioning maintenance at Pyrton in the residents quarters

has not been attended to;
(c) a leaking ceiling meant that clients at Boston bad to be

accommodated in the corridor last winter,
(d) Dorset is overcrowded?

(3) Are the costs of needed maintenance and repairs to be factored in to any
calls for tendering for the hostels?

Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Yes, maintenance and repair work is carried out at Boston, Pyrton and

Dorset hostels as required.
(2) (a) The swimming pool has not been opened this summer because of

the excessive cost involved in repairs and monitoring to meet
public health and safety requirements. Usage over the previous
summer was very low and alternative community facilities are
available.

(b) The unusually hot temperatures over the summer have placed
stresses on the air-conditioning system of the hostels at Pyrton.
However, when problems have occurred the fault has been
reported immediately and repairs have been undertaken as soon as
possible.
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(c) The roof at Boston was damaged in the freak winter storm of July
1994. As a result clients were transferred from their sleeping areas
to the corridor for protective reasons in case there were electrical
faults. The roof was repaired immediately following the storm.

(d) The bed capacity of Dorset is 32 and admissions during the last 12
months have not exceeded 32 at any stage. Currently there is one
vacancy at Dorset.

(3) No decision has been made to call for tenders for any or all of DSC
hostels.

DISABILITY SERVICES COMMISSION - NAME CHANGE, COST
233. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:

In the name change from Authority for Intellectually Handicapped to Disability
Services Commission, how much money was spent on changing -

(a) logos;
(b,) letterheads;
(c) pamphlets?
Mr MINSON replied:
In the name change when amalgamating the Authority for Intellectually
Handicapped Persons and Bureau for Disability Services to Disability Services
Commission the following amounts were spent on changing names and include
stock for use for an average of six months -

(a) Logos $2 874
(b) Letterheads $4 090
(c) Pamphlets $11 750

PRISONS - BANDYUP
Pregnant Women, Admissions

240. Dr WATSON to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice:
(1) Since June 1994, how many pregnant women have been admitted to

Bandyup prison?
(2) How many have aborted or miscarried?
(3) On what dates were such events recorded?
Mr MIN SON replied:
(1) Twenty-nine discreet pregnant prisoners were admitted to Bandyup Prison

from June 1994 to March 1995 inclusive.
(2) Two recorded cases of abortion and two recorded cases of miscarriage.
(3) The two abortion cases were recorded on 9 July 1994 and 2 December

1994 and the two cases of miscarriage were recorded on 21 July 1994 and
17 February 1995.

DISABILITY SERVICES COMMISSION - LOCAL AREA COORDINATOR,
QUALIFICATIONS; DISCRETIONARY FUNDS, USE DECISIONS

244. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:
(1) What qualifications are required to be a local area coordinator?
(2) How are decisions made to use discretionary funds -

(a) what criteria are used,
(b) are decisions made by the coordinator alone or in consultation;
(c) if in consultation, is the procedure formalised,
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(d) what are the priorities for funding in local areas?
(3) Do coordinators make decisions which would best be made by nurses,

social workers, physiotherapists, occupational or speech therapists?
(4) If so, why?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) The selection criteria for a local area coordinator is as follows -

Essential -
Positive and contemporary attitudes to people with disabilities.
Varied, relevant experience in the delivery of human services.
Relevant post-secondary qualifications.
Individual needs analysis skills.
Personal advocacy skills.
Community development skills.
Interpersonal, verbal and written communication skills.
Planning and organisational skills.
Current driver's licence.
Desirable -
Relevant degree or diploma in humanities.
Administration and financial management skills.
Evaluation and monitoring skills.
Experience in service coordination or individualised funding.
Connection with the local area.

(2) (a) There are two types of discretionary funding accessed by local area
coordinators and paid directly to consumers.
Untied funding - Small amounts, usually one-off and less than
$500.
Criteria - The expressed need of the individual person with a
disability and/or their family.
Tied funding - Individualised recurrent funding over $3 000.
Criteria - Critical and urgent support needed to prevent
institutionalisation.

(b) Local area coordinators always collaborate with the persons with
the disability and their family or carer and consult with other
agencies and professionals where appropriate.

(c) Yes.
(d) Priorities vary from area to area and from person to person, but

often include respite, domestic support, payment to caregiver(s),
personal support, leisure activities, accommodation, equipment
needs.

(3) No.
(4) Not applicable.
DISABILITY SERVICES COMMISSION - SURVEY OF COMMUNITY

ATTITUDES AND AWARENESS OF DISABILITY ISSUES
251. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:

(1) Further to his answer to question 1889 of 1994, when will the Minister
release information from the survey of community attitudes and awareness
of disability issues?

(2) If he will not, why not?
(3) Who conducted the survey?
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(4) At what cost?
(5) To what use will the survey results be put?
(6) And when?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) An article outlining the main findings of the survey appeared in the

February edition of "Update", a publication produced by the Disability
Services Commission and circulated widely to the disability field and
others with an interest in disability issues.

(2) Not applicable.
(3) R.J. Donovan and Associates.
(4) $11 800.
(5) The results of the survey will be used for planning and evaluation

purposes by the commission.
(6) On an ongoing basis.

RAILWAYS - CANNINGTON STATION, IMPROVEMENTS
255. Dr WATSON to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) What budgetary allocation has been made to improve Cannington Railway
Station?

(2) What improvements are to be made?
(3) When will the work start and finish?
(4) Will the Minister make an unconditional commitment to the users of

Cannington station to do the work this time?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) $235000.
(2) Provision of public and disabled persons' toilets.

Provision of four additional bus shelters.
Provision of weather screening to platform and underpass.
Additional seating.
Additional staircase from rampto bus area.
Repaint the station.
Improvements to barriers in the underpass area to control movement of
passengers.

(3) Construction is programmed to commence in early June 1995 and be
completed by mid-September 1995.

(4) There are no current circumstances that would prevent the work from
being completed by the programmed date.

DISABILITY SERVICES COMMISSION - REGISTERED NURSES IN HOSTELS,
EMPLOYMENT

257. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:
(1) How many registered nurses are employed in Disability Service

Commission hostels?
(2) What are their duties and functions?
(3) What is to be the fate of registered nurses in Disability Service

Commission hostels?
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Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Forty-six.
(2) They assume responsibility for assessing, planning, implementing and

evaluating direct nursing care to the residents of the hostels.
(3) A continued need of this function is envisaged.
WESTRAIL - OFFICERS CARRYING OUT CUSTOMER CARE AND

SECURITY FUNCTIONS
290. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Mnister for Transport:

(1) What advice has Westrail provided to the Government that would support
the proposition that a single officer can personally and effectively carry
out customer care and security roles?

(2) Has the Government and/or Westrail received professional advice on this
matter?

Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -
(1)-(2) 1 have approved a proposal by Westrail which will increase the number of

staff available to carry out the customer care and security functions on
suburban trains. The proposal provides for multi-skilling of suburban
train staff so that they can carry out both functions. Single officers will
operate in specific circumstances. Westrail has received advice from the
WA Police Department on the aspects of security trining and will be
working closely with the Disability Services Commission and other
disability groups in developing an in-house training module to provide the
necessary customer care skills. All these issues associated with customer
care are designed to protect and assist passengers.

WESTRAIL - PROPERTY SALE PROPOSALS
293. Mrs HALLAH-AN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) What proposals does the Government have for the sale of Westrail
property?

(2) How will the proceeds be distributed?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -
(1)-(2) The Acting Commissioner for Railways is preparing a submission for my

consideration with respect to disposal of surplus railway land and
application of any proceeds from sales.

HOSPITALS - BENTLEY
Radiology Clinic, Running Cost; Privatisation

304. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health:
(1) What was the total running cost of the Bentley Hospital radiology clinic

for the financial year -

(a) 1989-90;
(b) 1990-91;
(c) 1991-92;
(d) 1992-93;
(e) 1993-94?

(2) What is the estimated total running cost for the financial year 1994-95?
(3) What year was the radiology clinic at Bentley Hospital privatised?
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(4) How many full time employees, or equivalents, were lost during the
privatisation process?

Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) (a) $153200

(b) $172700
(c) $233 900
(d) $269 400
(e) $2 100
Note: Equipment was depreciated by $60 000 each year. Complete
records for 1989-90 and 1990-91 are not available in the time permitted;
therefore, the following have been estimated, based on known costs in
ensuing years: 1990-91 salary; 1989-90 and 1990-91 organ imaging film.

(2) $59 600.
(3) 1993.
(4) The privatisation of the radiology clinic at Bentley Hospital has resulted in

the reduction of 16.3 FTEs. However, the employees concerned have
been either redeployed, offered a voluntary redundancy, or have chosen to
seek alternative employment. One temporary contract was not renewed.

JUSTICE, MINISTRY OF - DIRECTOR SPECIAL OPERATIONS
Ryan Michael, Appointmnt

334. Mr BROWN to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice:
(1) Was the level 8 position of director special operations - position

No 2044067 - created?
(2) What date was that position created?
(3) Were any assurances or indications given to Mr Michael Ryan by the

Ministry of Justice that he would be appointed to that position?
(4) Was Mr Ryan offered that position?
(5) Who offered Mr Ryan the position?
(6) Was the position advertised?
(7) Was the position ever filled?
(8) If not, why not?
(9) Since the position was created, has anyone acted in that position?
(10) If so, when?
(11) If not, why not?
(12) Has the position now be reclassified to level 9?
(13) Why was the position reclassified?
(14) Is Mr Ryan now employed or engaged by the Ministry of Justice?

(15) What position does he occupy?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) 15 February 1994.
(3)-(4) No.
(5) Not applicable.
(6) Yes.
(7) No.
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(8) Changing priorities within the Ministry.
(9) No.
(10) Not applicable.
(11) See (8)
(12) No.
(13) Not applicable.
(14) Yes.
(15) Operational policy officer - three month contract.

TRANSPORT - ":RIGHT TRACK" DOCUMENT
354. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) Does the Minister now have a copy of the "Right Track" document?
(2) Will the document be made available to the Opposition and the public

prior to its being considered by Cabinet?
(3) If not, why not?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -
The member is referred to response to question 355.

WESTRAIL - EMPLOYMENT REDUCTION
'Right Track" Document

355. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
(1) Will the Minister confirm that 1 000 jobs will be lost at Westrail if the

Government follows the recommendations contained in the "Right Track"
document?

(2) If so, in which sections and at what locations will these jobs be lost?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -
(1 )-(2) Until Government considers the submission currently being finalised by

the Acting Commissioner for Railways, I am in no position to comment.
TRANSPORT - "RIGHT TRACK" DOCUMENT

Work and Functions Contracted Out
356. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) How much work/functions is/are recommended to be contracted out in the
"Right Track" document?

(2) Were the recommendations for the contracting out of work/functions
developed by consultants Henshaw and Associates?

(3) If so, is this the same Henshaw and Associates who recommended the
closure of the Midland Workshops?

Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -
The member is referred to response to question 355.

WESTRAIL - CENTRE, EAST PERTH, CLOSURE
357. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) Given the number of staff to be axed from Westrail, does the Government
intend closing down the Westrail Centre at East Perth?
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(2) If no, what proposal does the Government have for the space that will
become available with staff reductions?

(3) If yes, what is the proposed timetable for the closure of the Westrail
Centre?

Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply-
The member is referred to response to question 355.

WESTRAIL - SUPPLY BRANCH
358. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) What will the new functions of the existing Westrail supply branch be?
(2) Where will that branch be located?
(3) How many staff will be assigned to preparing and negotiating outsourcing

contracts?
(4) How many of the existing staff of the supply branch will be allocated to

these expanded functions?
(5) Is it proposed to recruit staff to the supply branch who have legal and

accounting qualifications/experience?
(6) What will their terms of employment be?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

The member is referred to response to question 355.
WESTRAIL - TRAFFIC CONTROLLERS FOR FREIGHT RELOCATED TO

AVON YARDS
359. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) Does the Government intend relocating the traffic controllers for Westrail
freight to the Avon yards?

(2) If yes, on what basis has this decision been made?
(3) If no, where is it proposed that these officers and the computer capacity be

located?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

The member is referred to response to question 355.
DISABILITY SERVICES - ACCOMMODATION SUPPORT, BUDGET

380. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:
(1) What budget is planned for accommodation support in -

(a) 1995-96;
(b) 1996-97;
(c) 1997-98;
(d) 1998-99;
(e) 1999-2000?

(2) Is this sufficient to meet current needs?
(3) If not, why not?
(4) Is this sufficient to meet predicted needs?
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(5) If not, why not?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) At this stage of Budget deliberations, allocations for 1995-96 and ensuing

years are yet to be determined. The Government is currently considering
a five year business plan to address current and projected unmet demand
for accommodation support.

(2)-(5) Not applicable.
DISABILITY SERVICES COMMISSION - SERVICES CONTRACTED OUT TO

PRIVATE SECTOR
382. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:

(1) Which services and/or functions of the Disability Services Commission
have been identified for future contracting out to the private sector?

(2) Have documents been prepared for the tender of these services?
(3) If yes, will the Minister table these documents?
(4) Does the Minister plan to advertise for expressions of interest or tender

bids for these services?
(5) Is so, when will such advertisements be placed?
(6) Who will make recommendations as to the successful bidder?
(7) How many Public Service positions will be abolished as a result of this

process?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) The Disability Services Commission has a mandate to enable people with

a disability and ther fmilies toejya ult of lif comensurate with
that of the res of the commniy The commissin provides manysevie an curnl cotat servicst the approximt aleo
managemnt courier service, food services, prsona lanrIn
security services are also contracted. Any service or function of the
commission may be considered for future contracting provided that the
commission retains the essential competencies to fulfil its mandate and
such contracting ultimately benefits people with a disability.

(2)-(7) Not applicable.
PRISONS - OFFICERS, INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS REFORM PACKAGE

385. Mr BROWN to the Attorney General:
(1) Does the Minister fully support the prison officers industrial relations

reform package?
(2) What are the projected savings expected to be realised from the package in

the financial years.-
(a) 1994-95;
(b) 1995-96;
(c) 1996-97?

(3) What savings have been made since 1 July 1994?
(4) Since I July 1994, has an analysis been done on whether the package will

meet original expectations ?
(5) What was the result of the analysis?
(6) When was it carried out?
(7) Is it publicly available?
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(8) If not, why not?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) (a) $5.6m

(b) $6m
(c) $7.4m

(3) The package is on target to achieve the savings detailed in (2)(a).
(4)-(8) Progress of package is being monitored and indications are that it will

meet expectations. An evaluation will be undertaken after 12 months of
operation.

RYAN, MICHAEL - JUSTICE, MINISTRY OF, EMPLOYMENT

388. Mr BROWN to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice:
(1) Has a Mr Michael Ryan been employed or engaged by the Ministry of

Justice?
(2) Was the same Mr Ryan previously an applicant for the position of

Director, Prison Operations?
(3) Was an interview panel established to examine all applications for that

position?
(4) Who were the members of the interview panel?
(5) Did the interview panel reach the conclusion that Ryan's application did

not meet the selection criteria and hence he should not be interviewed?

(6) Did the director general make it known to any members of the interview
panel that Mr Ryan was his preferred candidate?

(7) Was Mr Ryan interviewed by the interview panel?

(8) What caused the interview panel to decide to interview Mr Ryan?
(9) Was Mr Ryan recommended for the position by the interview panel?

(10) Were any members of the interview panel-
(a) pressured;
(b) prevailed upon;
(c) asked to reconsider
by other than the applicant to recommend the appointment of Mr Ryan
notwithstanding the interview panel concluded view?

(11) If so, who authorised such an approach being made to the interview panel?

(12) Was Dr Denzil McCotter a member of the interview panel?

(13) Did the position taken by Dr Denzil McCotter ultimately lead to her
leaving the Ministry of Justice?

(14) When it became apparent Mr Ryan would not be appointed to the
vacancy, were representations made, or discussions held, by the Ministry
of Justice or any of its senior ranking officers with the Building
Management Authority about finding a position for Mr Ryan?

Mr MINSON replied:
(l)-(3) Yes.
(4) Dr Denzil McCotter, Executive Director, Corrective Services

Mr David Northcott, Executive Director, Juvenile Justice Division
Mr David Hounsome, Authority for Intellectually Handicapped Persons.
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(5)-(6) No.
(7) Yes.
(8) This was the panel's decision.
(9) No.
(10) (a)-(c) No.
(11) Not applicable.
(12) Yes.
(13) No.
(14) There was no connection between the decision of the panel and his being

independently contracted by the Building Management Authority.

RYAN, MICHAEL - BUILDING MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY,
EMPLOYMENT

389. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Works:
(1) Was a Mr Michael Ryan employed or engaged by the Building

Management Authority?
(2) What date did he commence with the authority?
(3) What was his job/position/contract?
(4) What were his duties?
(5) Was the position/contract obtained by Mr Ryan advertised?
(6) If not, why not?
(7) When did his employment/contract end?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Mr Michael Ryan was engaged on a contract for service.
(2) 5 April 1994.
(3) Contractor.
(4) His duties were to contribute to the specialist area of risk managementmethodology associated with building security assessment and assessmentof risk to building occupants from particular kinds of intrusion; and tospecifically assist in the briefing of a significant range of proposed

projects for the Ministry of Justice.
(5) No.
(6) Mr Ryan was directly approached and interviewed for the contract due to

his specialist skills in these areas.
(7) 29 March 1995.

PRISONS - FORMER PRISONERS, ACCOMMODATION ASSISTANCE
404. Mr BROWN to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice:

(1) Is the Attorney General aware of an article that appeared in The WestAustralian on 16 December 1994 concerning the prospect of formerprisoners reoffending because of lack of support and low cost
accommodation?

(2) With reference to the statement attributed to Outcare Executive Director,Peter Sirr, do many prisoners not have any where to stay when released
from prison?
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(3) Has the Government given any consideration to providing additional
resources to Outcare to enable extra accommodation to be acquired?

(4) If not, why not?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Prisoners on parole are required to nominate a place of residence prior to

release. Some ex-prisoners do require assistance to obtain
accommodation and Outcare is funded to assist in the provision of this
service.

(3) The acquisition of accommodation falls outside the responsibilities of the
Attorney General.

(4) Not applicable.
CAR PARKS - BUS AND RAIL STATIONS, MANAGEMENT TENDERS

412. Mr BROWN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) Has the Government given any consideration to calling for tenders or
expressions of interest from the private sector for the management of
parking and security arrangements at car parks attached to bus and rail
stations?

(2) If not, has any consideration been given to allocating this type of work to
a non- government or private sector organisation?

(3) If so, what arrangements are being considered?

(4) If not, are any arrangements being considered which would place the
management of such car parks outside the public sector?

Mr LEWIS replied:
T'he Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

(1) Yes.
(2) Not applicable.
(3)-(4) Westrail recently called tenders for secured parking at six railway station

car parks for a trial period of 12 months. The tenders are currently being
evaluated. If the trial is successful, consideration will be given to
extending secured parking to other rail and bus related car parks.

JUSTICE, MINISTRY OF - INDEX PROJECT, FUNDS APPLICATION

413. Mr BROWN to Minister assisting the Minister for Justice:

(1) Has the Index project applied to the Ministry of Justice for funds?

(2) Was the application successful?

(3) If so, how much is being provided for the project?

(4) If not, why not?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) No.
(3) Not applicable.
(4) The Index project was assessed to be an employment related project for

compulsory school age children arnd therefore did not fit within the
Ministry's current guidelines in relation to compulsory school age
children.
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DISABILITY SERVICES COMMISSION - STANTON, JO
Accommnodation Needs of People with Acquired Head Injury Report

437. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:
(1) When was Jo Stanton commissioned to survey and report on

accommodation needs of people with acquired head injury?
(2) When was the report submitted to the board of the Disability Services

Commission?
(3) When was the report submitted to you?
(4) Why is it not yet public?
(5) When will it be released?
(6) What was the cost of the report?
(7) Is the data contained in the report current?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) In 1993, the then Bureau for Disability Services commissioned Jo Stanton

and Associates to undertake research into the accommodation and support
needs of people with acquired brain injury.

(2) 1 July 1994.
(3) 17 November 1994.
(4) The report was released on 26 March 1995.
(5) Not applicable.
(6) The report cost $21 233.
(7) There has been some minor variation to the numbers of people in each

particular facility. As part of the study, the methodology included a
forecasting technique at five yearly intervals to the year 2021. The Health
Department of Western Australia is presently conducting a consultancy
looking at the "additional care requirements of people in state government
nursing homes" and as part of this process, the numbers of young disabled
will be reconfirmned.

DISABILITY SERVICES - ACCOMMODATION AND RESPITE SERVICES
Agencies Funds Expended on Purchasing Land and Buildings; Accountability

438. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:
(1) For the last 5 financial years has the State Government provided money

for respite and/or accommodation support services to the following
agencies which has been expended instead on purchasing land and
buildings -

(a) Rocky Bay;
(b) Cerebral Palsy Association;
(c) Activ Foundation;
(d) Nulsen Haven;
(e) Autistic Association;
(f) Catholic Care?

(2) If yes, how much?
(3) For the last 5 financial years has the Federal Government provided money

for respite and/or accommodation support services to the following
agencies which has been expended instead on purchasing land and
buildings -
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(a) Rocky Bay;
(b) Cerebral Palsy Association;
(c) Activ Foundation;
(d) Nulsen Haven;
(e) Autistic Association;
Mf Catholic Care?

(4) If yes, how much?
(5) Has all accountability for the expenditure of moneys by these agencies

been met?
(6) If not, is there any redress?
(7) For the same period, how much has the State Government expended each

year on -

(a) accommodation;
(b) accommodation support;
(c) purchase of land;
(d) purchase of buildings?

Mr MINSON replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.
(3)-(4) Information not available at state level.
(5) All state requirements for accountability for funds provided to agencies in

the past five years have been met.
(6) Not applicable.
(7) Expenditure from 1990-91 to 1994-95 for the Disability Services

Commission and the former Authority for Intellectually Handicapped
Persons is as follows -

$000s
1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95

Accommodation 47 908 55025 55 675 67 518 68 282
Accomm. Support 6453 * 7041 6971
Land 455 160 Nil Nil 200
Buildings 864 457 Nil Nil 250
* In 1991-92 and 1992-93, the program structure of the Disability
Services Commission (then the Authority for Intellectually Handicapped
Persons) did not identify accommodation support services separately from
accommodation programs.

DISABILITY SERVICES - ACCOMMODATION AND RESPITE SERVICES
Disabled Respite Needs; Agencies Long Stay Beds, Respite Beds

440. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:
(1) How many individuals with developmental disabilities have unmet respite

needs and are -

(a) under 18 years of age;
(b) between 18 and 50 years of age;
(c) over 50 years of age?

(2) How many individuals with psychiatric disabilities have unmet respite
needs and are-
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(a) under 18 years of age;
(b) between 18 and 50 years of age;
(c) over 50 years of age?

(3) How many individuals with acquired physical disabilities have unmet
respite needs and are -

(a) under 18 years of age;
(b) between 18 and 50 years of age;
(c) over 50 years of age?

(4) How many individuals with acquired brain injury have unmet respite
needs and are -

(a) under 18 years of age;
(b) between 18 and 50 years of age;
(c) over 50 years of age?

(5) How many long stay beds does each of the following services provide in
each of nursing home, group home and hostel care -

(a) Catholic Care;
(b) Rocky Bay;
(c) Cerebral Palsy Association;
(d) Autistic Association;
(e) Activ Foundation;
(f) Disability Services Commission?

(6) How many respite beds does each of the following services provide in
each of nursing home, group home and hostel care -
(a) Catholic Care;
(b) Rocky Bay;
(c) Cerebral Palsy Association;
(d) Autistic Association;
(e) Activ Foundation;
(f) Disability Services Commission?

(7) How many in-home respite care for individuals does each of the following
services provide -

(a) Catholic Care;
(b) Rocky Bay;
(c) Cerebral Palsy Association;
(d) Autistic Association;
(e) Activ Foundation;
(f) Disability Services Commission?

(8) How many individuals supported in the community does each of the
following services provide -

(a) Catholic Care;
(b) Rocky Bay;
(c) Cerebral Palsy Association;
(d) Autistic Association;

1985



1986 [ASSEMBLY]

(e) Activ Foundation;

(f) Disability Services Commission?
(9) How many individuals provided with attendant care does each of the

following services provide -

(a) Catholic Care;
(b) Rocky Bay;
(c) Cerebral Palsy Association;
(d) Autistic Association;
(e) Activ Foundation;
(f) Disability Services Commission?

(10) Do forms of respite services other than bed stay (e.g. recreation etc)
alleviate the demand for accommodation support?

(11) If so, on what basis?
Mr MINSON replied:
(l)-(4)

The Disability Services Commission is unable to provide information on
unmet respite demands related to specific diagnostic/disability groups.

(5) The following data is agency self-reported for 1993-94, provided to the
DSC on 30 June 1994. Long stay beds include those identified as
extended stay, as well as those identified as term stay beds.

Long Stay Beds Nursing Group Hostel
Home Home Care

Catholic Care 0 33 0
Rocky Bay 20 20 0
Cerebral Palsy Assoc. 0 27 28
Autistic Association 0 2 0
Activ Foundation 0 138 107
Disability Services Comm. 0 299 420

(6) The following data is agency self-reported for 1993-94, provided to the
DSC on 30 June 1994. Respite beds include those that have been
identified as respite beds as well as those identified as rollover short stay
beds.
Long Stay Beds Nursing Group Hostel

Home Home Care
Catholic Care 0 15 0
Rocky Bay 0 0 0
Cerebral Palsy Assoc. 0 3 27
Autistic Association 0 30 0
Activ Foundation 0 31 38
Disability Services Comm. 0 15 23

(7) No of Individuals

Catholic Care 110
Rocky Bay 63
Cerebral Palsy Assoc. 65
Autistic Assoc. Nil
Activ Foundation 360
Disability Services Comm. 1589*
*This figure includes all services provided directly to families of which a
percentage will have been for in-home purposes.
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(8) Catholic Care 34
Rgcky Bay 23
Cerebral Palsy Assoc. 43
Autistic Assoc. Nil
Activ Foundation 113
Disability Services Comm. 2492

(9) Catholic Care Nil
Rocky Bay Nil
Cerebral Palsy Assoc. Nil
Autistic Assoc. Nil
Activ Foundation Nil
Disability Services Comm. Nil
Agencies which are funded to provide attendant care include the
Paraplegic Quadriplegic Association, Homes of Peace, Outline, Silver
Chain-Mandurah, Town of Narrogin and Multicare.

(10) Yes.
(11) The provision of respite services in any form will reduce the stress on

families who are caring for a person with a disability. If this assists
families to care for a person with a disability, it will alleviate the demands
on accommodation services.

JUSTICE, MINISTRY OF - EX-OFFENDER EMPLOYED TO WORK WITH
ABORIGINAL COMMUNITY ON ANGER CONTROL

447. Mr BROWN to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice:
(1) Has the Ministry of Justice recently employed an ex-offender to work with

the Aboriginal community on anger control?
(2) If so, what factors were taken into account in the selection of this person?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Selection is based on merit. The ministry does not decline to employ ex-

offenders in certain circumstances but each application is considered on an
individual basis.

PRISONS - POPULATION
450. Mr BROWN to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice:

(1) Has the Government done any forward planning on what the total prison
population is likely to be in -

(a) 1996;
(b) 1997;
(c) 1998;

(d) 1999?
(2) If so, what does the Government estimate the total prison population will

for each of the years in question (1) above?
(3) Has any forward planning being carried out on what the number of

maximum, medium and minimum security prisoners may be in each of
years mentioned in question (1) above?

(4) If so, what is the predicted prison population in each of the categories
mentioned?

Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Yes.
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(2) Year 1996 1997 1998 1999
Muster 2 206 2 275 2330 2 380
The proposed sentencing legislation is expected to reduce these figures.

(3) Yes.
(4) Security Rating

Year Maximum Medium Minimum
1996 673 671 862
1997 685 700 890
1998 700 720 910
1999 720 740 920
The proposed sentencing legislation is expected to reduce these minimum
security numbers.

SMALL BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION - REVIEW; CHARGES
465. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Small Business:

(1) Is the present review of the Small Business Development Corporation
being conducted because the Minister believes that the SBDC is no longer
relevant in its present form?

(2) In the future, will the SBDC charge for all services and programs
previously provided free of charge to small businesses?

Mir COWAN replied:
(1) No. The SBDC Act specifically requires a review after five years. The

report of the last review was tabled in Parliament in December 1989. In
my view, the spirit of the SBDC Act is that it should be reviewed each
five years and this is why I established the review that is currently being
carried out.

(2) The terms of reference for the review include the issue of charging for
services, so I anticipate its report will make recommendations on this
matter. The Government will consider any recommendation that the
review may make in relation to this issue.

MICROFILM BUREAU -. FUNCTIONS; ITEMS MICROFILMED
529. Mrs HENDERSON to the Minister for Services;

(1) Will the Minister table a list of functions performed by the Government
Microfilm Bureau?

(2) Will the Minister provide to the Parliament a list of the items that
Government Departments, Authorities, Ministers and public entities have
microfilmed and why they have them microfilmed?

Mr MINSON replied:
(1)-(2) Because of the detailed requirement of the information sought, I will

provide the information direct to the member.
LIBRARY AND INFORMATION SERVICE - MICROFILM ARCHIVING

PROJECT, CONTRACTED OUT
530. Mrs HENDERSON to the Minister for Services:

(1) Will the Minister identify how successful the contracting out of the
Library Information Service of WA's microfilm archiving project has
been?

(2) Will he identify the company who has performed the contract?
(3) Will the Minister identify the largest private sector microfilming bureau in

Western Australia?
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Mr MINSON replied:
(1)-(2)

The Li bry ad Information Service of Western Australia resides within
the Atpofolio. These questions should be directed to the Minister for
the Arts.

(3) 1 understand the largest private sector microfilming bureau in Western
Australia is Hermes Precisa Australia.

MAIL WEST - SAVINGS; COST
53 1. Mrs HENDERSON to the Minister for Works and Services:

(1) Will the Minister identify the net savings to Government last financial
year by operating the Government mail service known as Mail West?

(2) Will the Minister identify the percentage of Government mail that is
moved through Mail West?

(3) Will the Minister identify the cost to the public of the use of private
courier companies by Ministers and public entities?

(4) Why has the Minister not sought to expand the operations of Mail West in
order to decrease the costs of Government mail?

(5) What are the limitations on the services offered by private sector mail
companies because of the Australian Postal Act?

Mr MINSON replied:
(1) $7.5m.
(2)-(3)

The information is not available and a detailed study would be necessary
to identify the percentage of mail moved by MailWest and the use of
private courier companies by Ministers and public entities.

(4) Following the review of government functions by the Independent
Commission to Review Public Sector Finances (McCarrey review), the
focus of reform proposals has been to examine "contracting out" to
achieve more attractive outcomes. It is intended to test the market shortly.

(5) Limitations on services stem from section 30 of the Australian Postal
Corporation Act which refers to "reserved services", where a postal article
of a weight less than 250gms may only be carried by a third party (other
than Australia Post) for a charge that is at least four times the standard rate
of postage.

TRANSPORT, DEPARTMENT OF - ROYAL PERTH YACHT CLUB, RATES
541. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) Can the Minister confirm that his department is considering leasing land
and/or water areas to the Royal Perth Yacht Club at rates less than the
current commercial rate given that there is correspondence between the
department and the Royal Perth Yacht Club which indicates that the club
is not prepared to pay commercial rates for some harbour facilities and
expects a reduced rate?

(2) If so -
(a) what is the rationale for these negotiations considering that any

such agreement will result in a loss to the Government?
(b) Are there any other bodies or organisations which have expressed

interest in the subject land and water areas and the rates those
organisations have indicated they would be prepared to pay?
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(c) Why did the Department not, in the first instance, publicly offer
land and water areas so as to get the best return to the
Government?

Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -
(1) The department has agreed to lease a water area in Challenger Harbour to

the Royal Perth Yacht Club at commercial rates. Negotiations on leasing
three small areas of land to the Royal Perth Yacht Club at commercial
rates are curntly in course.

(2) (a) Not applicable.
(b) Members of the Challenger Harbour management advisory

committee have unanimously agreed for the water area to be
allocated to the Royal Perth Yacht Club. Other areas of water in
Challenger Harbour have been allocated by agreement for use by
the public, the Fremantle Cruising Yacht Club, Swan River Yacht
Clubs and Harbour Village Apartments, all on a commercial basis.

(c) The Department of Marine and Harbours called for public
expressions of interest in development of Challenger Harbour
mooring facilities in July 1992.
PRISONS - CANNING VALE; CASUARINA

Section 9 Inquiries
544. Mr BROWN to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice:

(1) Further to question on notice I of 1995, how was the cost of the two
Section 9 inquiries into Canning Vale and Casuarina Prisons calculated?

(2) Was the time taken by prison officers to give evidence or information to
either inquiry taken into account?

(3) What -
(a) issues;
(b) incidents;
(c) policies or procedures;
(d) activities of individuals;
investigated by the two inquiries have not resulted in -

(i) an officer or staff member being charged;
(ii) further investigations being undertaken by the Minister of

Justice or the police?
(4) Have all the prison officers or staff involved in each line of inquiry that

has concluded been advised of the outcome of that line of inquiry?
(5) If not, why not?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) By an addition of the officers' salaries for the period of the inquiries and

any additional expenses incurred.
(2) No, but the number of officers who attended the inquiry office to give

information or evidence in their own time exceeded the number who were
either -interviewed at their workplace or required to attend the inquiry
while on duty.

(3)-(5) Until the investigation report is completed these matters are still subject to
the inquiry process.
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PRISONS - CANNING VALE; CASUARINA
Section 9 Inquiries

545. Mr BROWN to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice:
Further to question on notice 5 of 1995, what -

(a) issues;
(b) incidents;
(c) activities of individuals;
investigated by the two Section 9 inquiries into Canning Vale and
Casuarina Prisons have been referred to the -

(i) police;
(ii) Crown Counsel;

for further investigation?
Mr MINSON replied:
Until the investigation report is completed these matters are still subject to the
inquiry process.

TRANSPORT, DEPARTMENT OF - EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST
DOCUMENTATION NOT SUPPLIED TO PARLIAMENTARY LIBRARY

565. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
(1) Did the Department of Transport refuse to supply to the Parliamentary

Library the "Expressions of Interest" documentation referred to in the
department's advertisement in respect of Transperth and Midland Bus
Services, reference 204/1995, contained in The West Australian of
4 March 1995?

(2) Given that the documentation contained the specified criteria governing
the expressions of interest, on what ground, if any, can the refusal be
justified?

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

(1)-(2) No. I am advised that due to a misunderstanding, the departmental officer
believed that the request was for the tender documents linked to the
expression of interest document. The tender documents had not been
finalised at the time of the request and therefore were- not available.

ROADS - BRAND HIGHWAY, MUCHEA AREA, CONDITION
567. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) What is the condition of the Brand Highway in the vicinity of Muchea?
(2) When were major works last carried out on the Brand Highway at that

location?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

(1) Brand Highway near Muchea is in reasonable condition with minor
surface deformations and irregularities.

(2) The last major works in the area were carried out in 1980 aind 1981.
Reconstruction of various sections north of Muchea are planned to be
carried out in 1996-97.
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TRANSPORT, DEPARTMENT OF - MARINE PILOTS, QUALIFICATIONS
568. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) What are the qualifications currently required by the Department of
Transport for persons employed by the department as harbour pilots?

(2) Will port authorities and corporations involved in shipping tice over pilot
services from the Department of Transport in the future?

(3) If so, what mechanisms will be put in place to ensure adequate
qualification of pilots employed by these entities?

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

(1) The Department of Transport currently employs five master maniners to
carry out pilotage duties at the ports of Wyndham and Port Walcott.
Another qualified employee is available for relief work in exceptional
circumstances. All marine pilots employed by the department are required
to hold a master class 1 certificate of competency or an approved
equivalent.

(2) It is anticipated that the pilotage service at Port Walcott will transfer to the
private sector on 1 June 1995 and after that date the department will
employ only one marine pilot (at Wyndhamn).

(3) The issue of uniform pilotage standards for marine pilots employed at
private and public ports in Western Australia has been raised as part of the
current review into maritime legislation. At this stage no decision has
been made on whether to legislate to maintain minimum standards of
training and qualifications for marine pilots. Western Australian port
authorities currently set their own qualification and training standards for
the employment of marine pilots at their ports.

WESTRAIL - PROSPECTOR
Pensioner Concessions, Changes

578. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
(1) Have there been any changes to the rules governing access of pensioners

to concession or free transport on the Prospector?
(2) If yes, what is the nature of those changes and when and why were they

introduced?
MW LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -
(1)
(2)

Yes.
The changes have been made as part of a load management strategy to
ensure that fare paying passengers have priority access to premium
services where capacity is limited or demand is high.
From 3 March 1995, pensioner free travel has not been available on the
3.00 pm express Prospector service from Perth to Kalgoorlie on Fridays.
However, pensioners may still travel on the service by paying the 50 per
cent pensioners' concession fare, or alternatively they can use their fire
travel entitlement on the following service at 4.10 pm, which is not an
express service.

HQMESWEST - OFFICES, OPEN ON SATURDAY MORNING TRIAL
Canningion, Frenzante, Mirrabooka

608. Mr RIEBELING to the Minister for Housing:
(1) in relation to the "trial" of opening up the Homeswest offices at
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Cannington, Fremantle and Mirrabooka on Saturday mornings, for what
period of time did the tria run?

(2) Was it judged a success?
(3) What was the cost of opening these offices on Saturday morning?
(4) What was the cost of running the computers on the Saturday mornings?
(5) Had the department provided the Minister with advice that the trial would

not succeed and, if so, why did the Minister proceed with their costly
experiment?

Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) From 12 March 1994 until the opening of Homeswest's city office on 30

January 1995.
(2) No.
(3) $869 per Saturday for the three metropolitan regions.
(4) $551 for information services.
(5) No.

LAND - BARTON'S MILL PRISON SITE, FUTURE USE
618. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice:

(1) What is planned for the future use of the Barton's Mill prison site?
(2) Are groups able to submit expressions of interest for further use?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1)-(2) The Barton's Mill prison site has been decommissioned and returned to

the Department of Conservation and Land Managemen Questions about
the future use of the site should be directed to the Minister for the
Environment.

DISABILITY SERVICES COMMISSION - SUSSEX HOSTEL; BRISTOL
HOSTEL

Social Trainers, Staff on Night Shift; Residents
620. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:

(1) How many social trainers currently work on night shift at -
(a) Sussex Hostel;
(b) Bristol Hostel?

(2) How many other staff, and what category, work on night shift at -

(a) Sussex Hostel;
(b) Bristol Hostel?

(3) How many residents live at -
(a) Sussex Hostel;
(b) Bristol Hostel?

(4) Why are the numbers of social trainers on night shift at these hostels to be
removed?

(5) What category of worker and how many will staff the night shift at -
(a) Sussex Hostel;
(b) Bristol Hostel?

(6) Do all residents of both hostels need two people to lift them?
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(7) Can any residents at Sussex Hostel and Bristol Hostel follow spoken
directions?

(8) In the case of a fire, burglary, medical or other emergency, will the
proposed staffing be able to manage their responsibility to the residents
at -
(a) Sussex Hostel;
(b) Bristol Hostel?

(9) In the event that a fire occurred, is the ramp by which people would be
evacuated alongside a fuel dump for the neighbouring trucking business?

(10) How many workers' compensation claims for back and neck injury have
been made by workers at Sussex Hostel in-
(a) 1992-93;
(b) 1993-94;
(c) 1994 to date?

(11) How many workers' compensation claims for back and neck injury have
been made by workers at Bristol Hostel in-
(a) 1992-93;
(b) 1993-94;
(c) 1994 to date?

(12) Why is the number of social trainers to be reduced at Sussex and Bristol
Hostels?

(13) Have similar decisions been made for other hostels?
(14) If so, which ones?
(15) Will care be compromised by these decisions?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) (a) One.

(b) Nil.
(2) (a) One registered nurse and one nursing assistant or enrolled nurse.

(b) One registered nurse and two nursing assistants.
(3) (a) Thirty permanent residents and two respite beds.

(b) Twenty seven residents.
(4) Social trainers have never permanently been employed on night shifts at

Bristol Hostel. With regard to Sussex Hostel, a registered nurse must be
on duty at all times to ensure adequate medical care for residents. The
enrolled nurse and nursing assistant are permanent night staff and will
have preference for night duty. Social trainers will be able to be rostered
on night shifts when the enrolled nurse/nursing assistant is unavailable.

(5) (a) One registered nurse and one nursing assistant or enrolled nurse or
social trainer.

(b) One registered nurse and one nursing assistant.
(6) No.
(7) A small number of residents can follow some simple spoken directions.
(8) Yes. The level of staff required for the night shifts has been very closely

examined and the commission is confident that with the support of
agencies such as the fire brigade and the ambulance service all care and
afety needs and emergency -situations can continue to be adequately met
with two staff-on duty.
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(9) There is a fuel container on the property at the rear of Sussex Hostel, but
this is not adjacent to, but at a distance of approximately 15 metres from,
the ramp at the hostel.

(10) Workers' compensation claims for back and neck irtjury at Sussex Hostel -

Year Back Trunk Neck Total
1992-93 8 1 0 9
1993-94 3 1 1 5
1994 to date 3 0 0 3

(11) Workers' compensation claims for back and neck injury at Bristol Hostel -

Year Back Trunk Neck Total
1992-93 4 6 3 13
1993-94 4 3 0 7
1994 to date 2 1 0 3

(12) Current levels of night staff at the two hostels cannot be justified.
Resources freed up by this change will be utilised to provide additional
resources to the hostels during the day and to meet the ever increasing
respite needs of families in the community.

(13) No.
(14) Not applicable.
(15) No, care will not be compromised. As an additional safeguard to ensure

that all possible concerns are addressed, the new arrangements will be
trialled for a three month period from 7 April 1995. Staff and parents
have been invited by regional management to raise any issues or
suggestions they may have and these will be responded to.

DISABILITY SERVICES COMMISSION - HOSTELS AND GROUP HOUSES
Standards of Care Criteria; Category of Staff to Resident Ratio

621. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:
(1) By which criteria are standards of care and its quality judged for people

who are residents of Disability Services Commission hostels and group
houses?

(2) Is this a state, national or international standard?
(3) What is the category of staff to resident ratio in the Disability Services

Commission hostels and group houses by day and by night?
(4) Is this a state, national or international standard?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) National Disability Service Standards have been endorsed by the

Commonwealth Government and all Australian States. The standards
cover the following areas -

services access;
individual needs;
decision making and choice;
privacy, dignity and confidentiality;
participation and integration;
valued status;
complaints and disputes;
service management;
employment conditions;
employment support; and
employment skills development.
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Over the next few months all services provided and funded by the
Disability Services Commission will be required to assess their current
services against those standards and develop an action plan to address
areas of deficit.

(2) National standard
(3) Staff/resident ratios vary considerably according to the support needs of

the residents. The minimum level of support at a group home is one staff
for four hours per day. For residents with high support needs, the
maximum ratio is two staff to four residents during the day and 1:4
overnight. Flexible rostering is used to ensure maximum staff availability
during peak times such as 6.30 am to 8.30 am. Variations also occur
related to the number of residents who are at work or attending alternative
to work services.

(4) There is no agreed standard for staff/resident ratios. This is due to the
extreme difficulty of measuring objectively the support needs of a person
with disability across all life domains.

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE - HEALTH RELATED COSTS
626. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Health:

With reference to an examination of the costs of domestic violence commissioned
by the program policy and planning branch in 1993, will the Minister now reveal
to the Parliament what the health related costs of such violence are?
Mr KIERATH replied:
A preliminary study, which included some estimates of the costs associated with
spouse abuse, was carried out in 1993. The information from this study will
inform a more comprehensive survey of expenditure on domestic violence by the
Health Department and other agencies. This survey is being conducted by the
Family and Domestic Violence Taskforce. The survey is designed to estimate
expenditure on the provision of services on who and where funds are being spent,
and to obtain a breakdown of the sources of these funds. The results of this
survey will reveal the health related costs of domestic and family violence. It is
expected this will be completed by 30 June 1995.y

ROADS - NORTHERN BYPASS THROUGH NORTHBRIDGE PROPOSAL
653. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) When will the Government make an announcement regarding the future of
the proposed northern bypass through Northbridge?

(2) When will the Government detail the likely start date for any such road?
(3) When will the Government outline the likely effect of any proposed road

or bridgeworks on the Northbridge and East Perth area?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

(1) This has already been announced as part of the increased road funding
program.

(2)-(3) Following consultation with all appropriate parties.
RETAIL TRADING HOURS - DEREGULATION

667. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Small Business:
(1) Since the Small Business Development Corporation advised the Minister

to oppose deregulation of retail tading hours because it was not
appropriate for Western Australia and the Minister for Fair Trading
intends introducing deregulation, what is the Minister's intended action on
this issue?
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(2) What is the Minister's position on this issue?
(3) Does the Minister intend opposing deregulation of retail trading hours?
(4) Does the Minister intend introducing amendments to the Retail Trading

Hours Act 1987?
(5) Do any of the Minister's colleagues intend introducing amendments to the

Act?
(6) Will the Minister advise if any further action is intended with the

deregulation of retail hours that will affect small business?
Mr COWAN replied:
(1) The Small Business Development Corporation advised that no changes

should be made to the Retail Trading Hours Act without due regard to the
impact on the small business community and without an adequate time
frame to allow for appropriate adjustments. Advice based on information
gathered from the small business community will be supplied to the
Minister for Fair Trading by me as Minister for Small Business to be
considered in any further deregulatory initiatives.

(2) As Minister for Small Business I endorse the Small Business
Development Corporation's view that the interests of the small business
sector must be fully considered in any amendments to trading hours
legislation.

(3) Opposition to retail trading hours deregulation will be considered only in
light of evidence of a substantiated negative impact on the small business
community.

(4) Responsibility for the Retail Trading Hours Act rests with the Minister for
Fair Trading.

(5) Responsibility for the Retail Trading Hours Act rests with the Minister for
Fair Trading.

(6) The effect of any changes to retail trading hours on small business will be
monitored and advice provided to the Minister responsible as appropriate.

JUSTICE, MINISTRY OF - C.M. CAMPBELL REMAND CENTRE
Toilets for Visitors after Closure

700. Mr BROWN to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice:
(1) Are any toilet facilities available to visitors to the C.M. Campbell Remand

Centre after the visitors' centre closes?
(2) If so, what arrangements are being made to rectify this problem?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Not applicable.

KING, DAVID - INTELLIGENCE UNIT MANAGER'S INQUIRIES
702. Mr BROWN to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice:

(1) Further to question on notice 396 of 1995, what was the nature of the
inquiries the manager of the intelligence unit has been involved in with
former Wanneroo Councillor David King?

(2) Did the inquiries relate to the management or operation of the Corrective
Services Division of the Ministry of Justice?

(3) If so, what aspect or aspects of the management and operation of the
division were the subject of the inquiries?
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(4) Did any of the inquiries relate to matters outside the Corrective Services
Division of the Ministry of Justice?

(5) What was the nature of those inquiries?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) He was involved with police inquiries by liaising between the police and

King.
(2) No.
(3) Not applicable.
(4)-(5) See (1) above.
JUSTICE, MINISTRY OF - ABORIGINAL FINES LIAISON OFFICERS

Aborigines Charged in Towns
708. Mr RIEBELING to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice:

(1) Further to the appointment of Aboriginal fines liaison officers, how have
the locations of the offices been selected?

(2) Why are all the positions part time?
(3) Why have the towns of Derby, Broome, Port Hedland, Halls Creek,

Wyndhamn, Fitzoy and Carnarvon not had an officer appointed?
(4) What is the number of Aboriginal people charged in the years 1993 and

1994 in the following towns -
(a) Kununurra;
(b) Port Hedland,
(c) Carnarvon;
(d) Derby;
(e) Halls Creek;
(f) Fitzroy;
(g) Wyndham;
(h) Broome?

Mr MINSON replied:
(1) The towns were identified as being a high priority with significant

Aboriginal populations, and it was considered that the appointment of an
Aboriginal Fines Liaison Officer would improve services to Aborigines, in
particular, with respect to the fine enforcement system.

(2) The Kununurra, Kalgoorlie, Roebourne and Geraldton courts are allocated
0.5 FTE. The Perth court is allocated one FTE. Ile apportionment of the
hours is based on the anticipated workload in the particular courts. The
appointment of Aboriginal Fines Liaison Officers is a pilot program and
its impact and effectiveness will be reviewed in 12 months.

(3) Originally only the courts in the towns of Roebourne and Kununumr were
to have Aboriginal Fines Liaison Officers appointed at 0.5 FTE each.
Within the existing resources provided for the fines enforcement system,
positions were converted to provide officers additionally in the Kalgoorlie,
Geraldton and Perth courts.

(4) No ethnicity statistics were recorded by these courts in 1993 and 1994.

WESTRAEL - LOCOMOTIVES
L255, Engine Replacements

712. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
(1) Has locomotive L255 had four engine replacements in a three month

period?
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(2) Have there been cases where the private contractor failed to clean the
compressor and engine failure resulted?

(3) If yes, how many times has this occurred and at what cost?
(4) If no to (2) above, what have been the causes of the breakdown of

locomotives following repair/maintenance work by the private contractor?
(5) What is the name of the private contractor responsible for this work?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

(1) Locomotive L255 had three engine replacements in a three month period.
(2)-(4) There have been two instances where Westrail has claimed for engine

repairs to be carried out under warranty because of evidence that the
contractor may have failed to meet the full cleaning specification prior to
engine assembly.

(5) Air drill.
WESTRAIL - LOCOMOTIVES

Repairs and Maintenance Cost; Breakdowns Within 10 days of Repairs
713. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) On how many occasions have locomotives broken down within 10 days of
maintenance/repair work, by private contractors in the last two years?

(2) What has been the cost in repairs/maintenance on the Westrail locomotive
fleet since the closure of the Midland workshops?

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

(1) Records of this nature are not kept by Westrail.
(2) $10.5m.

WESTRAIL - LOCOMOTIVES
Breakdowns; Train Delays

714. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
(1) Is Westrail in danger of losing clients due to the delays resulting from

locomotive breakdown?
(2) How much freight business has been lost in the last 12 months due to

delays resulting from locomotive breakdown?
(3) Will the Minister provide details of train delays following

repairs/maintenance over the last two years?
(4) On how many occasions have train loads had to be reduced because of

locomotive failure?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

(1) No.
(2) All of Westrail's major clients have had their budgeted programs met or

exceeded. There has been no known loss of fr-eight business to Westrail as
a result of locomotive breakdowns. More importantly, Westrail's freight
task is continuing to grow and this Government is committed to allowing
Westrail to modernise to ensure the maximum use of rail transport.

(3)-(4) Records of this nature are not kept by Westrail.
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WESTRAIL - LOCOMOTIVES
Breakdowns; Delays, Impact on Camp etton for Freight

715. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
What effect are the unpredictable and frequent delays, caused by locomotive
breakdowns, likely to have on Westrail's ability to compete for freight when rail
is fully deregulated from 30 June 1995?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -
Westrail's pool of locomotives includes sufficient resources to provide for boththe planned maintenance requirements and the unpredictable breakdowns which
occur from time to time. All of Westrail's major customers' current transport
requirements are being met or exceeded. Westrail is already demonstrating its
capact to provide efficient services by carrying an additional 1 .5m tonnes offreight this financial year over the previous financial year without adding to its
locomotive fleet. Nevertheless, the need to further modernise Westrail's total
operation to ensure efficient rail transport must always be recognised.

WESTRAIL - ASSETS, UNWANTED
716. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) What are the unwanted assets that are estimated to have a capacity to
realise $250m for Westrail?

(2) How will the value of these unwanted assets be established?
(3) Will organisations other than the Valuer General's Office be involved?
(4) If yes, how much will that service cost and which organisations will do the

work?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -
The member is referred to response to parliamentary question 355.

WESTRAIL - RENTAL INCOME FROM UNWANTED PROPERTY ASSETS
717. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

What has been the amount of rental income received by Westrail from properties
now identified as unwanted assets for -
(a) 1991-92;
(b) 1992-93;
(c) 1993-94;
(d) 1994-95 (estimate)?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -
The member is referred to response to parliamentary question 355.
WESTRAIL - FORMER STAFF, CONSULTANTS OR CONTRACTORS

718. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
(1) How many former. Westrail staff, released on voluntary severance with

redundancy during the last two years, are being paid by Westrail as
consultants and/or contractors?

(2) Are there former Westrail staff now working for consulting firms or
contractors who had received redundancy payments in the three month
period immediately before they commenced Westrail work through these
firms?
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(3) If yes, how many are there and what are the names of the firms and
contractors involved?

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

(1) Three.
(2)-(3) This information is not known. Westrail does not keep a record of the

current employment of its former employees.

WESTRAIL - RECRUITS, CHOICE OF WORKPLACE AGREEMENTS OR
AWARDS

720. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport
(1) Has the Minister directed that recruits for the new Westrail positions,

customer services and security officers and customer service assistants be
given a choice between employment under a workplace agreement or
under an awardI?

(2) If so, will the Minister guarantee that the applicants will be made aware
that there is such a choice?

(3) Is it Westrail's intention to present applicants with a workplace agreement
only?

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

(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) Yes.

WESTRAIL - CUSTOMER SERVICE AND SECURITY OFFICERS;
CUSTOMER SERVICE ASSISTANTS, SELECTION PROCESS AND INTERVIEWS

721. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
(1) Will Westrail staff be conducting the selection process and the interviews

for the new Westrail positions of customer service and security officers
and customer service assistants?

(2) If not, which organisation will be conducting the selection process and
interviews?

(3) What will the cost of this service be to Westrail?
(4) Will Westrail staff be involved in any way in the selection process and

interviews?
(5) If yes, who and in what way will they be involved?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

Beilby Management Services will assist Westrail in the selection process.
Officers from Westrail's passenger division and human resources branch
will be involved in final interviews and selection.

(3) Beilby Management Services will be paid approximately $35 000 for its
involvement.
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JUSTICE, MINISTRY OF - FAMILY COUNCIL, FUNDING APPROACH
729. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice:

(1) Has the Ministry of Justice been approached for funding by the newly
launched Family Council of Western Australia?

(2) If so, how much funding has been provided and on what basis?
(3) Does the Minister support the council's expressed views which criticise

women in the work force and women's use of the contraceptive pill?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) The Ministry of Justice is unaware of any approach for funding from the

Family Council of Western Australia.
(2) The Ministry of Justice has not provided any funding to the Family

Council of Western Australia.
(3) I am unaware of the views of the Family Council of Western Australia as

purported to be expressed in question 729 (3).
STATE SERVICES, DEPARTMENT OF - CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER,

SALARY
744. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister for Services:

(1) What is the salary package for the Chief Executive Officer of the
Department of State Services?

(2) Did the CEO receive extra remuneration for responsibilities in relation to
his previous role with the Supply Commission?

(3) If yes, what was that remuneration?
(4) When the Supply Commission responsibilities of the CEO ceased, what

reduction to the CEO's remuneration package was effected to reflect these
reduced responsibilities?

(5) What reduction in office support staff to the CEO was effected at the time
of the transfer of responsibility of the Supply Commission away from the
CEO to its new chairman?

Mr MINSON replied:
(1) The salary package amounts to approximately $132 000.
(2) No. It is customary that senior public servants who are appointed to

statutory positions undertake these roles without further remuneration.
(3) See (2) above.
(4) The salary package in (1) above is based solely on the responsibilities of

the chief executive officer as head of the Department of State Services.
(5) The office and facilities for the State Supply Commission are still being

formulated. Until issues of separation with the Department of State
Services are finalised, the full impact on office support services will not
be known.

HOSPITALS - KALGOORLIE REGIONAL
Lif, Breakdowns

792. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister for Health:
(1) How many times has the lift at Kalgoorlie Regional Hospital broken down

since January 1994?
(2) What are the consequences of any such breakdowns in terms of patients'

services?,
(3) What is the cost of repairs etc. over this period of time?
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(4) Is it planned to replace the lift?
Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) (a) Emergency call-outs have occurred on four separate occasions -

14.6.94 three hours
20.7.94 three hours
27.9.94 three hours
9.3.95 18 hours.

(b) Attendance during working hours -
Approximately six occasions lasting no longer than one hour.

(2) Nil consequences regarding services. Possible slight inconvenientce to
patients who are taken along the footpath from Accident and Emergency
to the patient ramp at the front of the hospital to the ambulance entrance
into the main area (near kiosk).

(3) $396.00.
(4) No.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

WEST AUSTRALIAN NEWSPAPERS LTD - MURRAY, PAUL, EDITOR,
PREMIER'S INFLUENCE

119. Mr McGINTY to the Premier:
I refer the Premier to the paramount importance of an independent and free Press
in this country and ask -

(1) Has the Premier had a conversation recently with the Chairman of West
Australian Newspapers Ltd, Trevor Eastwood, or any other board
member, and has he -
(a) complained about Mr Paul Murray's work as editor of the

newspaper,
(b) urged the board to dismiss Mr Murray from his position as editor,
(c) offered or subsequently provided to the newspaper management

any government survey, documents or information to support
criticism of the editor?

(2) Will the Premier guarantee that he has not attempted to influence the
future career of the editor by exerting any political influence on the
management of Western Australia's only major newspaper?

Mr COURT replied:
(1)-(2) I have been accused of many things, but that is a bit over the top. If the

Lieader of the Opposition- is suggesting that I have any influence over what
The West Australian does -

Mr McGinty: That was not the question.
Mr COURT: On the very rare occasions I have written to the editor, it has been
very public each time. My letters have been published and the editor usually adds
his comments at the bottom of my letter. Whenever I have written a letter
complaining, it has been public. That answers the question.
Dr Gallop intejected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Deputy Leader of the Opposition.
Mr COURT: The last time I met Trevor Eastwood was months ago.
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Mr McGinty: Have you complained to him about Paul Murray as editor of The
West Australian?
Mr COURT: I could complain to whoever I liked, but it would not make the
slightest difference.
Several members inteijected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Deputy Leader of the Opposition
Mr McGinty: Have you urged him to dismiss Mr Murray?
Mr COURT: No, I have not urged him or them to dismiss anyone.
I have just come from a press conference at which I was asked a similar question.
The Leader of the Opposition has just asked me whether I have put pressure on
the board to dismiss Mr Murray. The answer is no. I have been critical of the
editorials and I have put that in writing to the newspaper. Sometimes it chooses
to publish my letter and sometimes it does not. I think one of the most vocal
critics of The West Australian is the Leader of the Opposition.
Mr McGinty: Answer the question.
Mr COURT: I will tell the Leader of the Opposition a bit about the operation of
The West Australian. Since the coalition has been in government it has copped all
the full page headlines and all the things that go with that. However, the Labor
Party used to go into the office of The West Australian at night while the
newspaper was being printed, and put the heavies on. That came out in the royal
commission. On a daily basis the Labor Government tried to get the headlines
changed. I repeat what I said outside: Whenever I have complained about The
West Australian, it has always guaranteed me that I am given even worse
headlines for the next six months.

HEALTH DEPARTMENT - STOLEN DOCUMENTS
120. Mr BOARD to the Minister for Health:

Is the Minister or his department taking any action over the document recently
stolen from the Health Department?
Mr KIERATH replied:
There has been increasing concern over what some people would call leaks but
we would call it the stealing of particular documents. It is interesting to look at
what members opposite have done. The member for Victoria Park is in a bit of a
dilemma.
Dr Gallop: No he is not.
Mr K~IERATH: Yes he is, because he has on occasions received these stolen
goods and used them for political purposes, yet he said in a submission to the
Commission on Government that he was disappointed by recent trends to leak
Cabinet information.
Dr Gallop: That is right. It has nothing to do -
Mr KJIERATH: Can members believe that! The very person who comes into this
House and uses stolen documents turns around and says he is disappointed that
Cabinet documents have been leaked! What he is really saying is that it is okay
when the Opposition gets a document on us but it is not okay when we get a
document on them. That is called double standards, whichever way we want to
look at it, and that is what the member for Victoria Park is doing.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I have said many times I can understand to some extent
members responding to comments that are directed at them, and that has been
happening just now, but there is a limit to how many interjections I can allow and
how loud the inteijections can be, and they are now too many and too loud.
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Mr KIERATH: The member for Victoria Park must bave one of the most
accommodating consciences around.
Dr Gallop: Even coming from a sleaze like you, that is cheap.

Withdrawal of Remarks
The SPEAKER: Order! I call on the Deputy Leader of the Opposition to
withdraw and apologise, and I formally call him to order for the first time.
Dr GALLOP: I withdraw the word "sleaze".
The SPEAKER: Order! I asked you to withdraw and apologise.
Dr GALLOP: Mr Speaker, I apologise to the Parliament for using that
expression.
Mr RIPPER: Earlier in his answer, the Minister accused the member for Victoria
Park of receiving stolen goods. That is an unparliamentary assertion in the
absence of a substantive motion because it reflects on the motives of the member.
The SPEAKER: Order! I find this particular case difficult in the sense that the
word is used in regard to a document, and it has been claimed in this House on
many occasions that people have got documents and they have been stolen goods,
and things of that nature. I do not think it is appropriate for the Minister to accuse
a person of that, despite the fact that it is used here in the case of a document, and
I call on the Minister to withdraw and apologise.
Mr KIERATH: I withdraw and apologise.

Questions without Notice Resumed
Mr KIERATH: There is no doubt that documents were stolen from the Health
Department; what we do not know yet is who stole them. Yesterday, the member
for Victoria Park quoted from a document, which is the document in question,
and he said he received a copy through the mail.
Dr Gallop: That is right.
Mr KIERATH: The member for Victoria Park said that; he made the leak, not
me. I make the point to the Labor Party that recently, the Prime Minister, Paul
Keating, had Budget documents stolen, and Kim Beazley called in the police.
Keating said that if confidential government property is stolen, the police
investigate. By any normal standards, everybody else, including the federal
colleagues of members opposite, would do it, but not this accommodating
conscience of the member for Victoria Park. This will not divert the "ship of
Health". We will continue full steam ahead. Members opposite have a real
dilemma when they quote from stolen documents and then go to the Commission
on Government alleging they have a real problem with Cabinet leaks.
WEST AUSTRALIAN NEWSPAPERS LTD - MURRAY, PAUL, EDITOR,

PREMIER'S INFLUENCE
121. Mr McGINTY to the Premier:

(1) Has the Premier discussed coverage by The West Australian with its
editor, Paul Murray?

(2) Has there also been a personal meeting between the editor and the Premier
at the Premier's home?

(3) Has the Premier written to the editor to complain about the newspaper's
coverage and was a copy of any such letter provided to the board of The
West Australian?

Mr COURT replied:
(1)-(2) The last time I met Paul Murray was at my home. It was his suggestion,

and it was after a five page article following a High Court ruling.
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Mr Marlborough: On what?
Mr COURT: On the native title issue.
Dr Gallop: That issue really interests you!
Several members inteijected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Deputy Leader of the Opposition!
Mr COURT: Members should allow me to finish the answer.
Several members inteiJected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Peel. Order! The member for
Ashburton.
Mr COURT: I wrote a letter to the editor, but it was never published even though
the newspaper had gone into the matter at such length. My letter was not
published, but I received a letter from the editor which was not particularly kind.
(3) Whether a copy of a letter was provided to the board of The West

Australian, is my business.
Several members inteijected.
Mr COURT: I do not think members heard me. I sent a letter to the editor -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: I do not think that members heard. I sent a letter to the editor of
The West Australian but it was not published. When members opposite were in
Government they owned a large part of that newspaper, which I believe was
inappropriate.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: I was asked when I last met Mr Murray, and I have given the
answer.

RHONE-POULENC - RARE EARTH PLANT, PINJARRA AREA
Impact on Land Valuses

122. Mr MARSHALL to the Minister for Resources Development:
Residents surrounding the proposed Rhone-Poulenc rare earth project near
Pinjarra are concerned that their properties will be devalued if the project receives
the go ahead. Are the surrounding property owners entitled to compensation if
the plant goes into production?
Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:
I thank the member for the question. The 1989 proposal by Rhone-Poulenc to
establish a rare earth plant was very controversial. Two major points are
significant: First, the 1989 proposal was to take the production process through to
the stage of producing ammonium nitrate. The concern was that it would escape
from the evaporation ponds and would cause problems with groundwater and
ultimately the Peel Estuary. This time the production process will not go to the
stage of producing amumonium nitrate. That will relieve one important
environmental pressure and one which may affect property values in the vicinity.
Second, a low level of radioactive waste will be transported away from the site
and stored at Mt Walton near Koolyanobbing. The process of environmental and
health considerations will go through a full and strict assessment, given the
sensitivity of the project
As to the effect on land values, the proposed rare earth plant with a value of $451n
will be built next to the currently unused gallium plant, which will be
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recommissioned. In total, the site will occupy about 30 or 40 hectares in a 500 hasite which is surrounded by bushland and buffer. Therefore it is well separated
from agricultural land. Within the 500 ha site, there is one boundary to the east of
the Darling Scarp, and to the north and west it is adjoined by the Alcoa alumina
refinery, another natural boundary, and then the pastoral properties. I am advised
that the closest house is 0.8 kmn away and eight houses are situated within 2 kmn ofthe site. I do not believe it will have an adverse effect on property values, butthere will be strict environmental and health requirements and everything,
including transport, will be done properly. If anything, the reverse may be true.It will provide 60 full time jobs and strong support for the local economy, and
over the long term it will help support property values. There will be no
compromise in standards.

WEST AUSTRALIAN NEWSPAPERS LTD - ANTI-GOVERNMENT
REPORTING SURVEY

123. Mr McGINTY to the Premier:
I refer the Premier to the paramount importance of an independent and free Press
in this country.
(1) Did the Premier provide for the management or board of The West

Australian a government survey which found a component of anti-
government reporting by The West Australian?

(2) Why was the survey given to The West Australian other than to try to
destroy the career of its editor, Mr Paul Murray?

Mr COURT replied:
(1)-(2) Not that I am aware. The Leader of the Opposition talks about an

independent free Press. I would willingly speak for five hours in this
Parliament about the performance of The West Australian during the WA
Inc years. If any political party in this Parliament right now has benefited
from the editorial policy of that newspaper, it is the party opposite. The
Leader of the Opposition is trying to say that I am responsible for what
happens at The West Australian. When did the Leader of the Opposition
last speak to Paul Murray?

Mr McGinty: I do not think we have spoken since I became Leader of the
Opposition.
Mr COURT: Is that right?
Mr McGinty: That is to the best of my recollection.
Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition has not spoken to him since he
became Leader of the Opposition. I told the Leader of the Opposition when I last
spoke to him. Does the Leader of the Opposition feel better informed now?

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - PEAK
ORGANISATIONS

Funding, WA Council of Social Service Discussions
124. Mrs van de KLASHORST to the Minister for Community Development:

Have there been any negotiations between the Minister and the WesternAustralian Council of Social Service over the funding of peak organisations
within the community service industry, and what has been the outcome of those
discussions?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:
Many members in this House have some interest in this issue. I have had
correspondence and meetings with the Western Australian Council of Social
Service as a result of the announcement of the changes to funding of peak bodies.
On 17 March I invited WACOSS to provide details of the source of its income
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anid the estimated effect of changes on its core funding. To date I have not
received a reply to this letter. I attended a public meeting on 6 April to discuss
changes and gave an undertaking to look at the effect of changes if that
information was provided to me by WACOSS. I was given an undertaking at that
meeting that WACOSS would provide that information. To date I have not
received it. On 13 April I received a letter from the community voice campaign
suggesting that no changes should be undertaken in the peak funding area for 12
months, but no substantive information was provided to support that suggestion.
At a meeting with the new WACOSS director and treasurer on 19 April, I was
again assured that financial information would be provided, and I undertook to
consider the suggestions of the campaign group. Also at that meeting I sought an
analysis on the impact of the changes on that group. All of that information is
relevant because last Monday the WACOSS director publicly claimed that I was
ignoring his requests from 13 April. He was aware not only of the letters that I
wrote to WACOSS and of the undertakings I gave at the public meeting, but also
of the meeting that was held six days after he wrote the letter.
This week he publicly said that I was ignoring his request. It is a strange position
for him to take. I am somewhat at a loss to understand his motives if they are not
politically inclined. Given the facts that meetings have taken place,
correspondence has been forwarded and WACOSS has been making quite a
number of public statements, it appears that the new director is either still trying
to keep alive his allegiance with the previous Minister for Community
Development or he simply does not understand the processes.
Mr McGinty interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Brown: Attack the person and ignore the organisation; that's your philosophy.
The SPEAKER: Order! I call the member for Morley to order.
Mr NICHOLLS: The people who raise those comments are those like the
member for Morley.
Mr Brown interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Morley.
Mr Brown interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Morley for the
second time.
Mr NICHOLLS: People such as the member for Morley take much joy in
circulating misinformation around the community, thus creating false
impressions. People like him should take aside the new director of WACOSS -

Mr Brown interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr NICHOLLS: - and inform him that if he wants to hold a position of
responsibility, he also needs to act in a responsible way. Not that the new director
could take a lead from members of the Opposition, but at least he could tell the
public the truth.

BANKWEST - SALE, NATIONAL PARTY POLICY
125. Mr McGINTY to the Minister for Commerce and Trade:

Given the Deputy Premier's comments today that he shares the concerns of grass
roots National Party members over the possible sale of BankWest overseas, will
he tell the House what has he done, or will do, to prevent such a sale and ensure
that Parliament retains ultimate control over that sale?
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The SPEAKER: Order! I take it that this is a question about the policy of the
National Party.
Mr COWAN replied:
Mr Speaker, I am very pleased that you have drawn that fact to the attention ofthe House. My answer will relate to the policy of the National Party.
Mr Taylor: You also have a responsibility as commerce Minister.
The SPEAKER: Order! The question is not admissible unless it is about the
policy of the party.
Mr COWAN: The policy of the National Party is that only 49 per cent ofBankWest should be sold. That policy was determined by the conference of theparty in 1994. Although it is always subject to change at future conferences, thatis the policy. I have conveyed that to the Treasurer and to my Cabinet colleagues.I am aware, as I am sure is the Leader of the Opposition, that the legislation
before the House is enabling legislation. It does not matter whether 1 per cent or100 per cent is sold or to whom it is sold, that legislation must remain the same.We could build in some provisos that might strengthen the legislation. TheTreasurer has already built in provisos about conditions of sale. The Leader ofthe Opposition acknowledged that in the speech which he quite incorrectly read
yesterday.
Mr McGinty: It was a good speech.
Mr COWAN: I have not looked at its content. However, it is contrary to thestanding orders to read speeches in this place, other than in exceptional
circumstances.
Mr Ripper: Of which this was one.
Mr COWAN: I do not mean any disrespect to the person who was in the Chair atthe time. She made a proper ruling when she drew the attention of the Leader ofthe Opposition to the fact that it was an exceptional circumstance, and that heshould do as much as he could not to do it again. As I was saying, I have drawn
to the attention of the Treasurer and my Cabinet colleagues National Party policythat only 49 per cent of the bank should be sold. This is enabling legislationwhich contains some provisions that indicate that the bank needs to be sold in acertain way, and that there are certain requirements that it should remain inWestern Australia. I have also voiced my opinion that feelings about the sale ofBankWest are very similar to the feelings many people have towards the sale of
their farm. It is very important to them and they would like to see BankWest
remain Western Australian owned. I have conveyed that to the Treasurer.
Mr McGinty: What about overseas ownership and the parliamentary process?
Mr COWAN: The Leader of the Opposition built a large case about the sale tooverseas elements of BankWest. I and all the other people in this place received abriefing on the scenarios that might take place with the proposed sale. How thefinal sale will take place is yet to be determined. I will not comment on
speculation that it might be taken to the overseas market.

UNFAIR DISMISSAL - LEGISLATION
126. Mr McNEE to the Minister for Labour Relations:

Will the Minister take action to change industrial relations legislation followingclaims that, in the area of unfair dismissal, it does not provide an alternative
remedy to the provisions of the federal legislation?
Mr KIERATH replied:
Members will remember that recently the Leader of the Opposition commented
about the unfair dismissal legislation. I pointed out at that time that the federalassistant Minister for Labour Relations, Mr Johns, has acknowledged that it was



never the intention of the Commonwealth to override the States' unfair dismissal
laws. One of the problems in this House is the quality of the Opposition.
Mr Ripper It is too good for you.
Mr KIERATH: I am referring to the lack of quality. They are still back in the
last century. I invited them to become progressive as we turned to a new century.
The attitude of the new Labor Premier in the State of New South Wales to unfair
dismissals is interesting. He is with us. He reckons the unfair dismissal laws at a
federal level need changing to accommodate the States. This poor, unfortunate
Opposition cannot elevate its thinking to the modern day. It is beholden to some
of its union mates who still have their minds in the last century and who cannot
get modemn. Another state government Labor Premier has come out and said the
federal law must be changed. I invite the Opposition to support us and the Labor
Government of New South Wales in again approaching the Federal Government
to change its unfair dismissal laws so that the States' laws will rightly apply.

HOSPITALS - MT HENRY
Nursing Home

127. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health:
I refer to the Minister's claim that his decision of 2 April 1995 did not refer to Mt
Henry Hospital, but to some other contrived entity which he has called Mt Henry
nursing home.
(1) Is he aware that there is no listing in the telephone book of a Mt Henry

nursing home and that no-one who deals with Mt Henry Hospital knows
of a Mt Henry nursing home?

(2) Is he aware that Mt Henry Hospital is incorporated as a single entity under
the Hospitals Act 1927?

(3) Is it not the case that the letter I wrote to him referred specifically to the
future of nursing home beds at Mt Henry Hospital?

(4) How can he maintain his charade that he did not mislead me by claiming
that the nursing home beds are a separate entity from Mt Henry Hospital
when he knows that -
(a) even under his own contrived logic his decision of 2 April 1995

was to close 150 out of 225 beds and at that time plans were
already in place to close the other beds in the convalescent and
restorative units;

(b) neither the Act nor anyone makes any such distinction between
nursing beds and other beds; and

(c) the terms of reference for the consultant he has appointed make no
such distinction?

The SPEAKER: Order! For some days now we have been hearing questions
which are long and contain argument. In preparing questions members should
examine the standing orders and ensure that questions comply with them and do
not include long sections of argument.
Mr KIERATH replied:
(l)-(4) I feel sorry for the member for Victoria Park. As I said yesterday, I

shudder at the prospect of his ever becoming Minister for Health.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr KIERATH: He has no idea how nursing home beds or hospitals are funded. I
will put the member for Victoria Park in the picture so that he knows: If it is a

2010 [ASSEMBLY]



[Wednesday, 3 May 1995]101

state hospital bed, we pay for it; we pay for the lot. We can get some funding
through the Medicare agreement.
Several members inteijected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr KIERATH: His letter is entitled "Mt Henr7 Hospital". The decision to be
made was about nursing home beds and the funding associated with it.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Northern Rivers.
Mr KIERATH: The member for Victoria Park must understand that if the State
Government gets out of funding nursing home beds, it will end up with $4.8m
more to spend on aged care than it currently has. That was in that stolen
document from which the Deputy Leader of the Opposition quoted, but he never
quoted the figures the Government would get; that is, nearly $5m more for
looking after aged people.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr KIERATH: There are no lengths to which the member for Victoria Park will
not go in order to score cheap political points. If he asks the right questions, I
will give him the right answers. The Government made a long term decision to
get out of nursing home beds.
Several members interjected.

Withdrawal of Remarks
The SPEAKER: Order! I call on the member for Cockburn to withdraw that
remark.
Mr THOMAS: I withdraw.
Mr Kierath: It was the member for Victoria Park.
Dr GALLOP: I confess: I did say that the Minister for Health lied, and I
withdraw those comments.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Victoria Park may have said that, but
the member for Cockburn also made unparliamentary remarks at the same time.

Questions without Notice Resumed
The SPEAKER: Order! Questions without notice are concluded.
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