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1I.jrgtslatiur QTuuuril 
Tuesday, 26 March 1996 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Clive Griffiths) took the Chair at 3.30 pm, and read prayers. 

ST A TEMENT • PRESIDENT 

Enterprise Bargaining Negotiations/or Electorate Secretaries 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Clive Griffiths): Honourable members, in the course of last Thursday's 

adjournment debate Hon Alannah MacTiernan was critical of the employers' stance in the enterprise 

bargain negotiations for electorate secretaries. Her clear implication was that the employers were being 

difficult, if not obstructive, in the conduct of these negotiations and that the declaration by the union that a 

formal dispute had arisen was solely the employers' fault. The member ended her speech by asking why 

members and the Joint House Committee had not been consulted about the negotiations. 

Members must take into account some matters if they are thinking of throwing their support behind the 

member. First, negotiations are under way between the union and the Department of Productivity and 

Labour Relations, acting for the employers, with a meeting scheduled for this Thursday. Second, I suggest 

that the member acquaint herself fully with the provisions of the Parliamentary and Electorate Staff 

(Employment) Act, especially section 4(1)(b) and (2)(b) and section 7(1)(b) and (d). That may explain 

why there has been no reference of this matter to the Joint House Committee for its consideration or why a 

supposed failure to consult individual members has occurred. 

PETITION· REGIONAL PARK SOUTH OF GUILDERTON 

ESTABLISHMENT TO PROTECT MOORE RIVER AND DUNES 

Hon EJ. Charlton (Minister for Transport) presented the following petition bearing the signatures of 84 

persons -

To: The Honourable President and Members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of 

Western Australia in Parliament assembled: 

We the undersigned respectfully request that the Government establish a Regional Park 

immediately to the south of Guilderton in order to protect the mouth and lower reaches of the 

Moore River and the significant dunes and coastal heathland south of the mouth of the Moore 

River. 

We request that the Government take urgent action to acquire this land before it is further rezoned 

or developed, 

and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray. 

[See paper No 193.] 

PETITION • WESTRAIL, PENSIONERS FREE TRIP, RESTRICTIONS 

Hon Bob Thomas presented the following petition bearing the signatures of 285 persons -

To: The Honourable the President and Members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of 

Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 

We, the undersigned people of Western Australia object to the Court Government's decision to 

restrict pensioners from taking their one free Westrail trip over Christmas and New Year when 

family reunions are so important. We also Object to the restrictions on free travel at Easter and 

during school holidays. We calion the Government to immediately cancel the restrictions on this 

one free travel pass per year and to restore the choice to pensioners to travel at a time that suits 

them and their families. 

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest consideration and 

your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray. 

[See paper No 192.] 

PETITION. TRADING HOURS, CHANGES FOR MOTOR VEHICLE DEALERS 

Hon Bob Thomas presented the following petition bearing the signatures of 22 persons -

To the Honourable the President and Members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of 

Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 

We, the undersigned employers, employees and families of motor vehicle dealers of Western 

Australia, object to the changes to trading hours for our industry recently announced by the 

Hon Peter Foss. 

The !lew hours will have a detrimental effect on our ability to participate in community and 

sporung events usually held on weekends. Family life will inevitably be adversely affected. 
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The change will also reduce the amount of time available for customers to visit car yards out of 
hours or on weekends in order to make a preliminary choice of vehicle in a stress free 
environment. 

We urge the Legislative Council to intervene to stop this extra burden on car dealers, their 
employees and families. 

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

[See paper No 191.] 

MOTION • URGENCY 
Law and Order and Police Numbers 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Clive Griffiths): Order! I advise all members that I have received this letter, 
dated 26 March -

Dear Mr President 

At today's sitting, it is my intention to move under SO 72 that the House, at its rising adjourn until 
9.00 am on 25 December 1996 for the purpose of discussing the Government's failure to honour 
its election promises made on police numbers and law and order issues, and the disturbingly low 
morale in the police service. 

Yours sincerely 

Hon John Halden MLC. 

In order for this matter to be discussed it will be necessary for at least four members to indicate their 
support by rising in their places. 

[At least four members rose in their places.] 

HON JOHN HALDEN (South Metropolitan - Leader of the Opposition) [3.37 pm]: I move -

That the House at its rising adjourn until 9.00 am on 25 December. 

Members may recall that prior to the last state election the then coalition Opposition made this promise 
among many about the issue of law and order: We will make the streets of Western Australia safe. It went 
on to promise that it would stop the revolving door syndrome in the juvenile courts. It would provide an 
additional 800 police in Western Australia's Police Service over and above resignations and retirements, 
and it would place a high priority on restoring police morale. 

Police morale today is at its lowest level ever. That can be exemplified by the following examples. In the 
past 18 months the Police Union has been to the Industrial Appeal Court on more occasions than in its 
previous history. The Government is trying to implement the Delta program. It has offered early 
retirement to a number of senior police officers. Originally it was the Government's hope that something 
like 70 senior commissioned officers would accept an early retirement package. It now seems possible that 
between 70 and 100 commissioned senior officers will accept that package, and it has not been explained to 
us clearly why the Government wants to remove 70 to 100 senior experienced police officers. I will put 
that into context: That means that the Western Australian Police Service will lose between 2 000 and 3 000 
years of experience immediately - at a time when this Government promised that it would make the streets 
of Western Australia safe. The situation is further compounded by the fact that each month between 
12 and 16 non-commissioned officers resign and between four and six retire, so there is a drain of non
commissioned officers of between 16 and 22. Many of these officers are in the ranks of constable. A 
senior constable requires nine years' experience and a first class constable requires six years' experience, 
so not only is the Police Force losing between 2000 and 3000 years of experience at the top end, but also 
it is losing people at the bottom end to fill those gaps. 

The morale of our police officers today is at rock bottom. They point the finger at the incompetent 
Minister for Police, who is referred to in the most derogatory terms as "the Minister who watches tomatoes 
grow slowly". If members want justification for that statement, they need only observe question time in the 
other place, where it is clear· that the Minister is not on top of his portfolio responsibilities. 

A senior sergeant who came to see me as a constituent said that he had been in the Police Force for 
23 years and had envisaged retiring from the force at the age of 55, but he feared that he was not likely to 
become a commissioned officer because he had made some constructive criticisms of the Delta program. I 
understand that lower ranked officers not only have to pass the required examinations for particular 
promotions but now also have to be assessed as suitable for promotion. Many officers fear they will be 
considered unsuitable for promotion because they have questioned the Delta program. All the police 
officers to whom I have spoken say that they can see the sense of the Delta program but are concerned 
about the speed with which it is being implemented, about the destruction of an experienced Police Force, 
and about the fact that some fool - I hope it is not the Minister - believes that police officers can rotate 
every seven years so that no experience is built up. They have fears about their job security, and they are 
annoyed about the burdens being placed upon them at the moment. There is a lack of direction from the 
Minister, there is a lack of consultation, and there is too much speed and not enough caution. 
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The Government has not kept its promise to provide an additional 800 police officers. The Government 
has now said that, in its term in office, it will provide an additional 500 police officers and an additional 
300 civilian jobs. 

Hon Peter Foss: Is that not 800? 

Hon JOHN HALDEN: Yes, but it does not work out like that The Government started a year late in 
regard to getting to the original 800. The intake this year is likely to be 392, but a minimum of 196 non
commissioned officers and 70 commissioned officers will leave the Police Force this year, which will leave 
an intake of 126, which is nowhere near the original position. 

Police officers fear that the 300 jobs that will be created by civilianisation will mean that police officers 
who are injured on the job and who are now found a desk job or a job in the courts will be pensioned out 
They believe the Minister for Police is uncaring, because in a dangerous job such as this, he is saying to 
police officers, "If you are injured, there will be no desk job for you; you will be out the door and signed 
off as medically unfit." For decades the Police Service has operated on the precedent that police officers 
have security of employment What will the future hold for police officers who are injured? 

Hon Peter Foss: Are you saying there are 300 unfit police officers? 

Hon JOHN HALDEN: No. I am saying there is a fear that injured officers will no longer have the safety 
net of secure employment. 

I turn now to the grandiose promise that the streets will be safe. A document issued by the Australian 
Bureau of Statistics, entitled "Crime and Safety Western Australia October 1995", states that Perth, 
Western Australia, is the crime capital of Australia. There has been a massive increase in car thefts, 
household burglaries, armed robberies and sexual assaults. In the last 12 months, the overall increase in 
crime was 11 per cent. with an increase in sexual assaults with penetration of 91 per cent, serious assaults 
of 15 per cent, stealing of 8 per cent. breaking and entering of 12 per cent and fraud of 26 per cent The 
coalition parties promised that they would make the streets of Western Australia safe. I would hate to see 
the streets of Western Australia if they were unsafe! 

Hon Peter Foss: At what page is that? 

Hon JOHN HALDEN: Those police statistics were issued in October 1995. 

Hon Peter Foss: You just referred to that ABS document. 

Hon JOHN HALDEN: I did. and I said that was the situation in regard to actual figures. I then referred to 
perceptions. 

Hon Peter Foss: Why not quote from that document? 

Hon JOHN HALDEN: Some 86000 households have been burgled this year. That is the extent of the 
problem. I am happy to quote from that document, but in my remaining five and a half minutes I do not 
want to go through that issue in great depth. That document is on public record. 

The realities are that crime in this State has not been addressed seriously, and officers are leaving the 
Police Force in significant numbers. That loss of experienced officers must cause grave concern in the 
community. The reason for the loss has not been explained. We have been told that the Minister for Police 
wants to implement the Delta program and regionalise the police effort, and no-one is suggesting that there 
is a problem with that, but why is there this huge effort to get rid of the most experienced people in our 
Police Force and to clog up the system so that police will not be promoted? Twenty years ago, people who 
entered the Police Force believed they could attain the rank of commissioned officer by the time they were 
aged 55. Today. they fear that will never be the case. 

This Government when in opposition raised community expectations to the highest level imaginable, but it 
is now destroying them. The revolving door in the juvenile courts has now revolved off its hinges and is an 
open doorway. The Government has spent in excess of $lm in capital and $lm in recurrent funding on a 
boot camp for juvenile offenders, and to this day not one juvenile has been in that boot camp. That was the 
former Attorney General's great program to stop the revolving door syndrome. What a spectacular 
achievement! That hobbyhorse was a catastrophic failure. The community is demanding responses from 
the Government to assaults on the elderly and on taxi drivers. and to disorderly conduct, such as we saw 
recently at Rottnest and in Geraldton. The community is demanding that the Government live up to its 
promises. The Opposition will provide policies to deal with the situation. We will not be grandiose and 
we will not do what the Premier did today; namely, having accepted that he has not been successful in 
reg~d to law and order, he came out with the furphy that the Government will bring in corporal 
pumshment and capital punishment. What a lot of rubbish! The Government knows that it could never 
organise a referendum on capital punishment because many of its members are on record as saying they 
would not support it. 

Hon P.R. Lightfoot: You are a liar. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Wilhdrawal of Remark 

Hon P.R. LIGHTFOOT: I beg your pardon, Mr President. That was unparliamentary and I withdraw. 
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Debate Resumed 

Hon JOHN HALDEN: The former Attorney General is on public record saying she would not support 
capital punishment, and many members opposite believe in their hearts that they would not support it 
either. Let us not even consider those furphies. Let us address crime and other law and order problems. 
Let us increase penalties for sexual assault We will support the Government on that Let us ensure that 
community service orders as an alternative to prison are enforced and that they not continue as the half
baked arrangement that they are now. They are underresourced. Let us be serious about this issue. Let us 
be serious about stopping the fencing of stolen goods. Let us be serious about gun control. When I raised 
that matter in this place about 12 months ago, I remember Hon Ross Lightfoot opposing me bitterly in the 
debate. He told me I was doing all sorts of terrible things, one of which was committing treason. In that 
debate the Government promised gun law reform. To this day there has been none. Is it mentioned in the 
Governor's speech? No, because members opposite are not serious. They think they can trumpet those 
stupid lines about corporal punishment and capital punishment. They have sat on the government benches 
for three years and made grandiose promises. It is time to deliver on them. This Government is now fairly 
in the community's sights. In spite of all the rhetoric about how the Government would address the issue 
and how effective and hard-line it would be, it has failed on every count. It has failed on every count 
because it has a Police Force that is off side with it. The morale of the Police Force is so low that its 
members are leaving in droves. Members of the force are concerned about making decisions because they 
do not know whether they will be held accountable for making the wrong decisions. We need a clear 
direction from the Government. We do not need a Minister for watching tomatoes grow slowly. We need 
leadership, not a Minister protected by a coalition deal to ensure National Party incompetence is allowed to 
stay on the Treasury benches. 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural) [3.54 pm]: I am pleased to have the opportunity to speak in this 
urgency motion today because it is not all that often that I get the opportunity to speak on law and order 
issues. It is a major issue in my electorate, and particularly in the City of Geraldton, which forms part of 
that electorate. It seems that the only time we speak about law and order is when an election is 
approaching or at election time. That concerns me. This Government was elected largely on its law and 
order stance. There were one or two other smaller issues! However, by and large, law and order was the 
key issue of the last campaign. The Government's polling must be telling it precisely what the Leader of 
the Opposition said: The public believes the truth; that is, this Government has comprehensively failed to 
deliver on its spectacular promises on law and order in the last election campaign. It ran the lines 
extremely well - I am always ready to give credit where it is due. A new phrase was coined - "the 
revolving door". As the Leader of the Opposition said, if the door was revolvmg in 1992, it must have 
spun off its hinges by now. 

Hon Peter Foss: Have you facts on that? 

Hon KIM CHANCE: Yes. The Government introduced legislation entitled the Young Offenders Act 
1994. The effect of that Act was to reduce the amount of time that a young offender had to serve to qualify 
for early release from 66 per cent of that person's sentence to 50 per cent. It was applied retrospectively 
and resulted directly in the release of an additional 16 young offenders. 

Hon Peter Foss: You supported that, didn't you? 

Hon KIM CHANCE: We may have, I cannot remember. I do not know whether we supported that The 
fact is that, coming into government on a promise to stop the revolving door, the Government has increased 
the speed at which it spins. 

Hon Peter Foss: That is not correct. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: The Attorney General will have his opportunity to correct me, if he thinks that is 
appropriate. In every other regard, the Government has done nothing to prevent the revolving door 
syndrome, the very issue and the phrase which was so critical to its winning the last election. In the last 
election campaign, the coalition beat up the law and order issue for no other reason than its own electoral 
advantage. The proof of that stands before us today in the figures relating to crime on our streets. Let us 
look at how we have progressed three years into the Government's term. One expression of the beat up 
was a document entitled "Crime crisis ... is W.A. Safe?" It stated -

Labor's soft approach to the State's growing crime wave has only made matters worse. Between 
1981 and 1991 the total number of offences reported to police has rocketed from 73,012 to 
215,461. 

It detailed the increase in crime during the period 1981 to 1991. 

It is fair to ask how the Government has performed in its three years. The crime statistics reveal that, far 
from observing any improvement in public order, crime is escalating at an alarming rate and nothing the 
Government has done has brought about any improvement at all. During 1995, homicides rose by 45 per 
cent, assaults on police officers rose by 27 per cent and robberies rose by 25 per cent. During the last 
election campaign, we witnessed from members opposite a strident attack on the justice system. Liberal 
and National Party members told us that the judiciary was incompetent and out of touch with public 
opinion and, as a result, the phrase "the revolving door" was coined. As I have said, nothing has been done 
to slow down the revolving door. 
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Hon EJ. Charlton: Do you think we should have changed the judiciary? 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I am suggesting that as the Minister said, as a leader of one of the coalition parties - I 
imagine that he accepted the National Party's view - the Government would do something about slowing 
down the revolving door, he should have done something about it. 

Hon Peter Foss: We have. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: The Government has comprehensively failed to do anything about it, and regardless 
of how Mr Foss filters that evidence, he will not produce anything that will show that to be incorrect. What 
I fmd disappointing in particular is that one specific exclusion from the coalition's policy has been those 
programs which were put in place by the Labor Government to do something proactive about identifying 
youth at risk and to divert their lifestyles to more constructive lifestyles. I was told in Geraldton about a 
program that ran there under the auspices of the former Department of Community Development The 
people who were identified as possible participants in the program were those with a record of car theft 
The program involved a course in panel beating, spray painting and mechanical work. The State 
Government Insurance Office donated a wrecked Holden Commodore. Under the program, the wreck was 
restored and sold and the sale of the car recovered most of the cost of the program. 

During the currency of the pro~ and until the time I was informed of its progress - about two years after 
its commencement - no participant had re-offended, bearing in mind that all participants had been 
identified as having a record of car theft. More importantly, people who took part in the scheme learned 
skills they could use in later life. Ther also learned the value of other people's property. Having rebuilt 
something of value, something to which they related, they were less inclined to take or damage other 
people's property. 

I am not aware of a single scheme that has been put in place in Geraldton since that very successful pilot 
scheme. If there have been such schemes, and I have not observed them, I apologise in advance. This 
scheme was successful; it was cheap; it was efficient; it was valuable. However, we do not see those 
programs being followed through. It does not matter how many police officers we have or how severe the 
sentences are, if there are crime problems because of social ills, we will never solve the problems by 
addressing the crime; we must address the social ills. There is no evidence of this Government adequately 
doing that From the point of view of a criminal or of a young person who may be embarking on a criminal 
life, it is a very short step from feeling sidelined by society to feeling contemptuous of the same society. 
Yet the Government that spoke so vehemently about the law and order issue seems to have missed that 
point altogether. 

The Government's failure extends to the issue of the Police Service itself. The March 1996 edition of 
"Police News" records that police morale has tumbled to an all time low. The same edition indicates that 
the Police Minister, Bob Wiese. does not meet and speak with the Police Union on a regular, or even a 
sporadic, basis. 

Hon John Halden: That has happened for three years. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: Is it any wonder that police officers who are concerned about their future feel as 
though they have been cut off from the decision making processes that govern their future? The 
implementation of the restructure of the service, the Delta program, is a classic example. As far as I am 
aware, the Police Service supports the Delta program. 

HON E..J. CHARLTON (Agricultural - Minister for Transport) [4.02 pm]: I will start the Government's 
response to this very serious motion by addressing the point on which Hon Kim Chance finished his 
speech. It seems that this might be a take from the Police Union (W A), rather than those opposite wanting 
t<? get down to the serious issue of dealing with the facts. Those opposite seem to be taking the point of 
view of a group of people who have thwarted the initiatives of the Government and the Police Service to 
make changes to improve the service in this State. They would do well to take note of someone who has a 
positive view, who wants to do something constructive, rather than those who want to get in the way and to 
stop anything being done to make the Police Service a better organisation in which to work and, in tum, to 
make Western Australia a better place in which to live. 

Hon John Halden referred to the increase of 800 staff and indicated that the figure was inaccurate, given 
the number that would be within the Police Service. One of us must be wrong. 

Hon John Halden: You are it; it goes without saying. 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON: That may be all right for Hon John Halden to say, but this is not the first time he 
has used figures to make a good story. If those figures were true, the story might have some basis. 
However, I am advised that the figures he has given the House are totally inaccurate. 

Hon John Halden: How can you be advised of that? I just gave them. 

Hon E.J. CHARLTON: The Police Service has given me figures. Instead of having figures that have been 
made up to sell a story, it is fact that there will be an increase of 800 officers. Hon John Halden also failed 
to acknowledge that the 300 staff members who are coming out of administrative roles are Police Service 
~ple, are. trained to be police officers and will playa role of assisting people in this State, rather than 
slUmg behmd a desk. Hon John Halden also did not recognise that during the time his party was in 
government, it continually failed to address the resources of the Police Service to enable it to deliver -
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Several members interjected. 
Hon EJ. CHARLTON: During the last Labor Government. this State had the lowest number of police 
stations, and the antiquated systems under which personnel were required to operate was a disgrace. We 
all know that is the case. In the last year of the Labor Government, the Police Department had a budget of 
$250m. This year its budget is $324m. Better than anything, that demonstrates the codswallop that we 
have heard from those opposite today, trying to denigrate the Government's role in its support of the Police 
Service. 

Hon John Halden: Does that include capital? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON: I will come to that. The Police Department was undermanned and under
resourced. The lack of the latest technology was an indictment of a Government that did not care about the 
people who were risking their lives to protect the citizens of this State. 

During our term in office, the capital works budget of $52m over three years has been provided to upgrade 
metropolitan and country stations throughout the State and to re-equip the Police Service. I had the 
opportunity of discussing these issues with the Police Service and seeing some of the antiquated systems 
which it had to use, and still must use. Given 10 years of total neglect by the previous Government. that 
equipment cannot be changed in five minutes, and this would apply in any portfolio. When will a member 
opposite acknowledge that? 

In the time those opposite were in government, they did not bring any legislation into this place to change 
the operation of the Police Force, as it was known then, to make it better. New police stations have opened 
in Kwinana, Forrestfield and Leeman, with a new station soon to be opened in Scarborough. A major 
upgrade of the Fremantle police station and lockup has been completed, and building works have 
commenced in Australind, Kununurra, Halls Creek and Meekatharra. 

We did not hear anything about the state of the Police Force in the last three years of the Labor 
Government When in opposition we asked questions about that, and we were always told that we should 
not criticise the Police Force because that would be detrimental to its operations. In recent times, a new 
police commissioner has been appointed. He is widely acknowledged as being the most creditable, capable 
police commissioner in this nation. 

Hon Kim Chance: You did not acknowledge that; you said wildly. 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON: I said widely. Does the member agree with my previous statement that the new 
commissioner is acknowledged in these terms? 

Hon Kim Chance: Yes. 
Hon EJ. CHARLTON: In their last term of government, those opposite should have thought about putting 
somebody who could provide some direction and leadership in charge of the Police Force. 

Hon Kim Chance: Didn't you think Mr Bull was an excellent commissioner? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON: Hon Kim Chance might think that; however, I can tell him that the community 
does not - and did not. 
If we want to raise the morale of those in the Police Service, we must first ensure that the right people at 
the top provide leadership. A whole range of initiatives has been put in place in the Police Service to react 
to the community's needs. We should never forget that when we talk about the problems confronting 
society today - we should all acknowledge that they exist and that law and order is the biggest issue, 
without question, about which the community is concerned - a number of initiatives need to be taken not 
only at state level but also at federal level. When a number of federal social programs encourage people 
and work against the initiatives that are being put in place at a state level, that should be fully 
acknow ledged. 
Hon Kim Chance: What you are saying - that Howard has done through his program? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON: I am not saying he has done anything. Hon Kim Chance said - and we agreed with 
him - that social issues must be interlinked with not only the State Government but also the Federal 
Government They must work together if they are to overcome the social ills of a nation. The social ills of 
this nation are acute when approximately 30 per cent - the commonly quoted figure - of youth are 
unemployed. We must face the problems besetting those people in our society. We collectively must do 
that 

Hon Kim Chance: We must do that. 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON: Hon John Halden quoted a number of figures. However, I happened to see some 
figures this morning regarding car theft before I knew this urgency motion was to be moved. From the 
figures I understand that car theft in the first three months of this year - I will stand corrected - has reduced 
by 25 per cent from the first three months of last year. Whatever is the figure; it is too many. 

Hon John Halden: I did not quote any figures. 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON: Nonetheless, Hon John Halden remarked on the situation. I do not have figures to 
quote in response to the Leader of the Opposition. 
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Finally. I refer to the Delta program. Of course a number of people within the Police Service and the 
Police Union are resisting it. I heard stories this morning. supposedly first hand from the Police Service. 
that some areas are opposed to the changes because their role will be different. When changes are 
imminent people get upset because either they do not understand how the changes will affect them - that is 
fair; it is human nature - or they are fundamentally opposed to the principles involved. However. the Delta 
program will bring CIB. traffic and ~eneral policing together to provide access to them in each region. It 
will enable the police to respond to SItuations more effectively. 

Hon John Halden: We agree. 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON: Hon John Halden should support those initiatives. When he or anyone else attacks 
the police that has the obvious effect of -

Hon John Halden interjected. 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON: He has attacked the police. The only way that will be construed is that he is 
negative towards police operations in this State. 

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan - Attorney General) [4.12 pm]: The Leader of the Opposition 
referred to a document called "Crime and Safety Western Australia October 1995" of which I have a copy. 
When he quoted statistics one may have thought he was quoting from this document had it not been for my 
interjection. It appears no-one from the other side has bothered to read this document and I can understand 
why. It compares the figures in 1991. the year quoted by Hon Kim Chance. and this year. It is interesting 
to read. At page 1 it reads -

The overall victimisation rate for these types of crimes was 13.6% in 1995 and 14.2% in 1991. 

Hon John Halden: I suggest you read the first sentence; it is an increase. 

Hon PETER FOSS: The victimisation rate has dropped. Of course as the population in Western Australia 
increases more crimes will be committed. However. the victimisation - the rate at which it occurs - has 
decreased. I am glad the Leader of the Opposition has a copy of this document; it seems all the more 
strange that he referred to it as though he were quoting from it. but did not quote from it. 

Hon Kim Chance: In real terms it is an increase. 

Hon John Halden: In absolute terms it is an increase. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Members should come to order and stop the interjections and the Attorney 
General should direct his comments to the Chair. 

Hon PETER FOSS: Naturally. the larger the society the more crime will be committed. However. it is 
important to note the rate of victimisation. As I said. the number of people per head of population being 
affected by crime has decreased. 

Hon John Halden interjected. 

Hon PETER FOSS: The Leader of the Opposition has not read it. The overall victimisation rate for these 
crimes was 13.6 per cent in 1995 and 14.2 per cent in 1991. It goes on to deal with personal crimes and 
says that the victimisation rate in October 1991 was 6.3 per cent and it is now 4.5 per cent. At page 3 
regarding theft of motor vehicles the statistics indicate that the victimisation rate in 1991 was 4.7 per cent 
and has dropped to 3 per cent - about a 30 per cent decrease. That fits with the figures referred to by 
Me Charlton. 

I am sure that as the number of cars and people increase the number of crimes will increase. If that were 
not happening it would mean our society would be undergoing some strange change which we should learn 
about and adopt. The fact remains that the victimisation rate in those important areas has dropped from 
1991 when the Leader of the Opposition was in government. 

Hon John Halden: Household crime is up. 

~on PETER FOSS: The Leader of the Opposition referred to that survey but carefully chose not to quote 
It 

I refer to the rather lame argument that the 300 people coming into civilianisation should be discounted. 
!he only reason given for not counting 300 policemen who will be doing the job was that they will deprive 
mjured policemen of jobs. Hon Kim Chance admitted that the 300 are not incapable of doing work. 
otherwise they would not be put on the force. He admits that they are healthy and hearty policemen with 
experience who could be doing a useful job in the community. However. for some reason we are not 
allowed to count them because they will deprive policemen of a job to go to when they are ill. 

Hon Kim Chance: You have not been eating British beef again. have you? 

Hon PETER FOSS: No. Hon Kim Chance is trying to discount 300 policemen as though they were not 
people who could carry out an effective role. We hope that the policemen used in court service will also be 
returned to the force. 

Hon Kim Chance made a plea for the seniority method to return. 

Hon Kim Chance interjected. 
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Hon PETER FOSS: He should check his speech. Formerly every policeman who entered the Police 
Service could be guaranteed he would have an opportunity of being a commissioned officer before 
reaching retirement The Labor Government supposedly got rid of the seniority system; and quite rightly 
so. I confess that under Police Commissioner Bull it did not work the way it should have, but a change was 
made while Hon Graham Edwards was Minister for Police. The abolition of automatic promotion to 
seniority was a very good thing. People should be promoted on merit The benefit of recruiting a new 
Police Commissioner such as Commissioner Falconer was that he recognised that the considerable amount 
of automatic promotion brought about an administration that was top or middle heavy which caused the 
experience of good police officers to be lost By promoting policemen out of the ranks where they had a 
job to do to areas where they did not have a job to do the Police Service was deprived of their experience. 

Hon John Halden: Make it up on the run. 

Hon PETER FOSS: Has Hon John Halden not followed operation Delta? He says he has no idea why we 
wanted to get rid of those policemen. 

Hon Kim Chance: I just said the Police Service supports it. 

Hon PETER FOSS: A considerable number of people who could have been useful doing police work were 
put into the management area where they were not necessary. That resulted in management becoming top 
heavy and depriving the Police Service of useful officers at considerable cost. The commissioner is 
determined to tackle the real problems and he is doing that The only way to get the Police Service to 
operate effectively is to have an officer such as Commissioner Falconer whom the police can look up to - I 
think they see him as a police officer of considerable credit - and who is making the necessary changes. 
Members opposite cannot say we are depriving the Police Service of people's experience because too many 
policemen were moved to an area where they were not needed. 

I refer to the revolving door issue. I am pleased that I have support from Hon Cheryl Davenport about 
what is happening with the juvenile justice teams. I launched a fifth full-time juvenile justice team 
recently. I think 12 part-time teams are also operating. 

Hon Cheryl Davenport: Aboriginal offenders are not being referred to those teams as much as they should 
be. 

Hon PETER FOSS: Each team includes an Aboriginal person to encourage that The Government is now 
finding that the number of young people involved in crime is decreasing. I thought that would be 
applauded and I certainly hope Hon Cheryl Davenport will applaud it This State has an excess of 
Children's Court magistrates simply because the burden on that court is not as great as it used to be. That 
is a real success and it ties in with the figure I gave to the House of the decrease in the rate of victimisation. 

I am sure members opposite would support the approach to young people being different from that taken 
towards adults. This Government increased its response to re-offenders by introducing legislation which 
increased the penalties. I will be introducing amending legislation to further increase the penalties. I am 
pleased to hear from the Leader of the Opposition that when I introduce that legislation it will not be 
subject to any delay, but will be heartily welcomed and will have a speedy passage through the Parliament. 
I am looking forward to the Opposition's support. 

Hon John Halden: On the basis of your legislative program in the past we will be waiting until the year 
2000. 

Hon PETER FOSS: I have noted the Opposition's assurance that it will support the legislation to increase 
those penalties. 

It is quite true that the Government will introduce a Bill to amend the legislation pertaining to the work 
camp, and again I hope the Government has the Opposition's support. The legislation will make entrance 
to the work camp a little easier. Initially the Government was cautious about allowing young people into 
the work camp and it proved difficult for them to go there. However, Judge Newman has made glowing 
remarks about the underlying philosophy of that camp which has been used for young adults and said it has 
met with considerable success. 

Hon John Halden: How would he know? There is nobody there! 

Hon PETER FOSS: He hopes that in due course it will be reproduced across Australia. I hope the 
Opposition will support the Government's amendments to the legislation which will allow for greater use 
of that work camp. I have not received Judge Newman's report, but he has spoken to me about it 

Hon John Halden: He has always been in support of work camps. 

Hon PETER FOSS: That is not correct. He has the record of supporting not only the work camp, but also 
the important programs for youth at risk which give them independence. They are taken on outward bound 
type courses which are very forward thinking. I am sure Hon Cheryl Davenport knows about the very good 
work that Judge Newman has done in that area because she is interested in this issue. 

The Government has, across the board, introduced the right measure of strictness. It has increased the 
resources in a number of areas and it will meet the target of 800 additional police officers. 

Hon John Halden: You will not keep your promise. 
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Hon PETER FOSS: The statistics show that the rate of the incidence of victimisation is dropping and the number of young people appearing before the courts is also dropping. 
HON GRAHAM EDWARDS (North Metropolitan) [4.23 pm]: I congratulate the Attorney General on his recent appointment to that position. He should have been the Attorney General in this Government's fiCst Ministry. I hope he will bring an inteIlect to that portfolio which was missing before his appointment to what is an important position under the Westminster system. I am very critical of the former Attorney General. She went into the job interested only in playing tricks on the public of Western Australia. One of the most expensive hoaxes I have seen in my time in this place is the so-called work camp which was built in the sticks and is hardly used. 
The Government has itself to blame for the fix in which it fmds itself when it comes to law and order. I do not want to be critical of the Minister for Police. I have been in that job and I know how difficult it is. The Minister would often like to take action to get things done, but because of the provisions in the Act is unable to do anything. 

The Minister for Transport referred to the previous Government's failme to introduce legislation relating to law and order in the 10 years it was in office. I know that the previous Government worked through the Police Act which is over 100 years old. When this Government was elected new legislation was almost ready to be introduced into the Parliament. Three years down the track, members have not seen it When will that legislation be updated? It is not good enough for members opposite to blame the Labor Party. This Government has been in office for three years and it is time it accepted some responsibility in this area. 

The Government has only itself to blame for being in this fix. When it was in Opposition it exploited to the hilt the issue of law and order and it is now coming back to haunt it The Government will pay the penalty for not addressing crime in the way it said it would during the last election campaign. It built up public expectation. As an example, I have a pamphlet which was put out by George Strickland, a Liberal member, which is headed "Stop Crime". It is indicative of the sorts of promises that this Government, in opposition, was making and the public was so scared out of its wits that It was ready to believe people like George Strickland who said that he could stop crime. 
The fact is that no Government will be able to stop crime. In addition, no political party should endeavour to exploit the public by putting fear into people in the way the Government did when it was in opposition. This Government must accept responsibility for that. 
Hon EJ. Charlton: Fourteen thousand people marched on Parliament; that is what you did. 
Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS: It is time the Government accepted responsibility for law and order. It blames the position it is in not on itself, but on the previous Government I agree with the Minister for Transport in part; the previous Government should have done more about resourcing police stations. It endeavoured to increase police numbers. It took this State from the worst policeman per head of population ratio in Australia to the best. When it left office there were more policemen per head of population in Western Australia than in any other State. The previous Government made a bit of a blue. It should have placed less emphasis on police numbers and more on resourcing. It did a number of things about resourcing. It put in place in the Police Department the biggest computerisation system in the history of this State. It was a very expensive program. 
Hon Kim Chance: And it updated the radio network. 
Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS: That is not included on my list, but it was another major job. The resources allocated to the air wing and road safety were objected to by the now Minister for Transport He said that the previous Government did not do anything major in this area. Everything that it did to improve road safety was opposed by the then Opposition and the now Minister for Transport led it down that path. 
Hon EJ. Charlton: You didn't do anything about road safety. You spent everything on road enforcement. 
Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS: How long did it take for random breath testing to be passed by this Parliament? Is it any wonder that we are now starting to see a decrease in road safety? It is something that members opposite should not be complacent about. It is unfortunate that Hon Eric Charlton has responsibility for road safety. It should never have been taken from the responsibility of the Minister for Police. 

Hon EJ. Charlton: That typifies the Opposition's attitude. 
Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS: The Minister for Transport should not try to hide behind the statistics. He s~ould not blame the previous Government for the problem in which this Government finds itself. When hIS party was in Opposition it talked up the issue of law and order and scared so many people in this society. It deliberately scared elderly people into staying home at night That is something this Opposition has not done. The best way to address the issue of law and order is to have the Opposition and the G~)Vernment working together. The Opposition said it is prepared to do that. However, one of the things it WIll not do is exploit the issue of law and order in the way that this Government did when it was in opposition. 

[Motion lapsed, pursuant to Standing Order No 72.] 
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LAPSED BILLS 

Restoration to Notice Paper - Assembly's Message 
Message from the Assembly received and read notifying that it had agreed to the request of the Legislative 
Council to resume consideration of the undermentioned Bills at the same stage reached in the previous 
session -

Conswner Credit (Western Australia) Bill 

Western Australian Coastal Shipping Commission Amendment and Repeal Bill. 

Resumed from 21 March. 

ADDRESS-IN·REPLY 

Motion 

HON J.A. COWDELL (South West) [4.31 pm]: Last week I was making some comments in response to 
the Governor's speech and expressing my concerns about what it did and did not contain. In fact, the 
speech contained massively fraudulent claims. I mentioned the fraudulent claims with respect to 
employment and the Government's wish to associate itself with the relatively modest decline in 
unemployment while, in fact, contributing with the abolition of some 8 000 public sector jobs in this State. 

Hon P.R. Lightfoot: I would see that as a good result. 

Hon J.A. COWDELL: Hon Ross Lightfoot probably does think that is a good result, but the 8000 
employees in the various instrumentalities of government - those who have served the Government well 
over many years - would hold a different opinion. 

Hon P.R. Lightfoot: Most of them have been relocated in other jobs. 

Hon J.A. COWDELL: Many of them were not and one need only look at State Print, where at last count of 
170 employees only 16 were found permanent employment - the rest were disposed of in various other 
ways. 

Hon P.R. Lightfoot: They were still employed. 

Hon J.A. COWDELL: The second issue of concern is public sector fmance and the Government's claims. 
The Government pointed to the state of the books and I pointed out that selling the silverware - BankWest -
and putting up taxes materially contributed to the improved situation. However, in this process, the 
Government used two devices that it severely criticised the federal Labor Administration and the 
Opposition for using when we were in Government. Reference was also made to health funding, where the 
Government claimed credit for the infusion of extra funds into the system. One cannot but remark that if 
the Government had not taken the funds out of the last Budget there would have been no need for the 
sudden emergency infusion. There were also lengthy claims about education funding, but without 
exception the allocations were funded by the Commonwealth Government through the National Training 
Authority. Once again, that is no credit to the state Administration. Reference was made also to disability 
services. Members would be aware that there will be a demonstration outside Parliament tomorrow by the 
Welcome Home Campaign. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson: Is that a demonstration or a rally of thanks? 

Hon J.A. COW DELL: It is a rally to mark the first anniversary of the Welcome Home Campaign, to 
provide a focus for continuing advocacy efforts and to acknowledge that 105 families who have been living 
in a constant state of crisis for a number of years have been relieved of that crisis. Of course, it is also to 
bring to the attention of the Parliament that there are still 300 to 400 other families on the urgent list who 
have not been catered for in any way by government policy. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson: That is acknowledged. It is also acknowledged that the Government has done 
something and they are saying thank you. 

Hon J.A. COWDELL: Then we come to the law and order section of the speech, and we have just 
considered this topic. Mention is made of the police shake-up, the Delta program. This Government has a 
rhetoric and wind approach to law and order. I draw the House's attention to an article in the Mandurah 
Mail referring to the Government's policy on law and order. Of course, this Government uses a "divert 
'em and scare 'em" approach. The article is headed "Nicholls Puts the Death Sentence on the Agenda" and 
deals with a wonderful contribution from this Government using its usual rhetoric and wind approach as 
follows -

The increasing use of violence in crime has prompted Mandurah MLA Roger Nicholls to make the 
first move in reopening the debate on capital and corporal punishment. 

That is a wonderful and significant contribution by the Government on the law and order question. 

Hon P.R. Lightfoot: I do not know whether the frrst move can be attributed to the honourable member. 

Hon J.A. COWDELL: I do not want to take away from Hon Ross Lightfoot's glory. The article refers to 
the immediate problems of Mandurah by quoting Mr Nicholls -
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"It is unforgivable that parents won't allow their children to go fishing off the bridge because they 
are afraid they will be assaulted. 

"It is unforgivable that elderly people are forced to barricade themselves in their homes and 
women have to be warned to close their windows on hot nights to protect themselves in case some 
animal decides to enter the house and rape them. 

This is the achievement of the current Administration. The article goes on -

Mr Nicholls said he was seriously considering visiting Singapore to look at the system of dealing 
with offenders there and whether it had the effect of reducing crime. 

Of course, we are all aware of the Government's contribution to the law and order situation: The rhetoric 
and wind approach that is obvious in this article. What we do not have is any real commitment to the 
platform that the Government put to the people at the last election. That is, 800 extra police officers rather 
than 116 officers provided in the first two years of this Administration, a tightening of the gun laws and an 
updating of the Police Act. 

I conclude my references on the contents of the Governor's speech with reference to the throwaway line on 
the environment The Government actually expects some credit for joining the National Environmental 
Protection Council - the last State Government in Australia to do so. The Government is looking for credit 
for finally doing something, for finally taking an environmental initiative -

Hon EJ. Charlton: It is a statement of fact. 

Hon J.A. COWDELL: It is like the Administration claiming credit finally for introducing universal 
franchise into this Chamber, which the conservative Administration did. The only problem was that it held 
it up for 60 years. It wanted credit for it, without mentioning the 60 year hold-Up. 

Hon P.R. Lightfoot: Our commission is to protect the public. 

Hon J.A. COWDELL: Against dastardly things like Labor initiatives to give returned service people a vote 
following the war. The Bolshevik initiatives! 

I was also referring to some things not contained in the Governor's speech: The lack of initiative on the 
reform of committees and an almost complete avoidance of the recommendations of the Commission on 
Government - the Government could not even bring itself to mention the name of the commission in the 
Governor's speech. We had no mention of industrial legislation, no mention of the glorious achievements 
here, which is not surprising given the experience of recent years where Minister Kierath after three years 
has managed to corral only 5 per cent of the work force into workplace agreements; no analysis of the 
effect, no study of this sector, and no surveys of the impact. We have seen the down side, the dark side, the 
sort of workplace agreements that young kids in the fast food industry have been forced to sign. 

I was in Canberra in January when John Howard delivered his Australian workplace agreements policy. It 
is fascinating to note that Mr Howard bent over backwards to assure everyone that he would not do 
anything nasty to workers as Mr Kierath had done in Western Australia or Mr Kennett in Victoria. 
Mr Howard specifically repudiated the Western Australian Liberal policy of allowing for less take home 
pay for workers and the loss of benefits such as sick leave at the end of each 12 months. It is instructive to 
go through Mr Howard's speech to read the precise and exact repudiation of the policy of the Western 
Australian Government. So, we have in this speech no mention of the glorious utopia that has been 
achieved, and it certainly remains unacknowledged by the Federal Government. In fact we look to the new 
Federal coalition Government and its initiative of taking industrial relations out of the hands of the States 
as a distinct improvement in policy. 

Hon P.R. Lightfoot: Do not hold your breath. We will not capitulate anything to the east. 

Hon J.A. COWDELL: I am glad to see that Hon Ross Lightfoot is strident in regard to the Howard 
Government. . 

Hon P.R. Lightfoot: I am protecting the west against the antics of the east. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon J .A. COW DELL: I look forward to the new gun legislation, although I see no mention of it in the 
Governor's speech. I note that The West Australian of 16 February had the following comment by the 
National Party's Minister for Police-

The Court Government plans to increase the maximum fine under the Firearms Act to $2000 ... 
Mr Wiese admitted yesterday he was frustrated at delays in getting the legislation through 
Parliament, and said the $300 fine did not meet community expectations. 

!hat is the current fine for unlicensed weapons. This followed criticism from the Bench about the 
lna~equacy of the fines following the cases in Geraldton. Nevertheless, Mr Wiese is even more frustrated 
haymg read the Governor's speech because there is no mention of that in it, and he has obviously failed to 
gall~ some toughening of the gun laws - and that was seen as important by this Government Fortunately 
dunng the election campaign Hon Daryl Williams, who is now the Commonwealth Attorney General, did 
addr~ss this issue, caIling for tighter gun laws. He wrote to the local papers on the issue during the federal 
ele.ctlOn campaign. He referred to the need to restrict access to guns and to coordinate gun control. The 
artIcle reads -
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... access to guns would be restricted if licensed holders were required by law to store their guns 
properly under lock and key. 

The Federal Government will do nothing unless there is pressure from the community for tighter 
gun laws. 

He was calling for federal action for tighter gun laws. He will have his work cut out in forcing this State 
Administration to come up with tougher gun laws. However, it is refreshing to see that there is likely to be 
initiative at the national level by the Federal coalition Government to improve the performance of the State 
coalition Government. 

Amendment to Motion 

Hon J.A. COWDELL: Given what was in His Excellency's speech and what was not in it, he must look 
forward in future to a decent speech, and next year I trust we will give him one. I move -

To add the following words to the motion -

but regrets to inform Your Excellency that the Court Government has conspicuously 
failed to meet the standards of accountability demanded by the Western Australian 
community and furthermore is refusing to implement the recommendations of the 
Commission on Government. 

HON TOM HELM (Mining and Pastoral) [4.50 pm]: I formally second the amendment, and 
congratulate my friend Hon John Cowdell for his foresight, because it is a most appropriate amendment to 
the Governor's speech. Members will recall that my colleague pointed out to the House the omissions in 
the Governor's speech. The Governor's speech is supposed to contain an outline of all this Government 
intends to do in the forthcoming year. However, it contained no mention of the recommendations of the 
Commission on Government. There was no light at the end of the tunnel for the Opposition in the 
Governor's speech. When members of this Government were in opposition they screamed their heads off 
about the need for a royal commission into various government matters. After spending $30m of 
taxpayers' money the royal commission came down with recommendations that members opposite did not 
like. Those recommendations included ways in which government could do a better job. Like most things 
that this mob on the other side find distasteful, they chose to ignore and continue to ignore those 
recommendations upon which good hard earned taxpayers' money has been spent. It is something they 
thought was appropriate for a Labor Government, but not the conservative side of politics because they are 
too pure. That is what we have heard by way of interjection from the government side of the Chamber on a 
number of occasions. 

Hon EJ. Charlton: We have not got the same ills. 

Hon TOM HELM: Members opposite do have the same ills. 

Hon John Halden: Was that statement made by the Minister for Transport? 

Hon TOM HELM: What did the Minister do in the BAAC Pty Ltd debacle? 

Hon EJ. Charlton: I did not hand it across to the Maritime Unions of Australia to organise. 

Hon TOM HELM: The Minister for Transport did not follow the rules that his Government laid down in 
the tender process. The Minister for silly smiles, who did not follow his own Government's 
recommendations, sat with a big grin on his face and said that everything was fine. The same Minister has 
gone to the defence of a Minister in another place, the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs and Health, who 
advantaged his legal firm by telling them about changes proposed in the workers' compensation laws. He 
said that he was sorry, although he did not tell us how much his fmn made from receiving inside 
knowledge of what was going to happen. 

The Minister for Transport says that his Government is different and that it does not need to look at the 
Kyle recommendations because everything will be fine. It probably will be. The Minister for Transport 
has not been condemned for breaking his own rules. The member for Albany was not condemned when he 
told his firm there would be changes to the workers' compensation laws. What punishment was imposed 
upon him? He became a Minister in the Court Government with two important portfolios. That is how the 
conservatives treat these matters; that is how they implement the recommendations of the Royal 
Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters. The conservatives believe that 
they were born to rule. They believe that the rules do not apply to them; that the rules do not matter. That 
is the point that the Opposition is making here. MyoId friend Hon John Cowdell brought this amendment 
to the attention of the House to demonstrate that point. Did the Minister for Transport who interjected also 
interject when he was in opposition? On a number of occasions the Minister for Transport jumped up and 
said how unfair it was that the Government was not accountable; how unfair it was that he could not get 
answers to questions. I remind the House that although the coalition said it could not get answers to 
questions, how many days were there when it had no questions to ask? How many days were there when 
question time went right through to the wickelkeeper? I do not know what the record will show; however, 
we know it was more than once. 

The Lawrence Government appointed a royal commission, and probably with good reason, because there 
were certainly things on which the commission reported of which very few of us on this side were aware, 
and probably it was the same on the other side; although I must say that the present Attorney General was 
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one of those who spouted in this place that everybody on the Terrace knew that the Rothwells audit was 
incorrect because Laurie Connell was able to conduct his own audiL The point I make is that the 
conservatives in this place are not prepared to abide by the standards that they seL Of course, those 
standards apply to everybody else, but not to them. This is the mob that screamed and shouted about the 
need for accountability in government. What happens when those accountability provisions are broken? 
The Minister for Transport decides to laugh them off. I suppose the Minister for Transport will deliver 
another tirade of abuse at The West Australian. The member for Albany was promoted to the ministry as 
the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs and Housing. That is what accountability means for that mob on the 
other side. That is what my friend Hon John Cowdell wants to bring to the attention of the House. 

Recognising that question time is approaching, I advise the House that the matters I want to refer to this 
afternoon and this evening will concern chapter 8 of part 2 of the Commission on Government's second 
report on parliamentary scrutiny. We are well set to discuss these matters. I hope that the Chairman of the 
Delegated Legislation Committee is able to stay with us and will not be called away on parliamentary 
duties, because under his chairmanship the Delegated Legislation Committee has set a good example and 
standard of what can be done if members in this place are dinkum about the review of the Executive and 
the rules of this Chamber. 

During debate on the previous motion before the House on matters of law and order Hon Graham Edwards 
pointed out how one can talk some matters up and make them into major issues. The Opposition intends to 
demonstrate by this amendment to the Address-in-Reply that when it is this Government's responsibility to 
do something about important issues, it either cannot or will not do anything. We will talk about those 
issues and the way that things can change so drastically, and what we need to do to ensure that the time and 
money that was spent on the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other 
Matters was not wasted. 

[Questions without notice taken.] 

Hon TOM HELM: I have pointed already to a number of instances where we have been subjected to some 
hypocritical remarks from the other side of the House and to differences in how members opposite 
approach things now they are in government compared with when they were in opposition. For example, it 
could be said that if a government member did not break the law, he came close to it when he informed his 
legal firm there would be changes to the compensation laws, from which information his company could 
have benefited. If that is not breaking the law, I do not know what is. He was rewarded by being made a 
member of the Ministry. I also demonstrated to the House how Hon Eric Charlton, the Minister for smiles, 
showed us that he did not believe he had to bother abiding by the rules when he thought it was unnecessary. 
These were rules that he laid down when he took a place on the Treasury benches. 

Again today in question time the same thing happened. The Minister for Transport, when asked a question 
by Hon Kim Chance, of which he gave notice, told us in part of the answer that he would not answer the 
question because of commercial confidentiality. Do members remember the words "commercial 
confidentiality"? They were used extensively in the late 1980s in the time of so-called WA Inc and that 
Minister, who was then on this side of the House, was one of those who bleated most about it. Commercial 
confidentiality covers all sorts of evils. It was something that the Commission on Government and the 
royal commission on the affairs of the government enterprises took particular notice of. The Commission 
on Government took notice to the extent that in recommendation 11 of its first report, it suggested that 
commercial confidentiality should play no part in how we conduct ourselves in Parliament. It said that 
once a legitimate question had been asked in this Chamber, the member asking the question had the right to 
expect an answer. We have accepted time without number the trite replies from the other side that it would 
cost more in resources than the Government is prepared to pay for it to get an answer to a question. We 
cop that and say we will manage without the answer. However, it is hypocrisy of the first order for those 
on the other side to say that they will not answer a question because of commercial confidentiality. What 
cheek and what real impertinence it is for them to tell elected members of this State that they cannot supply 
the information because they cannot trust us or that it is of such importance that if anyone found out what 
the answer was it would give some commercial advantage to somebody else. We are never given an 
expl.anation about why a matter is commercially confidential. If it was not acceptable for the Labor Party 
to give that answer when it was in government. why it is now acceptable? 

This Government and previous Governments have spent a lot of taxpayers' money to get somebody at 
arm's length to look at the way in which we conduct ourselves as a Parliament, who came up with a 
conclusion that it was not in the best interests of our democratic system to accept the answer of commercial 
confidentiality precluding an answer being given to a question. 

During questio!1 time we had demonstrated why we are concerned that the Commission on Government 
recommendations are not being pursued, after going through the trauma of a royal commission, seeing the 
end of. a government because of its findings, listening to its recommendations and, on top of that, a 
Commission on Government making recommendations that reflect the findings from the royal commission. 
We then find those opposite do not think they need to pursue those matters because they are conservatives, 
born to rule. They think those rules do not apply to them because they will not do anything wrong. 

Hon N.F. Moore: A class war is not being fought here. 

Hon TOM HELM: I understand the class war; I am a class warrior. I came to Australia to avoid it. I 
cannot understand how the Minister and his colleagues had the audacity, the nerve, when they were on this 
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side of the Chamber to tell us how awful it was that Burke and the then Ministers in this place used the 
term "commercial confidentiality" -

Hon N.F. Moore: To cover a million dollars worth of taxpayers' money going into losses. 
Hon TOM HELM: Because this is only a few thousand dollars, is it okay to use it? 

Hon P.R. Lightfoot: You are on that side of the House because you cannot keep your fingers out of the till. 

Hon TOM HELM: If those fmgers in the till have commercial confidentiality written allover them, if 
those fingers belong to members opposite, is Hon Ross Lightfoot saying that is okay? The Minister, the 
man who is leading those opposite this afternoon, just said -

Hon N.F. Moore: He was doing a good job. 

Hon TOM HELM: Hon Ross Lightfoot said that he had his fingers in the till; I did not 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): Order! I suggest the inteIjections cease and the member 
address his comments through the Chair. In that way he will not invite interjections. 

Hon TOM HELM: I agree. I am sure there will be fewer silly inteIjections which may cause those 
opposite some embarrassment. 

It is easy to see the depth of the hypocrisy of those opposite, given the statements about the class war 
having been fought; perhaps they are losing it The fact is that elections have been won and lost on exactly 
the same issue. I hope those opposite lose the next election on this issue. I refer to chapter 8 of part 2 of 
the second report of the Commission on Government, dealing with parliamentary scrutiny and review. 
Paragraph 8.1 refers to Parliament and the people. It would be wise to set the scene by explaining how the 
Commission on Government came to discuss this matter. I refer to specified matter 17 of the Commission 
on Government Act which requires the commission to inquire into -

The means best suited to be adopted by Parliament to bring the entire public sector under its 
scrutiny and review, having regard particularly -

(a) to the use of parliamentary committees for the purpose; 

(b) to question time; and 

(c) to the manner in which the departments and agencies of government should be 
required to report to Parliament 

Specified matter 18 requires the commission to consider -

The role of parliamentary committees on legislation including the accommodation of the right of 
the public to make representations on legislative measures referred to any such committee. 

They are quite simple words about how we do our job better; how people in opposition, who one day will 
be on the Treasury bench, can do the job better, how we can scrutinise the activities of the Executive; how 
we can avoid another W A Inc; how we can stop the people of Western Australia -

Hon P.R. Lightfoot: You sit on that side and we will avoid a WA Inc. 

Hon TOM HELM: Ministers are using commercial confidentiality to avoid answering questions. They 
cannot abide by the rules put together by the Government. The crowd opposite has set up the Wanneroo 
Inc inquiry that will not consider all of the matters involved in that issue. 

Hon P.R. Lightfoot: We are the good guys; you are the bad guys. 

Hon TOM HELM: Does the member agree that if we do not learn from yesterday, we will pay tomorrow? 
The more he opens his mouth, the more he does not listen and learn, the more susceptible he is to 
embarrassment, and the more likely it is that those opposite will move to this side of the Chamber. 
Hon P.R. Lightfoot: There is not much I will learn from you, my friend. 

Hon TOM HELM: That may be so; I am not asking the member to learn from me. I am the last person 
from whom I would ask him to learn. I am just a rigger. However, I can read, and by reading the 
recommendations of the Commission on Government, perhaps I can put forward some advice for those 
opposite. They do not have to take it if they do not choose to. The sooner those opposite sit on this side of 
the Chamber, the better off everyone will be. 

It is fortuitous to go through the minutes of the Commission on Government and to find a submission by 
Hon John Cowdell. It is well worth reading out part of that submission that relates to this amendment. It 
explains our Chamber to the public, and states -

We do everything that the Legislative Assembly does, that is, other than initiate money Bills, but 
we do it less well. The Legislative Councillors sit around doing nothing worthwhile in legislative 
session. We have futile set piece debates that go for hours and hours and effect no change 
whatsoever ... We have five government ministers who get on with their job, which is 
administering, occasionally sitting there signing Christmas cards in the House, but that's fine. 
That's perhaps a symbol of them getting on with a worthwhile role. We have four shadow 
ministers who are also pursuing a critical role in the public forum and we have the President who 
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is pursuing an administrative role. The other 24 of us define our roles in tenns of the electorate constituency groups, party committees, you name it, anything but a legislative role. Our function is purely fonnal. We are the rubber stamp. 
Hon N.F. Moore: Who said that? 
Hon TOM HELM: Hon John Cowdell. 
Hon N.F. Moore: I thought it might have been someone with that bias. 
Hon TOM HELM: It obviously would not come from someone like the Minister because he thinks he is an important person. He is not as important as he used to be before he lost his job in the Education portfolio. 
Hon N.F. Moore: I have never been a rigger; that is one of the great embarrassments I have. 
Hon TOM HELM: The Minister thinks he is an important person because he sits where he sits. However, what Hon John Cowdell says in a public forum is an accurate reflection of the Minister's position. As soon as the Executive tells him that he must go down the pan, that he does not do his job, he is gone and left with no authority whatsoever. He is now just a little cog and Crichton-Browne is doing nothing to protect him. The Minister should be very careful. 
Hon N.F. Moore: What was that about the long speeches being made? 
Hon TOM HELM: I will bet the Minister has never made one. 
Hon N.F. Moore: It is a terrible shame that the records show your speeches as being a waste of time. He happened to be referring to you. 
Hon TOM HELM: I will make a few long speeches because the Minister likes listening to them. The longer he talks, the longer I will speak. The Minister should not take that as a threat, but as a promise. The majority of my speech will refer to what was said during the Commission on Government. 
Hon N.F. Moore: I will say a few words on this later. 
Hon TOM HELM: That will do me. I suppose I had better be more careful about what I quote from now on. 

One of the first things the commission had to say about Ministers in the Legislative Council was that there should be only one Minister to follow the constitutional role set for this place. However, various people made submissions to the Commission on Government Dr Bruce Stone, a proponent of a strong upper House in the Western Australian Parliament, argues that a complete removal of Ministers from this House would have a positive effect He says-
Such a change would strengthen the sense of an institutional separation of the functions of governing and control, or review, of government 

The royal commission says that we would do our job better if no Ministers were in this place. The Clerk of the Council, Mr Laurie Marquet, believes there should be no Ministers in the Council. John Cowdell is of the same view. 
Hon N.F. Moore: Hon Tom Stephens thinks there should be no Clerk. If it were a toss up between his being a Minister and a Clerk -
Hon Tom Stephens: Sometimes I am of that view. 
Hon TOM HELM: One of the most interesting submissions was from Hon Phillip Pendal, a fonner member of this Council whose opinion on the way we should behave would be well regarded. He says -

I would say that it is quite wrong that five members of the ministry are in the Upper House. If you take out other officers; the whips, party secretaries and the President and the Deputy President, you virtually find that everyone gets a job and that is bad for the scrutiny process. 
We might even write into the Constitution there should be no more than three Ministers in the upper House. 

Hon B.K. Donaldson: Mr Stephens would not like that. 
Hon TOM HELM: The recommendation at page 164, with which the Opposition agrees, reads -

The number of Ministers pennitted in the Legislative Council should be reduced to one, the minimum required at present under the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899. 
That sort of statement is repeated further in the submission to the Commission on Government. A couple of submissions were made by Hendy Cowan regarding committees. At page 171 of the report he says -

The Parliamentary Committee system is not as effective as it should be. It deals with non-partisan issues very well (eg, the Landcare select committee). But where there is some partisan issue, the system generally fails. There will always be a problem with the politicisation of committees investigating politically contentious issues. This problem may be rescued in some cases if an independent MP had the balance of power in such a committee. But where the subject matter of a committee is highly partisan, there is no internal solution to the problem. 
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As did the commission, as a Council we should recognise the work of the Standing Committee on 
Delegated Legislation, which does not have a government majority but has on it a Greens member. 
Sometimes we can benefit from that. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson: Independent of what? 

Hon TOM HELM: He is independent of the two major parties. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson: Tell that to Karl Marx. 

Hon TOM HELM: Usually someone of the age of Hon Derrick Tomlinson is less cynical. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson: I am cynical especially when listening to pink-shirted individuals in opposition. 

Hon TOM HELM: The trouble is that the member does not listen. The role of Hon Jim Scott on the 
Delegated Legislation Committee is particularly useful because we do not deal with much delegated 
legislation concerning environmental matters, in which matters everyone knows Hon Jim Scott is 
particularly interested. I believe he is able to give a perspective. 

Hon P.R. Lightfoot: He does not have a great knowledge of it, but he is interested in it. 

Hon TOM HELM: Not like Hon Ross Lightfoot - he knows everything about everything. Hon Jim Scott's 
political interest is not matched by the committee and regard should be paid to that. Hon Jim Scott is a 
volunteer on that committee and because of his non-partisan role on matters to do with delegated 
legislation we hear a view of how to approach a matter without the politics that may be involved; therefore 
the committee benefits from his presence. 

The report contains quite a bit about the committee system and many submissions were received. 
Reference was made also to the Legislative Assembly. Recommendation 31 at page 176 of COG report No 
2was-

The committee system in the Legislative Council should be developed to bring the entire public 
sector and all proposed primary legislation and subordinate legislation, under review. The system 
should comprise the following special purposes committees: 

(a) the Finance and Audit Committee (Recommendation 31 in the Commission's Report No. 
1); 

(b) the Public Administration Committee (see 9.3.2); 

(c) the Constitutional and FederaVState Affairs Committee (see 9.3.2); and 

(d) the Legislation Committee (see 10.3.2). 

It then makes some substantial comments about the way committees should be serviced and staffed. Even 
if these COG recommendations were accepted wholeheartedly by the Government, if the Government did 
not supply those committees with staff or if it were to starve those committees of funds they may as well 
not be set up. 

At page 180 of the report it reads -

Some 100,000 people work for the West Australian Government. Yet fewer than 25 people 
service the professional research needs of the entire State parliamentary system. That imbalance 
is not just pitiful, it is quite dangerous, and it underlies the enormity of the task the Parliament has 
in scrutinising the public sector. 

The House should be aware that the Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation is in danger of losing its 
research officer. Not for the first time we face losing a person of particular skills who has shown 
dedication to his task. He has been head hunted. Someone else has offered him money and a prospect that 
will be difficult for him to refuse. These matters have been brought before our Presiding Officers and the 
Executive on a number of occasions. The Presiding Officers have vented their frustration on a number of 
occasions at their inability to correctly fund the staffing requirements of the committee system we have set 
up in not only this Chamber but also another place. We are not able to fulfil the duties we want to take on 
because we must keep reinventing the wheel. The Delegated Legislation Committee, of which I am a 
member, constantly finds that just when its research officer understands the committee and its aspirations 
and the work it must do he or she moves on and we must start again. 

Silling suspended/rom 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

Hon TOM HELM: Before the dinner suspension I was explaining to the House that on page 180 of chapter 
8 of the Commission on Government report it is noted that 100 000 people work for the Government, of 
whom only 25 are employed to study the Executive and to service the professional research needs of the 
entire state parliamentary system. I was explaining to the House the frustration that you, Mr President, had 
felt in dealing with previous Governments when trying to obtain the funding you thought was required for 
the proper management of parliamentary services, the Parliament and its committees. I was advising the 
House that the Delegated Legislation Committee is in danger of losing its research officer because of the 
inability of the Parliament to meet the requirements of that officer. As a result, the committee will miss his 
expertise, his knowledge and his dedication. This appears to be the story of the life of parliamentary 
committees. Even if the recommendations of the Commission on Government were taken on board by this 
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Government, which promoted these ideas when it was in opposition, there is no guarantee that the 
committee system will be as successful as it should be if it is starved of funds. The COG report refers to 
how the Parliament should be financed so that it is able to retain some of its independence. In addition, it 
says it should have the tools which would allow it to adequately scrutinise the work of the Executive. If it 
is in a position to do that, it will make members of Parliament relevant, thereby improving the public's 
perception of parliamentarians. 

I refer now to the comments by COG on the staffing of committees. The report says that members of 
committees constantly complain about having inadequate staff resources. The COG examined the 
Australian Senate, which it said is frequently cited as a model that this Parliament might wish to emulate, 
and said that it is not immune from this problem. It also said that, notwithstanding the talent and 
dedication of the existing committee staff, it was evident to it that additional staff, particularly high calibre 
senior research personnel, would be required to service the committee system it proposed. This is one of 
the frustrations which I brought to your attention, Mr President, when I was Chairman of the Delegated 
Legislation Committee. It is a herculean task for you and your staff to provide adequate funds that our 
committees demand. If I recall correctly, a committee of chairmen of committees was formed to make sure 
that the funds which are available are allocated as fairly as possible, and I am not criticising this or the 
previous Government. That has some inherent problems and the reason I tried to point out those problems 
to you, Mr President, was to try to avoid the sorts of difficulties committees encounter. Of course, there is 
not a bottomless bucket of funds and there must be accountability across the board. The committees and 
the Presiding Officers, if they are the people responsible for the spending of taxpayers' funds, must be 
accountable for the way the funds are expended. The stranglehold the Executive has on how that money is 
spent is not to the advantage of the democratic system in this country and it does not enhance the work of 
members of Parliament. Again, as chairman of the committee I was not and still am not alone in feeling 
frustrated by having to go to the Executive to try to obtain additional funds to pursue a particular issue or to 
go to the Presiding Officers and their staff to find out why the committee was not allowed to pursue what it 
wanted in a positive way. 

I will draw one issue to the attention of the House which is one step away from being highly critical of the 
Government. It is all very well for the Government to be arrogant and to have the born to rule mentality, 
but the current circumstances undermine the purpose of this Chamber. In this instance I am not talking 
about the inability of non-conservative parties to obtain the majority in this House. I refer members to 
page 184 of the COG report, wherein it is stated -

In September 1990, the House of Representatives Standing Committee for Long Term Strategies 
commenced an inquiry; Australia as an Information Society. One term of reference was to 
consider 'Parliament and the information issues in the context of Parliamentary decision making.' 
In 1991 the Committee released an Issues Paper, The role of Parliament in an age of Executive 
dominance. On the basis of our investigations, the opening paragraph of this paper is an apt 
description of the present situation in Western Australia and raises important issues for 
consideration: 

The declining relevance of parliament has become a major topic in recent times. Among 
the public there is widespread cynicism about many aspects of parliamentary 
government, and among members of parliament themselves a common feeling of 
frustration and helplessness. Much of the disenchantment stems from the feeling that it is 
the executive which dominates parliamentary proceedings and restricts the capacity of 
members to debate issues and make decisions. Even if members today have the capacity 
to be better informed than ever before, there is a feeling that they are unable to get the 
information they really need, cannot adequately process the information they do receive 
or cannot use it effectively in the course of parliamentary deliberations. Commonwealth 
of Australia, House of Representatives Standing Committee for Long Term Strategies, 
1991: 1. 

The article goes on to talk about how we as members of Parliament complain about the fact that it is so 
difficult for us to read and assimilate the amount of information that passes over our desks. 

It is perhaps appropriate at this time to praise the committee staff with whom we work. We would not be 
able to achieve what we do without their dedication and desire to do the best possible job. It is also 
appr?priate for me to mention the staff of the Parliamentary Library and the research facility that they 
prOVIde. I understand that I am one of the most frequent users of that service; I would be lost without it. I 
'Y0~ld have thought that with the limited resources and staff within the library we would have taxed it to its 
IUlllt. However, every day, day after day, I am surprised that they are able to keep up with the latest 
tec~nol~gy and to respond to the different needs we present. I become quite cross when thinking of that 
dedIcatIOn and knowing that without it we could not do our job in the way that we do; but in spite of that 
tho~ staff ~embers must follow the path trod by many in society today; that is, they are fighting and 
argul~g to bnng what pressure they can to bear in order to get what they consider to be decent wages and 
~orkmg conditions. I was quite astounded to hear, for instance, that as part of their 7 per cent salary 
mcr~se th~y are being asked to give up one week's leave and not to claim overtime until after 11.00 pm. 
That .l~ an msulting and degrading request to make, particularly when one considers that their working 
COndItIons are not what most would call salubrious. Until they moved into 1 Harvest Terrace, their 
workplace was very crowded, but I have never heard one member from either side of the Chamber 
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complain about the service provided by the library. The library staff are just one group that provides the 
support we need to do our job. Those staff members have put up what they consider to be a legitimate 
claim and have found they must take industrial action and be subjected to some of the most insulting offers 
one could imagine. It is a disgrace. It is also symptomatic of the position in which we find ourselves. I do 
not know what we can do to improve this situation, but surely we must base the value of people on the 
service that they provide. Surely we have the ability as a group to recognise that although the times and 
work practices are changing we have close to what I would imagine to be perfection; that is, we have no 
complaints about the service we are receiving and when the technology changed and the information 
stream provided even more information to members of Parliament, the library staff were perfectly up to the 
job and continued to provide us with the information that we required. That should not be rewarded by 
forcing them to take industrial action to get what would be considered by any measure to be a fair return 
for a fair day's work. Surely the service provided in this area can be measured quite easily by reflecting 
upon the people who use that service and whether it is adequate. I have made inquiries and I have never 
heard anyone complain about the library or the service that is provided. 

I have said in this Chamber on a number of occasions that when the Royal Commission into Commercial 
Activities of Government and Other Matters deliberated, one of the things I was quite proud to hear was its 
reference to the Delegated Legislation Committee. As I said, the fact that we do not have a government 
majority - although we do have a government chairman and someone who is not aligned to one of the 
major political parties in this Chamber - is an example of the sort of work we can do when it comes to 
making a study of the Executive. We are given the ability to look at delegated legislation across the board 
and to consider the information provided to us by our research officer and his staff. The commission was 
quick to point out that we provided the model that should be followed. It is a good reflection upon us as a 
Chamber that we are able to elect a group such as this and that there have been three different chairmen and 
each has demonstrated that independence from the Executive and has been able to follow the terms of 
reference without fear or favour. The commission used the Delegated Legislation Committee as the 
template for all other committees to follow without upsetting the apple cart or causing a revolution every 
week. 

There has been some support from various Executives for the Delegated Legislation Committee and our 
Chairman, Hon Bruce Donaldson, has told us there are some members who are very supportive of the 
committee and the direction it has taken in its deliberations and there are others who are less than 
supportive. As I did, they feel threatened as members of the Executive. Without casting any aspersions 
and while trying to be constructively critical, if there were an ability for you, Mr President, to have an 
amount of money that you thought would adequately service not only the Delegated Legislation Committee 
but other committees that are the servants of this Parliament - a sum of money for which you would be 
accountable and responsible - you would be less critical of the response of the Executive in terms of how 
the committee was serviced. I firmly believe that it is the next logical step. In other words, the role that we 
playas a Delegated Legislation Committee is almost exclusively educational. There are occasions when 
the committee would like to punish a Minister or his staff for some of the stupid things they do and the 
stupid regulations they publish that are presented in a slipshod and careless fashion. However, one resists 
the temptation because the purpose is to make better parliamentarians, to make the job more satisfactory to 
us and to make us more relevant in the role that we play. We do not take that role very often, but there are 
occasions when we move to disallow regulations or motions. We do not do that lightly or without pursuing 
every other avenue. No matter how we have done our job, there is still that end of the day decision 
process. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson spoke about the limited funds that are available, and how each committee must take 
responsibility for things it does so that it does not use all the available funds. That is fair enough. It is 
annoying that although we do that, and we can be accused of acting responsibly, it does not matter whether 
we are accountable for what we spend and how we spend it because the Executive at the end of the day still 
has the ability to pull the purse strings. Perhaps a committee chairman could approach you, Mr President, 
with a proposition from a committee or even an instruction from this Chamber to carry out certain tasks or, 
say, set up a study. Mr President, you will agree because it is the Chamber's request and you must find a 
way to use the budget as requested. The view of the Commission on Government is that that role should be 
one for this Chamber. Funds should be made available and be drawn down to carry out those functions, 
then we will get away from the need to go cap in hand, to join the thrust and parry of negotiation, the tit for 
tat that takes place when seeking funds. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths: The push and shove. 

Hon TOM HELM: Once the funds are available, for which you, Mr President, are responsible on our 
behalf, that should be the end of it. As it is, we are not able to do our work in the way that we want 
because you, Mr President, must divide the limited funds available. 

I welcome this amendment. It allows me the opportunity to pursue my favourite hobby horse as a member 
of the Delegated Legislation Committee. This is an important matter. The lesson to be learnt is one that is 
seen by non-parliamentarians as relevant because this place can become a more relevant body. One could 
talk about the way in which people in this place are elected. However, that is a matter for a reasonably 
long recitation. 

I conclude my remarks by urging members once again to read Hansard prior to 1993. They should 
reconsider what they said about commercial confidentiality. They should look at the message put out by 
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the previous Government. They should return to the reasons that they thought these accountability procedures were a good idea. but were not in place. They should also consider the Commission on Government's recommendations and how they fit with their earlier comments. If members opposite do not learn those lessons soon - as did the Labor Party in 1993 - they will certainly learn them in 1997. I do not say that a change on the part of members opposite will ensure that they remain in this place. They will go down the tube anyway. However, lessons can be learnt from non-parliamentarians. Members can refer to quotations from politIcians, some who have served in this Chamber and some who have noL They have views about how we should behave. Some are good. Not all recommendations are acceptable but some would not cost much and would allow us to be the parliamentarians that this State deserves. 
HON N.D. GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan) [7.55 pm]: I have great pleasure in joining Hon Tom Helm in speaking to this amendment, which reads -

but regrets to inform Your Excellency that the Court Government has conspicuously failed to meet the standards of accountability demanded by the Western Australian community and furthermore is refusing to implement the recommendations of the Commission on Government. 
It is certainly a matter of regret that the Court Government has conspicuously failed to meet the standards of accountability which everyone in this Chamber knows are being constantly demanded by the Western Australian community. It is particularly a matter of regret when we consider the excellent work done so far by the Commission on Government in so many areas. It is appropriate that I point out that in speaking to this question it is not for me to venture into certain areas which have been considered by the Commission on Government as they are part of a notice of substantive motion before the House. For the record I should note in passing those areas by reference to their number in the Commission on Government report so that those who consider my comments this evening will understand why I move to a particular area of the Commission on Government's report. It is because of motion No 4 on the Notice Paper that I will move to a particular area shortly. That area has a great degree of relevance to the question of accountability and the standards that the Western Australian community is demanding. The motion of which notice has been given reads -

That recommendations 1,2,3,4,5,6, 7, 9, 11, 12, 18, 19,20,21,22,25,28,29,34,35,38,39, 40, 41, 42.1, 45, 47, 48, 49, 50, 57, 58, and 59 of the first report of the Commission on Government, being those recommendations endorsed by the Joint Standing Committee on the Commission on Government, be accepted by the House. 
When I read the amendment to the Address-in-Reply moved by Hon John Cowdell, and then went on to read motion No 4 on the Notice Paper I was concerned regarding what, if anything, was left in the Commission on Government's first report for me to speak about. I am relieved to see that some numbers are not contained in the amendment moved by Hon John Cowdell. I was particularly pleased to see that included in those numbers are recommendations 52 and 53. I want to concentrate on recommendation 53 in the Commission on Government's first report presented in August 1995. I do so because that report is relevant to standards of accountability because that part of the report relates to how this House is elected. 
The Court Government has Ministers in the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative Council. Its performance is reflected by the performance of the Ministers whether they be in the Legislative Assembly or in the Legislative Council. This House has Ministers who have responsibility for significant portfolios. In so far as the composition of this House is not properly democratically accountable, it is no surprise that the Court Government, which continues to support the method of election to this House, fails to meet the standards of accountability demanded by the Western Australian community. 
Hon P.R. Lightfoot: It is as democratic as the Australian Senate, the United States' Senate, or the House of Lords in the United Kingdom. 
Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS: I welcome that interjection from Hon Ross Lightfoot, and I am aware of his point of view. However, no reasonable person could consider that any of those bodies is democratic in their composition. It is a nonsense to suggest that Tasmania should send 12 people to the Senate and Western Australia should send 12 people to the Senate. Western Australia sends 14 representatives to the House of Representatives and that reflects the numbers of electors in Western Australia. However, because of the federal compact, which none of us had a part in - none of us was around - Tasmania sends five representatives to the House of Representatives. If Tasmania were treated in the same way as Western A~stralia, it would send three representatives to the House of Representatives, so Western Australia is bemg treated rather unfairly in the House of Representatives because of that undemocratic nature of the Australian Constitution, specifically with respect to the Senate. I am not having a go at Tasmanians, although I have often heard it said that every second person one meets in Tasmania is a senator, and one could not walk down Salamanca Place without seeing a senator. The United States' Senate too is an undemocratic body. I say that notwithstanding I have a great degree of respect for the United States of Ameri~a. However, its Senate is a very undemocratic body. The State of California sends two senators to the Umted States Senate, yet States significantly less populous than California -

Hon P.R. Lightfoot: Such as Nevada. 

CHo~ N.!? GRIFFITHS: One can mention just about every other State and say it is less populous than allfornla. 

Hon Ross Lightfoot then referred to the House of Lords. The House of Lords is unique because its 
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membership comprises three groups: Those who get there because they happen to choose their ancestors, 
and that is very clever; those who are life peers, and they tend to be retired statespeople - in olden days they 
used to be statesmen, but these days the occasional female goes to the House of Lords, and quite so; and 
those who make up the Lords spiritual- I think they are still members of the House of Lords. 

Hon Tom Stephens: The occasional rabbi and others join them. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS: It seems that the House of Lords is becoming quite ecumenical. No, there is 
nothing democratic about the House of Lords. 

Hon P.R. Lightfoot: What bicameral democracy in the world suits the member's one-vote-one-value 
principle in both Houses? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS: When Hon Ross Lightfoot raises matters which are pertinent to the point I am 
putting it is my duty to respond to him. I am always obliged to him for his helpful comments. He asks 
whether bicameral democracies exist. I must tell him through you, Mr President, that Australia has 
bicameral democracies in South Australia, pretty well in Victoria, and in New South Wales. However, I 
particularly emphasise the examples of New South Wales and South Australia. Queensland is not 
bicameral and its one House is not democratic in its composition, although it is substantially more 
democratic than it used to be. I hope soon it will become wholly democratic in terms of equality of voters 
in districts. However, Hon Ross Lightfoot referred to the House of Lords, a sibling House for the 
antipodes. When one takes into account how the House of Lords came to exist - as those opposite would 
put it - and the fact that it is seen by a person as significant as Hon Ross Lightfoot as having some 
relevance to the justification for the undemocratic nature of this House, it is little wonder that the Court 
Government fails to move on this particular important recommendation of the Commission on 
Government By its nature, the Court Government has difficulty in accepting the notion of democracy. 

Hon P.R. Lightfoot That is your notion of democracy. Hon Nick Griffiths is saying that the United States 
of America, and by inference Canada, and the United Kingdom are undemocratic. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS: Hon Ross Lightfoot interjects, and I like people interjecting. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! It does not matter whether the member like interjections or not, it is against the 
rules, and I suggest that he has no obligation to respond. I would be more interested if he started to tell 
Hon Ross Lightfoot something about his views on thiS amendment 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS: Mr President, before I tum to the specific wording of recommendation 53 of the 
Commission on Government, it is important to note that one of the reasons that the recommendation has 
not been adopted by those opposite is that one of their most significant power brokers is of the view that 
the existence of the current system of electing people to this House is well founded because of the 
undemocratic nature of upper Houses in other jurisdictions, such as - as I pointed out - the United States' 
Senate. As a matter of record, I did not criticise the United States as being undemocratic. I referred to the 
United States' Senate as being undemocratic. I agree with the proposition that Canada does not have a 
democratic upper House. Anybody who knows anything about Canada knows its upper House is not 
democratic. In fact, this House would be seen to be extremely virtuous by comparison. 

Hon W.N. Stretch interjected. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS: Noting the learned interjection of one of my colleagues opposite, I know this 
House is virtuous, not just by comparison with the upper House of Canada but some members opposite 
engage in virtuous interjections indeed. 

I know that members opposite wish to be reminded of what recommendation 53 of the Commission on 
Government report of August 1995 says. I am reaching the stage when I need to remind myself of the 
contents of recommendation 53. It is appropriate that I read it out but, before I do so, I should read out 
recommendation 52 because they run into each other. Recommendation 52 is entitled "Proportional 
Representation" and is in two parts. It reads-

1. Statewide proportional voting should not be adopted for the election of members to the 
Legislative Council. 

2. An electoral system of regional proportional representation should be adopted for the 
election of members to the Legislative Council based on five regions each returning 
seven members. 

Recommendation 53 is headed "Malapportionment/Weighting". That recommendation reads-

1. The present regions for the Legislative Council should be abolished. 

2. The five, seven member electoral regions should have numbers of electors in each region 
determined as follows: 

The quota of enrolled voters in each Legislative Council region should be determined by 
dividing the total State enrolment projected four years in advance, by the number of 
regions. Each Legislative Council region should be comprised of complete and 
contiguous Legislative Assembly electoral districts. A plus or minus 15 per cent 
deviation from the quota should be permitted based on the criteria listed below. 
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. The recommendation then goes on to refer to the Electoral Distribution Commissioners exercising 
discretion over the deviation of plus or minus 15 per cent from the quota being required to place primary 
emphasis on community of interest It lists secondary criteria as follows: Means of communication and 
distance from Perth, geographical features, and existing boundaries for regions and districts, including local 
government boundaries. This recommendation was considered by the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Commission on Government Clearly it is not one of those governed by motion No 4 on the Notice Paper, 
because I regret to say that the recommendation was not endorsed by that joint standing committee. One 
must consider why it was not endorsed. I do not know because I am not privy to the arguments the 
members put up, but I am able to read the contents of their report. In dealing with this recommendation the 
response of the majority of committee members - technically the report of the committee has a minority 
report - was that the committee recognised that the abolition of six regions for the Legislative Council and 
their replacement with five regions, each with seven members, raised the overall number of members from 
34 to 35. It wrote that such an increment would render the region larger with less community of interest 
and less effective representation of the electorate, and could also lead to a hung Parliament 

With greatest respect to the committee's report on that recommendation, it does not do justice to the issues 
raised. The lifting of the membership of thIS House from 34 to 35 is not of great importance in considering 
the paramount issues raised in any discussion of recommendation 53. Recommendation 53 was essentially 
about bringing democracy to the Legislative Council. Those opposed to democracy will never support it 
It would seem, fortunately, that not everybody on the Joint Standing Committee on the Commission on 
Government was of the same mind; in fact, two members of the Legislative Assembly were of a contrary 
mind, namely Dr Gallop, the member for Victoria Park, and Mr Graham, the member for Pilbara. There 
were also two members of this House, one of whom has spoken to us often on matters to do with COG. 
We are indebted to that good gentleman for moving the amendment. I refer of course to Hon John 
CowdeII. The other member is Hon Mark Nevill. 

Before I read out what they said about recommendation 53, I will refer to recommendation 52 because the 
recommendations tend to run into each other. In dealing with those recommendations the comments of the 
four members of Parliament to whom I have referred are contained on page 2 of the minority report It is 
part of the fourth report of the Joint Standing Committee on the Commission on Government and it is dated 
4 October 1995. I will read in part what they say because I do not want to take up the time of the House by 
reading longish extracts. They wrote-

Recommendation 52 and 53 proposed that a fair electoral system be introduced for the Legislative 
Council without vote weighting or malapportionment and involving regional proportional 
representation with 5 seven member regions. The parliamentary committee has rejected this 
proposal. The Committee'S recommendation, that is simply a system of regional proportional 
representation based "on groupings of Legislative Assembly seats", could and probably is 
intended to lead to a perpetuation of the current imbalance between the metropolitan and country 
regions. 

In making that last comment the joint authors of the minority report were speculating. Their speculation 
may be correct, although the member for Scarborough may come around to arguing otherwise; however, I 
doubt it. As I understand it, his observations were with specific reference to the Legislative Assembly. 

We on this side of the House are well aware of the tensions that exist from time to time between the parties 
that comprise the coalition. We are well aware of the need of the National Party to maintain a particular 
type of electoral system so that the seats it needs for its continued existence are concentrated around those 
pockets where it commands significant support. We are aware also - this brings me back to the 
Government's unwillingness to adopt the report - of a very significant number of non-metropolitan Liberal 
Party members of Parliament, particularly in the Legislative Assembly, who might find their future at risk 
if the democratic process were adopted in a more meaningful way. In fact, if the recommendation on the 
Legislative Council were adopted, it would be inconceivable that democratic practice would not prevail in 
the Legislative Assembly. 

The current system is set out in the Electoral Distribution Act. The relevant sections of that Act for the 
purpose of understanding what recommendation 53 of the Commission on Government's August 1995 
report seeks to achieve are sections 7, 9 and 11. Section 7 sets out the matters to which the Electoral 
Commissioners are to give due consideration in dividing the State into regions and districts. In doing that 
~ere is no mention of anything approaching democratic practice. The reason for that is set out fairly fully 
10 section 9, under which the commissioners are enjoined to divide the State into six regions so that three of 
the regions are metropolitan regions and three are non-metropolitan regions. That harks back to the 
~trnent by this Act of the Legislative Assembly; namely, that under section 6 the commissioners shall 
diVIde the metropolitan area into 34 districts - districts are in the Legislative Assembly - and divide the area 
comprising the remainder of the State into 23 regions. 

I Su~est th~t the Commission on Government carefully considered the matters which are raised from time 
to tune to Justify the current malapportionment and weighting of regions. Its discussion of the issue 
~mmences at page 339 of the report to which I referred earlier and concludes on page 342. In concluding, 
It se~ out the recommendation that I read earlier. It appears that the Commission on Government 
conSIdered the relevant matters; in fact, it went through a check list It is important that that check list be 
noted. It considered the arguments on both sides. Under the subheading "Analysis" on page 341 it states -
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The political and legal arguments for weighting were dealt with extensively in section 8.3.5. In 
brief form, the arguments for weighting of electoral districts are listed below: 

I will not revert to section 8.3.5. The matters set out by the commission disclose that it considered that 
which is relevant; namely, "weighting allows for greater constituency representation for the group that 
genuinely requires additional representation". I appreciate why those opposite put this argument so often. 
The report states also that it is difficult for members of Parliament to service large and remote electorates. 
Hon Tom Stephens has no difficulty in doing a good job in carrying out that difficult task. Hon Tom Helm 
is able to achieve the task, as is Hon Mark Nevill. 

Hon N.F. Moore interjected. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS: Hon Norman Moore wants me to interrupt my comments, but I do not want to at 
the moment. If he were to interject as eloquently as Hon Ross Lightfoot did earlier, I might take his 
interjections on board. Hon Tom Stephens is dying to talk this evening because Hon Norman Moore is in 
the Chamber and he knows how much Hon Norman Moore loves listening to him. 

The next comment the COG makes from the Tory point of view is that if electoral districts were of a 
similar size, the metropolitan vote would swamp the country vote. Let us hear more on that from 
Me Strickland, the member for Scarborough. It states also that perceived extra wealth generated in country 
regions should attract extra voting power. There may be some validity in that if we do not want to give 
some who support the Liberal Party a little more say. The report states also that special minority groups 
should be compensated in terms of enhanced voting power. This is lovely from the Liberal Party! What is 
it getting at? 

Hon Tom Stephens: Special power for Aboriginal people? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS: Nothing would surprise me. 

Hon Tom Stephens: I don't think that is what they had in mind. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS: Hon Tom Stephens would know the Liberal Party members because he watches 
them and knows how evil they are. 

lt states further that communities of interest in the country should be the determinants of the electoral 
boundaries. That is a great antidemocratic argument. When one considers the summary provided by the 
Commission on Government on why that nasty point of view should not prevail, it is clear that the Court 
Government has let us down by not implementing this important recommendation of the Commission on 
Government. The report continues -

all persons are equal under the law and should have equal voting rights; 

historical reasons for weighting, such as wealth generation, are no longer appropriate; 

problems of remote and large geographical regions can be overcome largely by better 
communications and resourcing; 

a consistent meaning of the term community of interest is difficult to define; 

However, there seems to be no difficulty when talking about its interests. To continue -

minority groups should be compensated by general governmental policy, not by the granting of 
additional voting power. 

The Commission on Government, in arriving at recommendation 53, has looked at the pertinent arguments 
and has reached the correct conclusion. It is a matter of great regret that the Court Government has not 
acted on that recommendation. 

HON TOM STEPHENS (Mining and Pastoral) [8.30 pm]: I support the amendment and appreciate this 
opportunity of contributing to the debate. I will tackle only a few of the recommendations of the 
Commission on Government and not the broad range of recommendations. The demand for change within 
any community is typically met by conservative Governments by delaying tactics -

Hon Derrick Tomlinson interjected. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS: Have I missed a joke? It must be something Hon Derrick Tomlinson had for 
dinner. 

Hon N.F. Moore: You have a very poor memory. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS: The delaying tactic on the part of the conservative Government of which 
Hon Norman Moore is a part has been, firstly, to establish the Commission on Government as though it 
were something to which it was genuinely committed and then to let the charade play itself out across the 
State with people stalling by inquiring, consulting and theorising and then making recommendations that 
are then referred to a committee of the Parliament and are then a source of further delay. We are now at 
the tail end of the period in which members opposite will be on the Treasury benches, and they have done 
nothing about the recommendations of the Commission on Government. 

In recognition of the reality that change was upon them, members opposite set out to thwart that change. 
That is a tragedy, because one of the recommendations of the Commission on Government that I hoped we 
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would all rush to implement was No 112, which states under the heading "Information Needs of 
Members" -

Pertinent information for Members of Parliament is crucial for accountability. Both a well staffed 
Research Branch in the Parliamentary Library and an individual entitlement to engage research 
staff should be provided for members. 

The recommendation states -

1. The Parliamentary Library should be restructured to include an appropriately staffed 
Research Branch to provide a specialist research service to members and committees. 

2. All members, excluding ministers, be granted an entitlement to engage research staff 
(one FIE) on the same basis as electorate officers are employed .... 

I have given up reading the reports of the Commission on Government because I have concluded that its 
recommendations will not be implemented by this Government in any shape or form. Therefore, I am not 
sure whether the Commission on Government has made any other recommendations that deal with the 
important issue of the support processes for members of Parliament. 

I note that the report deals with the committee system, but I have given up hope, by and large, that the 
committee system of this place will work properly, because of the way this Government chooses to operate, 
and the way this Government operated even when in opposition; that is, in a winner take all situation, 
where it dominates the committee systems of this place and ensures that the committees of this Parliament 
are a joke. Therefore, the notion of resourcing, equipping and further staffing the committee systems is 
essentially a joke. I cannot see any point in the committee systems of this and the other place. Committees 
have engaged regularly in diversion and sidetracking, rather than in genuinely monitoring the affairs of 
government in this State to ensure better government. It dismays me to see those committees presided over 
:with government chairmen and with government majorities, and I despair of the committee system of this 
place. 

However, as I have said in previous debates, I am a parliamentarian and I am committed to the 
parliamentary process. Recommendation 112 is the only recommendation of the Commission on 
Government that reinforces my argument about the need to resource and equip members so that they can 
get on with their job. Perhaps someone can tell me whether there are any other recommendations to bolster 
the armoury with which we should all be equipped, but that is the only recommendation from which I can 
draw any comfort. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson: Intelligence would come in handy. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS: Is Hon Derrick Tomlinson telling me there is a recommendation that deals with 
the question of intelligence? 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson: No, I am sure there is not; it would not find any intelligence if it looked. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS: That would certainly be its observation if it was looking at members on the 
government benches, particularly if the way in which the Government has handled this report is anything to 
go by, because it has not been an intelligent handling of the recommendations of the Commission on 
Government. 

A lot of money has been spent on maintaining this Parliament. A large amount of money has been spent on 
French-polishing the woodwork in the Speaker's corridor at the other end of the building. A lot of money 
has been spent on upgrading the lighting at the other end of the building. A lot of money has been spent on 
keeping the building going - not nearly as much as is needed, but a disproportionately greater amount than 
has been spent on the needs of members of this place. We have now agreed, apparently in a bipartisan 
manner, to install expensive television and sound recording equipment, which apparently cost nearly $lm. 
That causes me great frustration, because I have argued since the time I have been a member of Parliament 
about the need to meet the basic needs of a member of Parliament. When I was first appointed a member, a 
manual typewriter was my standard tool of trade to equip my office, and that typewriter had to meet not 
only my needs but also those of my electorate secretary. I was told I should be thankful for that, because in 
the old days members of Parliament were not issued with electorate officers, or offices, and had to make do 
with the typing pool. I was told I should be thankful because that was the way things always were and 
always would be, except for the arrival of the Burke Labor Government, which introduced new technology. 
We got memory typewriters which maintained about 36 characters in their memories. That was the whizz 
bang new technology that our electorate officers were equipped with in early 1983. Gradually, our officers 
have been given computer technology and limited additional support. In this place, everybody from the top 
of the building to the bottom, except for members, has been given new technology. I do not think the 
gardeners have it! However, just about all other people have computers on their desks. I do not know 
whether the Clerk Assistant bas his yet. However, if he missed out, he is with me because just about 
everyone el~e, except the gardeners, has been provided with new technology! I do not doubt that the 
gardeners will beat the members of Parliament, because everybody else has. Members of Parliament have 
been cons~tl¥ deprived of these resources, not just by Governments of the day but by the way decisions 
~e made In thiS place by everybody who is a decision maker. That guarantees that we who are trying to 

eep an eye on the Government are deprived of basic support to do that. 

It is obvious that we should have current technology available to us. It is not something I want to impose 
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on everybody. I am not suggesting that it should be obligatory for every member to be given a computer 
screen and terminal. However, if a member is skilled in using current technology, he or she should be 
given it. Fourteen years ago when I was working for a federal backbench member of Parliament, I had the 
basic skills and resources that allowed me as a mere researcher to use technology that is no longer available 
to me and has not been available to me for the 14 years of my career in this place. That, put plainly in 
language that my colleague Hon John Cowdell had to withdraw last night, has the same effect on me as the 
situation at the Ume had on him. I am angry that we are continually not resourced to do our jobs. 

Hon B.K. Donaldson: Were we sitting last night? 

Hon TOM STEPHENS: It happened recently. I was told of it last night It was repeated last night in 
another forum. Apparently it was something he said last Thursday in this place. Nevertheless, I am angry -
I do not want members to be under any misapprehension - that we have not been given the resources to do 
our job. Is it any wonder that this Parliament cannot get on top of Governments of the day, whether they be 
the Governments of the Burke or Lawrence years or the Court Government of today? In part, that is 
because we have not been resourced to do our jobs. The televising and recording of this place is not 
important if we are not equipped with the basic support services to get on top of the complex range of 
issues and themes of government. It is something like an empty white sepulchre with the lights on, but 
with not much happening inside because we do not have the support to ensure that we do our jobs properly 
and get on top of the affairs of government 

I get very annoyed at the snail's pace at which things are done in this joke of a Parliament. I get infuriated 
when I see the scarce resources of this place being squandered on expensive French-polishing and lavish 
lights in a place that cannot operate properly because members are not equipped with the resources to do 
their jobs. Even school kids are being equipped to access information systems available to them while we 
in this place are not even given the basic tools. We are still using the pencils with which we were issued 
when I arrived here 14 years ago. 

The Parliamentary Library is in the same if not worse shape. The decision makers of the Parliament have 
ignored these recommendations and have ensured that the library continues to be a disgrace by any 
standards, not because of a lack of good work on the part of its officers, but because they have never been 
equipped to do their jobs in an appropriate manner to service the needs of parliamentarians. Before I came 
to this place 14 years ago, I had access to the research material available to the federal parliamentarians and 
research people. An enormous bank of information was available to us when we required it. However, this 
preschool-type library in this place, this absolute joke of a support service to members, continues to enrage 
me. Because of that, we are left with inadequate support. 

Recommendation 112 is not simply a reflection upon the decision makers of the Parliament. It is also a 
reflection on Governments of all persuasions that have removed from Parliament the necessary resources. 
It appears that the resources of this place are too easily given to French polishing, propping up the 
sandstone, manicuring the lawns and shaping the trees, with no allowance being made for equipping 
parliamentarians with the necessary equipment to do their jobs. 

The entitlement of members to engage research staff was a recommendation of the Commission on 
Government and was included in a submission to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal. Even that august 
and esteemed body seems to have shirked its responsibilities and not lived up to the expectations placed on 
it by the Parliament. That body has compounded the problems with which parliamentarians in this State 
are faced by refusing to tackle the resource question. That tribunal is a joke under the umbrella of the 
Executive, benefiting from all the resources of the Executive, and denying the parliamentarians that it was 
established to serve the resources that it has acquired unto itself. It has provided itself with resources that it 
has consistently refused to allocate to members of Parliament so that we can do our jobs. I have watched 
that tribunal become more and more grand and lavish, with the chairman getting resources that we cannot 
get and it, in tum, making recommendations that deprive us of the resources to do our jobs properly. Is 
there any wonder that the mistakes of the Labor years occurred and that the mistakes are being perpetrated 
by this Government in so many areas? 

Eventually mistakes will be uncovered either through error or chance, rather than by this Parliament being 
on top of the affairs of government I know just from talking to Ministers opposite that they share my 
observations, and shared them when they were in opposition. I suspect many are still committed to those 
observations now they are in government. However, it is now their task in government to do something 
that we did not do while we were in government, but should have. Now, lock stock and barrel, we are 
committed to implementing the recommendations of the report of the Commission on Government, and 
when we are back in government we will do that I do not even agree with some of those 
~ecommendations, but I know they will be implemented. All I am saying is that they should be 
Implemented now. 

Hon Kim Chance: There is one from which we have set ourselves apart 

Hon TOM STEPHENS: There was a tiny number from which we distanced ourselves. 

Hon N.F. Moore: Three. 

Ho~ TOM STEPHENS: Apart from those three, when we are elected back to the Treasury bench, they will 
be Implemented. All I say to the Minister who is about to respond is that he should convince his Cabinet 
and his colleagues to get on with this task and to stop the French-polishing that is going on in this place. In 
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the end that will not be to the advantage of the people of Western Australia. It is a symptom of how bad this place is, if this Government thinks the esteem in which this place is held is in any way in proportion to the look of the French-polish on the doors of the Speaker's corridor. It continues to fail to address the structural problems that are necessary to reform this place, including resourcing the parliamentarians and not just the sham, joke committees of this place. Until it does that, no amount of French-polishing or brightening of the lights in the other place will improve the operation of this Parliament or its capacity to get on top of the affairs of government in Western Australia. 
HON N.F. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Emp]oyment and Training) [8.52 pm]: I have probably been here longer than most, other than you, Mr President. The speech just made by Hon Tom Stephens is one I have heard before - about every year for the past 19 and generally from people on that side of the House, with those views reflected from both sides of politics. The fact of the matter is very simple: No Government has ever had enough money to provide all the things Parliament needs. Some Governments decided to give Parliament nothing because they were not in agreement with the way in which a Chamber was elected. 
I remember very well - I want Hon Tom Stephens to remember this because he was also involved - the situation with the Standing Committee on Government Agencies on which he and I served. He talked about how he despairs at having to serve under government chairmen. In those days it was an opposition chairman. During our time on that committee Hon Mark Nevill, a government chairman, was in charge of it. I did not despair; he did a good job. That committee did a good job generally on the issues with which it was confronted. I remember very well that when I was the chairman we did not have any support at all for about 18 months; we did not have an office, a typist - anything - to support that committee for that time. I remember asking Hon Joe Berinson - the "abominab]e no man", as he was cal]ed in those days - whether that committee could have some support. I kept getting told, quietly behind the scenes, that we would not get any money for this House because the Government did not support the way in which the Legislative Council was elected; therefore. no money would be put into the committee system. That was the line used in those days. 

For 10 years the committee system of this House was, fIrst of all. frustrated by the decision of the Labor Party not even to have committees. As Hon Tom Stephens well knows, the committee system of this House was set up by a decision on our side of politics to create it. I remember very well the work done by the late Hon Bob Pike. who was responsible for establishing the Standing Committee on Government Agencies. and for moving motions in this House to set up all the other committees, with the exception of the Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation. 
The committee system we now have. albeit one that Hon Tom Stephens says is not adequate, is a whole lot better than that which those opposite were prepared to give us when they were in government. They wanted to get rid of the Legislative Council, and they certainly would not give any money to the committee system. In fact Hon Tom Stephens well knows, as I do. that during the Labor Party's term in office the Parliament was starved of money. He might recall the occasions when the Government Agencies Committee decided to travel overseas and how we were castigated for having done that. That was the attitude not so many years ago. Since we have come to government our committees seem to be well resourced; they have support; they have at least a staff member. which is more than the Government Agencies Committee had when I was around. The committees travel regularly; I think that is a great idea. Each year the Budget papers show that the financial resources for the two Houses seem to be increasing. 
The whole question of doing something about this House is one about which we all agree. This building is totally inadequate. However, Hon Tom Stephens knows as well as I do that the moment a Government decides to rebuild Parliament House or to do something for members of Parliament, it is given the treatment on the front page of the newspaper for wasting money. I well remember when Mr Burke was the Premier and he decided that we should have a significant upgrading of this building. We all met collectively in the strange room upstairs known as the Select Committee Room. and were shown plans of an upgraded Parliament House. That became public that day. The West Australian ran a story the next morning saying that it was dreadful that we should spend $160m, or whatever it was. to upgrade Parliament House. That afternoon Mr Burke said that it was not on; that it would not proceed. Quite obviously that was because The West Australian decided that it would give him absolute curry if the Government decided to spend that sort of money on this place. That is a fact of political life. 
Y'e ll!C doing what we can to improve the situation here in the context of a budgetary situation which we mhented that was anything but flash. Hon Tom Stephens knows, and I know, that this Government, as its number one priority. has been doing something about the debt with which it found itself at the end of the term of the last State Labor Government. In fact, we have started to reduce the level of net debt in this State. and that is having a very positive impact on our credit rating and the amount of interest we pay on the debt that we inherited. In that context it is important for the Government to make sure that every cent it does spend is spent on the most needy parts of the community. Generally the community does not believe we .are the !TI0st needy people in society. and I do not think Hon Tom Stephens does either. However, he is !ellmg me m this House that the equipment provided for his electorate office does not enable him to do his Job. . 

Hon To~ Stephens: The French-polishing in this place and the extensive waste of money on television systems IS not where the priorities of this place should be. 
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Hon N.F. MOORE: I do not disagree about the television system; I think there are much higher priorities 
than that I understand that decision was made collectively by both parties. I do not know about the 
French-polishing. However, I do know that the fIrst time I saw anybody spend any real money in this 
House in my time here was when the former Speaker decided to do something about his offIce. The 
Speaker's Gallery became a magnifIcent place. I think the decor is delightful. He also had paintings hung 
around Parliament House and photographs of former Premiers on the wall alongside the spiral staircase. 
The fonner Speaker spent a lot of money and I think French-polishing would have been just part of the 
picture he had painted for his offIce. However, the fact is the President and the Speaker are entitled to a 
reasonable level of comfort in the offIces with which they are provided. This House is a public place and 
should look good because it belongs to the community. I do not disagree that we should spend more 
money on this place. 

Hon Tom Stephens: We need basic tools and a library that works. 
Hon N.F. MOORE: I agree with Hon Tom Stephens. If we had the money I would be the fIrst to go to the 
Premier and ask for those things to be done. 
Hon Tom Stephens: Your Government wastes money hand over fIst 

Hon N.F. MOORE: Every Government wastes money in the view of Oppositions. A sum of $lb would 
have done a lot of work on this Parliament It would have bought a lot of laptop computers to take around 
Hon Tom Stephens' electorate and would have bought him considerable Kingair time. However, we are 
paying off that debt now. That is one of the problems he fails to appreciate. When he realises that and 
admits that this Government has done a good Job with its fInances, the better it will be for us all. One of 
the reasons we cannot do anything about Parliament House which we all agree must be improved is the 
debt we were left with. Once the State's fInances are straightened out we may be able to spend the money 
on Parliament House that is necessary. 

I will not forget the period when Hon Joe Berinson was the Leader of the House and the very negative 
approach he took to this Parliament, the committee system and everything else attached to it It was a 
disgrace and it would be better if Hon Tom Stephens started remembering some of those things rather than 
criticising this Government. 
Hon Tom Stephens: You are in government now . You have had three years to do things. 

Hon N.F. MOORE: Mr Stephens knows his Government did not do it, but we must 
Hon Tom Stephens: You now have the benefIt of experience, the COG report and the royal commission 
report and the obligation to do something as a result of those reports. 

Hon N.F. MOORE: One thing we do not have is the money. The reason we do not have it I place fInnly 
and squarely at the feet of Hon Tom Stephens' previous Administration. 

Hon Tom Stephens: Your Government should stop wasting money to begin with in the areas in which you 
and Mr Charlton waste money. 

Hon N.F. MOORE: Can Mr Stephens give me one example - maybe the Kimberley College of TAPE? 

Hon EJ. Charlton: Or the $ 10m for the sugar range in the Kimberleys or $20m on the Gibb River road? 

Hon Tom Stephens: They are outlined to you in a document I released last year. 
Hon N.F. MOORE: I think I spent $120 changing the sign in my offIce following a change of ministerial 
portfolio. Mr Stephens called that a waste of money. Of all the people I know in politics who should not 
criticise anyone else for wasting money it is Hon Tom Stephens. I have watched him over the years and he 
is avaricious. 

Hon Tom Stephens: That is not true. 

Hon N.F. MOORE: Perhaps he is not avaricious, but just a great spender of money. I watched him 
demand things and get things, especially when he was a Minister, albeit for a short time. He consumed 
huge amounts of flying time even, they tell me, on election day when he was not supposed to. 

Hon Tom Stephens: You were told wrong. 

Hon N.F. MOORE: Was it the day before? 

Hon Tom Stephens: No. 

Hon N.F. MOORE: I think a decision was made by the then Premier that no-one would use the Kingair 
aircraft during the election campaign. 

Hon Tom Stephens: What did your Premier do during the recent by-election under those same guidelines? 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): Order! 

Hon Kim Chance: I think he flew to Kalgoorlie at taxpayers' expense. 
Hon Tom Stephens: Do not come in here, you hypocrite. 

Hon N.F. MOORE: Mr Stephens should not call me a hypocrite. He is a socialist who believes everybody 
should drive a Mercedes Benz. He is the king of the upgrades. 
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Perhaps the Minister should direct his comments through the Chair. 
Han N.F. MOORE: I apologise Mr Deputy President. Han Tom Stephens believes that because he is Han Tom Stephens, MLC, formerly a Parliamentary Secretary of State, somehow he is entitled to more than anyone else. I have watched him and I know he believes he should have the Rolls-Royce treatment all the time. He has always had that view. 
Han Tom Stephens: That is not my view. 
Han N.F. MOORE: I cannot believe socialists who think they should have Rolls-Royce conditions and then claim somehow or other that they represent -
Han Tom Stephens: The great wine drinker at public expense; the great booze artist. I have never seen a Minister drink: more expensive wine than you, Mr Moore. 
Han N.F. MOORE: I will deal with that privately. That is an incorrect statement 
Han Tom Stephens: Not from the information I heard. 
Han N.F. MOORE: Next thing he will want to know what I have for breakfast each morning. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! I am trying to work out what this has to do with the amendment moved by Han John Cowdell. I do not think it has very much to do with it 
Han N.F. MOORE: Mr Deputy President, I am under the impression that under the rules that apply to the Address-in-Reply I can speak about anything I like, even on the amendment. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: That is correct, as long as a member has not spoken before. 
Han NF. MOORE: I intend to use this occasion to speak about whatever I like. It is a crazy rule that says we cannot speak again after we have spoken on an amendment if we did not speak in advance of an amendment. It takes away some of the rights of some members. I shall take it up in the future. 
Han Tom Stephens says that he is angry, he even shakes a bit, about the conditions under which he must work. 

Han Tom Stephens: That is not the point. 
Han N.F. MOORE: Mr Stephens made his speech. 
Han Tom Stephens: You did not listen to the damned thing. 
Han N.F. MOORE: He said he was angry about the inadequate provision of facilities, which did not enable him to do his job adequately, or words to that effect. I agree he cannot do his job adequately; however, it is not because of the equipment but the way he goes about doing his business. That is another matter and we will not get into personalities. 
Han Tom Stephens: The COG -
Han N.F. MOORE: We all agree that members of Parliament are entitled to better conditions and they will get them as soon as the Government can afford them. 
Han Tom Stephens: Then damned well do it. 
Han N.F. MOORE: As soon as the Government can afford it - and Mr Stephens knows why we cannot afford it. 

Hon EJ. Charlton: Mr Stephens is a hypocrite. How can he talk about us wasting money after he sat idly by with his mouth shut and allowed his Government to rip the place apart? He has no conscience. 
Han Tom Stephens: Hon Eric Charlton will never learn from history. 
Hon EJ. Charlton: Won't I? 1 will learn from your history. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! 
Han N.F. MOORE: Han Tom Stephens was a Minister for two months and did nothing except fly around Western Australia and spend a lot of money in a short time. We all know what he did when he was on the Treasury benches and what his Government did. 
Han Tom Stephens: 1 did not. 

Hon Kim Chance: He occupied the ministerial offices for the Mid-West alongside me and I know he was a hardworking Minister in his regional area. You are being most unfair. 
Han N.F. MOORE: You never saw him. Mr Stephens is a very hard working person. 
Han Kim Chance: You said he did nothing but fly around the State, and I know that is untrue. 
Hon N.F. MOORE: He spent a lot of time in the air. About every second day he was off somewhere. It was as though he owned his own private airline. 
Hon Tom Stephens: You arc a joke. 
Hon N.F. MOORE: We all know about Mr Stephens and how he will continue to make these speeches 
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every time he gets to his feet while we are the Government. When things change and his party is in 
government, Mr Stephens will sit in the back row and keep his mouth shut for another couple of years and 
say nothing. He will accept what is dished out just as he did for the 10 years in government before. I had 
hoped he would work hard behind the scenes 10 trying to convince Mr Berinson that this House should 
have been allocated more money. I did not notice anything; his being in government did not do anything. 
That is for Mr Stephens to know and me to flOd out 

I want to talk about one of the recommendations in the Commission on Government's report Mr Stephens 
decided to choose one and I choose "Premature Vacancies" in relation to the Legislative Assembly, 
referred to in volume 1 under item 8.3,13. When this first COG report came down and was presented to the 
public, the Leader of the Opposition, Mr McGinty, quickly called together a Labor Party Caucus meeting. 
Mr McGinty took the high moral ground by saying the Opposition would accept all the recommendations 
apart from three, which included an increase in the number of members of Parliament, the Robson rotation, 
and I do not recall the third one. Mr Stephens told this House tonight that he does not agree with all the 62 
recommendations, and I certainly do not, but he will go along with them anyway. Mr Stephens said that if 
his party is successful at the next election it will legislate for these recommendations; therefore, he will put 
up his hand when the House debates recommendation 8.3.13.5, which reads-

Legislation should be introduced to impose a financial penalty on members of parliament who 
resign without due cause. This penalty should be taken from a member's superannuation fund or 
other entitlements. 

The comments prior to that recommendation indicate that the people who made submissions to the 
Commission on Government put forward the view that members of Parliament should not resign from their 
seats unless there is a compelling reason, such as ill health. Resigning from a state seat to contest a federal 
election is not a reason compelling enough to cause the State of Western Australia to have a by-election. 
That is exactly what happened a few months ago. After Mr McGinty said that the Opposition would take 
the high moral ground and agree to all the recommendations apart from three - in other words, he and his 
party agreed to the recommendation about premature vacancies - Ian Taylor, a person I hold in high regard, 
decided to resign his seat and contest the federal election to get the Labor Party out of the mess which it 
had caused. I have not heard Mr McGinty, Mr Stephens, Mr Taylor or the President of the Labor Party say 
that a cheque for $100 000 will be sent to the Electoral Commission to pay for the Kalgoorlie by-election. 

Hon Kim Chance: If you had acted on the recommendations, we may not have been caught in that 
situation. 

Hon N.F. MOORE: I do not agree with the recommendation. If Mr Keating resigns in the next few weeks 
I believe it is the appropriate thing for him to do. It has nothing to do with his ill health; however, it has 
everything to do with the fact that he should no longer be in the Parliament. He and the Labor Party, 
particularly Mr Beazley, should believe that. It is a good reason for him to go, but the general public will 
not think it is a good reason. They will question why he, having stood for his seat of Blaxland and having 
sought to be the Prime Minister again and having failed in his bid, will get out of Parliament The average 
person in the street would say it is not an adequate reason to cause a by-election which federally would cost 
at least $250000, if a state election costs $100 000. I believe that the reason he should go is a fair and 
good reason, but the public will not agree. Ian Taylor did not resign from this Parliament for a good 
reason. He left to get the Labor Party out of a fix and it has cost the taxpayers of this State approximately 
$100 000. In view of Mr McGinty taking the high moral ground and putting himself on a pedestal in 
respect of these recommendations, he should, on behalf of the Labor Party and Mr Taylor, send the 
Electoral Commission a cheque for the total or part cost of the Kalgoorlie by-election. 

Hon Kim Chance: He would have if you had implemented the recommendation. 
Hon N.F. MOORE: If members opposite consider that this recommendation should be implemented and if 
they believe in the spirit of it - even though the Government has not legislated for it and I hope it does not -
they should support COG's recommendation by paying some or all of the cost of the by-election. 

Hon Kim Chance: Don't you think you have a public obligation to do something about the 
recommendations? 

Hon N.F. MOORE: It may be that this recommendation will become law and perhaps there should be a 
retrospective element to it. Members opposite might support retrospective legislation so that Mr Taylor 
will pay for all or part of the by-election. 

Hon Tom Stephens: You called for a royal commission and it recommended the Commission on 
Government which produced these recommendations. Are you not being hypocritical by not proceeding 
with them? 

Hon EJ. Charlton: No, because we don't agree with them. 

Hon N.F. MOORE: I do not agree with a number of recommendations made by COG and neither does 
Hon Tom Stephens. I do not agree with the recommendations on voluntary voting and the fairness clause. 
COG is not Parliament. Parliament will make the decisions relevant to the State. COG makes the 
recommendations and if this Government docs not implement them it will accept the consequences. The 
member knows that that is how politics works. 

Members opposite cannot have it both ways. They cannot tell the community that they support COG and 



--
[Tuesday, 26 March 1996J 369 

all its recommendations, apart from three, and the very next time they have an opportunity to put into practice what they preach, renege on their stance. This is a good opportunity for Mr Stephens to say, "Look, Mr McGinty, I spoke in the Parliament and said that the Government should do something about introducing legislation to implement all the recommendations apart from the three we do not agree with. The Minister said that in the spirit of all this the Opposition should send the Electoral Commission a cheque." The recommendation does not state that the whole amount should be refunded. It simply says that a fmancial penalty should be imposed on a member of Parliament who resigns without due cause. It also says that the penalty should be taken from a member's superannuation fund or other entitlements. Members have read in the newspaper that Mr Taylor has already received his entitlements. 
Hon Tom Stephens: The question is whether a person resigns without due cause. 
Hon N.F. MOORE: There is no due cause other than what I have explained to the House. Mr Stephens knows the reason Mr Taylor resigned, and if the truth were known he was probably part of it. He resigned for only one reason. When I heard about it I told him he was absolutely stark raving crazy. Anyone who wants to be the federal member for Kalgoorlie when he is the state member is crazy. I am sure that Mr Taylor had already had enough of State Parliament, but to resign from a seat in which he was held in high regard and stand for the federal seat, which is a difficult seat to win and service, and to also stand against his friend Mr Campbell, is not good reason for incurring a by-election at a cost to the taxpayers of Western Australia The only good reason I can think of in the context of the COG report is ill health. 
The other day Hon John Cowdell made a speech about COG. Hon Nick Griffiths also made a speech about COG and said this Government should hurry up and implement its recommendations. Now Mr Stephens has made a speech about how tardy the Government is in implementing the recommendations. All the recommendations are receiving due consideration by the Government. It will agree with some of them, but it will not agree with all of them. A parliamentary committee has been established and it has an obligation to consider the recommendations and to make its Judgments about them. That process is continuing. 
I remember very well a number of things which the Opposition did about the accountability issues when it was in government. One piece of legislation which did not have any impact on the previous Government was the freedom of information legislation. It was interesting that the FOI legislation was not implemented until about November 1992. I understand it was not proclaimed and that it never applied to the previous Government However, for years the previous Government talked about accountability and openness in government, but it made absolutely certain that the FOI legislation did not feature on the Statute books until the writing was on the wall for it That is when members opposite did it. That is not the only case. The political disclosures legislation was another example. 
Hon Tom Stephens: You have not even proclaimed that 
Hon N.F. MOORE: The Labor Government did not proclaim it It was passed by this Parliament, again in about November 1992 after that Government had been in office for 10 years. 
Hon Tom Stephens interjected. 
Hon N.F. MOORE: Obviously the member docs not know what happened; Carmen probably did not tell him. The previous Government did not proclaim the legislation because it told us that it would not work. 
Hon John Halden: You amended it to the point of uselessness. 
Hon N.F. MOORE: Not at all; we amended it to make it workable. The Labor Government had talked for years about accountability and at the very last minute, when it knew it would not be re-elected, it introduced the legislation. It was passed and we fixed it up and members opposite then did not proclaim it because they said it would not work. 
Hon John Halden: I was responsible for that Bill and you completely gutted it 
Hon N.F. MOORE: We then went through the election period, as the honourable member knows, and the then Premier had a list of conditions that the Government believed should apply during the election. However, the Government did not proclaim the legislation to make it happen. So, we had a dispute about whether Hon Tom Stephens was flying in the Kingair when he should not have been. 
Hon Tom Stephens: I was not 
Hon N.F. MOORE: I accept the member's word for that. The Premier offered the member's leader a ride in the same aircraft. 

Hon Tom Stephens: And he said no. 
Hon N.F. MOORE: No, he did not; that is rubbish. He accepted and then changed his mind and did not get on the flight, or something to that effcct. 
Hon Tom Stephens interjected. 

Hbe~n N.F. MOORE: That is a ridiculous statement. The member should ask Mr McGinty about it and stop 109 silly in this House. 

~<?n. Tom Stephens: Do you think the Government should misuse the taxpayers' funds by allowing mIsters to fly in chartered aircraft during elcction campaigns? 
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Hon N.F. MOORE: There are occasions, as the member well knows, having done it himself, when it is 
necessary for a Minister -

Hon Tom Stephens: No, I did not 

Hon N.F. MOORE: The honourable member did. The fact of the matter is that he was flying around in the 
Kingair the day before the election if not the day of the election. 

Hon Tom Stephens: No, that is wrong. 

Hon N.F. MOORE: Many people saw the member on the ground. They must have mistaken him. 

Hon Tom Stephens: If you believe that you are mistaken and if you do not you are telling the House a lie. 

Hon N.F. MOORE: I do believe it, but I cannot prove it Hon Tom Stephens and Hon John Cowdell have 
told us that we should do things more quickly and in a very short period change all the things that the 
Commission on Government has talked about. I watched members opposite serve three terms without 
implementing any real accountability measures until the very last minute. Members opposite know why 
they did that: They knew they were about to lose the election and they decided to impose freedom of 
information legislation on the future Government That was very clever and the sum total of it 

Members opposite should not come in here and tell us that we have a lack of desire to improve 
accountability in Western Australia. We certainly have a great desire to improve accountability and that is 
why we sought a royal commission into the dealings members opposite were involved in and now we are 
looking at those recommendations. Members opposite should look at the recommendations presented by 
COG, which involve quite significant and fundamental changes to the way in which this Parliament 
operates. I mentioned a moment ago the concept of people paying for by-elections. 

Hon John Halden: Who is looking at it? 

Hon N.F. MOORE: A Cabinet subcommittee. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon N.F. MOORE: Rubbish! I cannot speak on behalf of parliamentary committees. 

Hon John Halden: You should. 

Hon N.F. MOORE: Hon Tom Stephens told us tonight that we have to separate the Executive from 
Parliament and that Parliament must do its own thing. I agree with that. It is not for me to tell the 
parliamentary committee what it should be doing. 

Hon John Halden: As a member of this place surely you are as dissatisfied as I am at the progress of that 
committee. You should look at how infrequently it meets; it has not met for four months. 

Hon N.F. MOORE: These are fundamental issues that need to be looked at very carefully and the member 
knows that as well as I do. Hon John Halden was not here when I spoke about the recommendation on 
premature vacancies. An opportunity arose for the Labor Party to send a cheque to the Electoral 
Commission in the spirit of the recommendations. That would prove that members opposite meant what 
they said, but they have not done it. I am looking forward to that and I am sure that as a result of my 
comments tonight Hon John Halden and Hon Tom Stephens will go to see Mr McGinty and the Labor 
Party, or Mr Taylor, whoever decides to pay - but I do not think that it should be Mr Taylor because he did 
the party a favour and it should be therefore be paid by the Labor Party -

Hon John Halden: You'll be doing the same for Barry MacKinnon; you will pay for his election campaign. 

Hon Kim Chance: His excuse is that he does not believe in it 

Hon N.F. MOORE: It is not an excuse; it is a fact of life. I gave an example of where people should not 
have to pay. I cited Mr Keating and I do not believe that he should pay for the by-election that his 
impending resignation will impose. Hon Tom Stephens would probably have a view about Mr Campbell's 
by-election that he referred to the other night. I thought it was interesting that Mr Stephens would send me 
a question but then not ask it. He said something to the effect -

Hon Tom Stephens: I did not ask you anything. 

Hon N.F. MOORE: I have it in writing; the member gave it to me; it is a public document and it is no 
secret Hon Tom Stephens asked me whether we would ensure that Mr Wyatt could not fly around during 
the coming by-election. 

Hon Tom Stephens: And you did not give me any assurance on that. 

Hon N.F. MOORE: I did not notice that there would be any by-election. 

Hon Tom Stephens: You have Cedric back there. 

Hon N.F. MOORE: Hon Tom Stephens knows more than I do. Is the member trying to undermine Mr 
Campbell already by suggesting that there should be a by-election? He should accept the fact that the 
Labor Party lost the federal seat of Kalgoorlie. Even with all his skill at manipulating Aboriginal voters, 
the honourable member still could not win it He spends all his life making Aborigines vote. 

Hon Tom Stephens: And you spend all of your life trying to stop them voting. 



--
[Tuesday, 26 March 1996] 371 

Hon N.F. MOORE: The honourable member spends all his life trying to get Aborigines into the polling booth with their practice how-to-vote cards and ballot papers. At a previous by-election at Ashburton Hon Tom Stephens changed his electoral enrolment; he enrolled in the Kimberley although he lives at Shenton Park. 

Hon Tom Stephens: I meant to do it for Kalgoorlie and forgot. 
Hon N.F. MOORE: He then changed his enrolment to Ashburton. What I need to find out, but I have not yet had a chance, is whether he changed his enrolment to Kalgoorlie. 
Hon Tom Stephens: No, I did not. 
Hon N.F. MOORE: In the Ashburton by-election an Aboriginal person went into the polling booth with a mock ballot paper. 
Hon Tom Stephens: It was a sample ballot paper. 
Hon N.F. MOORE: The voter tried to put it in the ballot box without asking for a proper ballot paper. It transpires that Hon Tom Stephens and his mates were at Roebourne the day before teaching the voters how to vote Labor. They were showing them how to fill in the ballot paper in case the electoral officers said that they had to filJ them in themselves. Normally these voters telJ these officers they cannot fIll in the forms themselves and it is done for them, and Hon Tom Stephens organises them to say these things. 
Hon Tom Stephens: I do not find anything embarrassing or funny about that 
Hon N.F. MOORE: Hon Tom Stephens and his friends train people how to vote. 
Hon Tom Stephens: That is what a how-to-vote card is all about. 
Hon NF. MOORE: The result of this is that in some communities 100 per cent of voters vote for one candidate. 

Hon Tom Stephens: That is because you were Minister for Education. 
Hon N.F. MOORE: The honourable member has done that himself. However, on one occasion such a group all voted Democrat. 
Hon Tom Stephens: They reckon "No more Moore". 
Hon N.F. MOORE: It just goes to show that people like Hon Tom Stephens are capable of ensuring that they get large numbers of votes in certain parts of Western Australia. 
Hon Tom Stephens: We are doing very well, thank you very much. 
Hon N.F. MOORE: But the Labor Party did not get those votes during the federal election. I wonder if members opposite are losing their touch. 
Hon Tom Stephens interjected. 
Hon N.F. MOORE: It is rather strange that Mr Taylor, a highly respected candidate, could not beat Me Campbell and members opposite are now talking about a by-election in Kalgoorlie. 
Hon Tom Stephens: We got an absolute majority. 
Hon N.F. MOORE: Mr Campbell would be very pleased to know that members opposite are contemplating a by-election. If they want to take the moral high ground, members opposite should pay for by-elections that should not have to be called - such as that involving Mr Taylor. If they do not and if they have changed their minds and no longer agree with that recommendation, they should say so and I will go along with it However, they cannot have it both ways: They cannot say that they agree with these things but when it suits them ignore them. With those few comments I look forward with great anticipation to this recommendation about premature vacancies resulting in the Electoral Commission's having at least an additional $90000 or $100000 to spend as a result of the generous contribution from the Labor Party to pay for the unnecessary by-election caused by Mr Taylor's resignation. 
HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural) [9.30 pm): I am pleased to support this amendment if for no other reason than that it gives me the opportunity to address one or two matters which have been of great concern to. me, particularly over the last three years. Fundamentally the amendment has two parts: It points to the fadure of the Court Government to implement standards of accountability, as outlined in the Commission on Government's report, and to the refusal by the Court Government to implement the COG's recommendations. The Western Australian community reasonably demands that these standards be met ~d that these recommendations be implemented. Hon Norman Moore emphasised that it is difficult to Implement all the recommendations in one hit, and that some individual recommendations require a great deal of mature consideration. We will not agree with some of them. It has already been indicated that the Australian Labor Party docs not agree with three distinct recommendations of the Commission on Government. It has said that from the beginning. 

Each one of us is charged wilh a responsibility to do one of two things: First, to implement the recom~endation and, second, if we cannot and will not implement the recommendation, to convincingly argue In the public domain why we do not want to implement that recommendation. One example given by Hon Norman Moore is one where the ALP has said it will implement the recommendation, but 
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Hon Nonnan Moore says he would prefer it not to be implemented; that is, the payment of the cost of a by
election where a member has left the service of the Parliament other than for good reason. A convincing 
argument can be made by both sides. A significant argument that such payment should be made would 
have the support of the public. I support the concept, as does my party, that where a member, for his own 
reasons - whether they be to support what the party wants is largely irrelevant; it remains the member's 
reason - decides to give up the seat which the electors have given him, it is only fair that on a proportionate 
basis the member should be responsible for paying the cost of the ensuing by-election. I cannot see any 
difficulty with that. It may mean - Hon Norman Moore may argue this point - that the member would 
remain in the Parliament for a year or two when he did not want to be there, so the public would not get 
much value from the member in those circumstances. That may be true, but it is a matter for the party to 
resolve. When we nominate for election to this place we enter a contract with the people whom we expect 
to elect us. It does nothing for the standing of this place to have people coming in and then leaving after a 
year or two for their own purposes or for their party's purposes. I will not be drawn into commenting on 
the particular cases which Hon Norman Moore would love us to comment on. If the rules had been 
changed they would have been the rules. If the recommendations had been implemented before Ian Taylor 
made his decision to vacate his seat to become a candidate in the federal election, it would have been one 
of the considerations he had to take into account. 

Hon N.F. Moore: Don't you accept any moral obligation? You cannot have it both ways. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I suppose a moral obligation may exist, but often the moral obligation under the law 
is an obligation of process which sits on the Government to implement that recommendation first. One 
could argue that anyone placing some form of moral obligation above that would be something of an idiot: 
If the Government cannot be convinced to implement the recommendation why should anyone, on the basis 
of his personal belief about the recommendation, feel bound to pay more than $120000 when the 
Government has not seen fit to implement the recommendation which would have made that point 
mandatory? I could put forward a series of cases where moral obligations could outweigh the practical 
considerations, but this I fear is not one of them. 

The recommendations of the Commission on Government, coming as they do from the 1992 Royal 
Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters, have such relevance and 
significance that we cannot afford to ignore them. We would ignore them entirely at our electoral cost 
That is one of the reasons that I am surprised that the Government has been so unwilling to progress them. 
While some of the recommendations would take time to put in place and require some consideration and 
public argument, many of the recommendations could be implemented quickly, simply and effectively. I 
find unforgivable the absence of any sign of willingness by the Government to do one or the other; that is, 
to debate the rights and wrongs of the recommendations or to go ahead and implement them. Not all the 
recommendations are of earth-shattering proportions, nor can they be seen necessarily as all that difficult to 
implement In some cases their early implementation would bring immediate benefits to all Western 
Australians. 

In that light I want members to consider recommendation 11 of the first COG report dealing with 
commercial confidentiality. It reads -

1. Upon the awarding of a government contract, regardless of whether the contract involves 
the commitment of expenditure, the charging of a royalty, or the sacrifice of revenue 
rights, a copy of the complete contract should be lodged for public inspection with the 
State Supply Commission or tabled in a house of Parliament. 

2. The State Supply Commission guidelines should provide that, a pre-condition for doing 
business with government, tenderers must be prepared for the details of any contract to 
be made public. These guidelines are to be made applicable across the public sector and 
include all GTEs and should encompass public sector agencies and GTEs not currently 
the subject of State Supply Commission review. 

I am aware of one contract that was awarded by a statutory authority which is a prime case in point to 
illustrate the need for such a provision. As it is, the debate and the constraints applied by the standing 
orders do not allow me to go into the details of that case. Probably that is not needed to illustrate the point 
The issue is that a contract was awarded by a statutory authority. It has become clear that the contractor 
has been in breach of the contract ever since it was awarded, and generally the whole issue has become 
nothing less than a nightmare for the authority concerned. Had that contract been subject to the degree of 
scrutiny which is called for in recommendation 11 there would at least be some possibility that the mess we 
are in now could have been avoided. Why was a recommendation that would so clearly be of public 
benefit not immediately implemented? There is no reason at all why recommendation 11 could not be 
implemented. It would require a relatively modest amendment to the State Supply Commission Act that 
would be assured of opposition support. It could have been done within a few weeks or at least a few 
months of the publication of the first Commission on Government report. However, the public is still 
waiting for the lmplementation of recommendation 11, a key accountability clause of the first COG report 

While the public waits the Government is incurring a real cost, because this contract was awarded less than 
12 months ago, long after we could have enacted legislation not to prevent people making a mistake with a 
parti~ular contract but at least to broaden the visibility of a contract and perhaps alert more people to the 
deficlencies therein. The public is still waiting for the legislation to broaden the powers of the State Supply 
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Commission, although there has been some broadening of those powers, but they are still waiting for visibility, which is a key component of accountability. That cost is being borne by the average person in the street because it relates to a fairly basic item which is used in most houses. The Burt Commission on Accountability stated in respect of commercial confidentiality -
The Commission is concerned by the practice of secrecy or confidentiality provisions being included in contracts entered into by state-owned entities regardless of whether the entity has been established by statute or is owned by virtue of a shareholding. The secrecy arrangement denies accountability to the Parliament It denies public scrutiny and it may even deny ministerial scrutiny. 

I believe that the case to which I referred was such a case. The Commission on Accountability went on to recommend -

.•• as a general rule, only to be departed from with the approval of Parliament, no government agency be permitted to conduct operations in a manner or to enter into any agreement which contains a provision which would prohibit that agency or the responsible Minister from providing to Parliament information as to its operations or the contents of that agreement in such manner and to the extent that the Minister thinks fit. 
One of the strongest criticisms I can remember being thrown from these benches when I was a member of the Government in 1992, particularly during question time, was that Ministers were refusing to answer questions on the ground of commercial confidentiality. Every case, because of the nature of the questions of commercial confidentiality, related to contracts which were held between the Government dp-ectly or its agencies and private firms, or individuals in some cases. If it was not clear then, it became more clear after the first report of the royal commission that commercial confidentiality entered into by the Government with private parties, either corporate or singular, posed a real problem of accountability. I am sure that most if not all members of the Parliament had a much better understanding of that issue in 1992 than I had. However, it quickly became clear to me that it is something that a Government just cannot afford to do. Yet, four years on from 1992, we are still debating a recommendation which was made by yet another inquiry following the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters saying that commercial confidentiality is something we should avoid. We are still debating whether we should implement legislation to give force to that recommendation. We may find that it is difficult to address recommendations of this type. A certain amount of inertia must be overcome. However, the general public does not see it that way. The general public sees what was a major problem for the last Labor Government in its dealings with private enterpnse as a major issue which has not been addressed four years later and three years after the report of the royal commission. 
Hon Peter Foss: It has not been addressed legislatively; it has been addressed in practice in accordance with the Burt commission. 
Hon KIM CHANCE: I can assure the Attorney General that it has not been addressed in practice. 
Hon Peter Foss: It has. It is pending the signing of an agreement. 
Hon KIM CHANCE: Today in question time we were refused an answer to a question on the ground of commercial confidentiality between an agency of this Government and its dealings with private enterprise. 
Hon Peter Foss: Only IIp to a period does that occur. If the member reads the report of the Burt Commission on Accountability, it recommended only that the Government should neve, bind itself SO it cannot give the answer. 
Hon KIM CHANCE: It goes a long way further. 
Hon Peter Foss: The Burt Commission on Accountability said the Government should not bind itself so that it is unable to give an answer. 
Hon KIM CHANCE: Yes, and it said other things. 
Hon Peter Foss: That is true. The Labor Government kept putting it beyond its power to give an answer by virtue of entering into a contract which prevented it from doing so. 
Hon KIM CHANCE: I am saying to the Attorney General that is what his Government is doing as well. 
Hon Peter Foss: No. It does not. 
~on KIM CHANCE: This Government is still entering into agreements such that it cannot provide mformation relative to those agreements in this place because of commercial confidentiality. 
Hon Peter Foss: Can the member show me one agreement where we have disentitled ourselves? 
Hon KIM CHANCE: The Attorney General can read the Hansard of question time today. 
Hon Peter Foss: Hon Kim Chance has missed the point, and he always does. I admit the member is not a lawyer, but he can never draw the fine distinction of what was argued by Mr Justice Burt and what was actually said. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: The Atlorney General did not listen to what I said when I read out Mr Justice Burt's comments. He stated -



374 [COUNCIL] 

... as a general rule, only to be departed from with the approval of Parliament, no government 
agency be pennitted to conduct operations in a manner or to enter into any agreement which 
contains a provision which would prohibit that agency or the responsible Minister from providing 
to Parliament infonnation as to its operations or the contents of that agreement in such manner and 
to the extent that the Minister thinks fit. 

Hon Peter Foss: Which is just what I said. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: The Attorney General referred only to the last part of that paragraph. 

Hon Peter Foss: No, it relates to the whole. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: The Attorney General conveniently missed the first part. 

Hon Peter Foss: Nonsense. That is not the case. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: It states that no government agency is penniued to conduct operations in any manner 
or to enter into any agreement which would prohibit that agency from providing the Parliament, etc. 

Hon Peter Foss: Nothing prohibits the Government. The fonner Labor Government would say that it was 
not the decision of the Minister not to tell. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: The prohibition would come from the contract, surely? 

Hon Peter Foss: We do not enter into these agreements. We simply do not enter into agreements which 
prevent us from telling Parliament. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: Do I talce it that the question we asked today regarding the Fremantle Port Authority 
will be answered tomorrow, because the Attorney General has cleared the decks of the question of 
commercial confidentiality? 

Hon Peter Foss: Not at all. You should read it again. Nothing prohibits it It may very well be the 
Minister's decision that commercial confidentiality is such that he should not provide the infonnation, but 
there is no contractual agreement to prevent him. For instance, the fonner Government had contracts with 
MrHorgan. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: The Attorney General is telling me that the freedom of information application 
which we will make tomorrow will be answered. 

Hon Peter Foss: Not necessarily, but the Freedom of Infonnation Act very definitely gives the 
circumstances. What was so abhorrent about what your Government did regularly was that it entered into 
agreements which prohibited it from telling Parliament 

Hon KIM CHANCE: Like Stateships? 

Hon Peter Foss: Nothing I have says that we should not tell Parliament. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I know, Mr Deputy President, that you will not allow this exchange to continue. 
talce the Attorney General's point and I understand it. I am arguing that the effect is the same. 

Hon Peter Foss: No, accountability is totally different. What a Minister does in this Parliament he does on 
his own head. He is accountable and responsible. When you had your agreements you could wash your 
hands and say, "I cannot tell you. I am prohibited by law from telling you." If I decide not to tell you 
something I am accountable for it. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I talce the Auorney General's point. The distinction may be fine. 

Hon Peter Foss: It is essential. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: The Attorney General said it is a fine definition. I recognise the distinction even 
though it may have talcen me time to understand it, but the effect is the same. Infonnation which should be 
available to this Parliament and which would be available to this Parliament if this recommendation were 
implemented is not available to the Parliament. 

Hon Peter Foss: Which recommendation? 

Hon KIM CHANCE: Recommendation 11. It boils down to precisely that. 

Hon Peter Foss: I have a great deal of faith in Justice Burt. He understands the constitutional concept of 
accountability, and I am prepared to go by that one. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: Take a look at recommendation 11. 

Hon Peter Foss: I am happy with Mr Justice Burt. He knew what he was talking about. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I need to continue with that same reference. The royal commission discussed the 
issue at some length. Although it recognised that there were clearly occasions when commercial 
confidentiality could legitimately be claimed, no general rule could provide guidance on that matter. The 
royal commission had a disposition towards openness and a desire to limit claims of commercial 
confidentiality to cases where the public interest was clearly served rather than those of political interests. 
The issue has received greater prominence in recent times due to the increased use of competitive tendering 
and contracting of government services. This is where we get to the question of what action the 
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Government has taken to date to implement that report. I said earlier and I conceded that there had been 
some changes to the State Supply Commission's powers. In December 1994 the State Supply Commission 
Amendment Bill (No 2) was introduced into the Western Australian Parliament. This Bill proposed to 
change the structure of the Supply Commission and broaden its powers and functions in response to the 
move towards contracting out of public services. This is where the good news finishes. 

On 5 April 1995 the Opposition spokesperson for public sector management, Hon Yvonne Henderson, 
MLA, introduced a Bill into the Western Australian Parliament "to promote accountability and 
parliamentary scrutiny of Government contracting out and privatisation activities". The name of the Bill 
was the Scrutiny in Government Contracting Out and Privatisation Activities Bill 1995. The Bill required 
that certain procedures be undertaken before the contracting out of government services or sale of 
government assets could take place. These procedures included the preparation of an impact statement for 
Parliament, the right of the public sector to bid for services and the tabling of certain information relating 
to likely successful tenders. 

Hon Peter Foss: Do you realise that takes away accountability? Do you know what accountability means? 
Hon KIM CHANCE: Accountability and visibility are synonymous. 

Hon Peter Foss: You are wrong. 
Hon KIM CHANCE: I am not. My view of accountability is that things must be visible to the public. 
Making sure that the proceedings of the Parliament and the public purse are visible to all people has a lot to 
do with accountability. 

Hon Peter Foss: I suggest you do a course in constitutional law so that you might understand what is 
accountable government. I believe that every year we pass more legislation that abolishes accountability. 
It is very strange. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I am fascinated and I am waiting with great interest to hear the Attorney General's 
argument about why visibility and openness are not synonymous with accountability. Accountability 
literally is the capacity of a responsible person to report to others what has occurred and what action has 
been taken. 
Hon Peter Foss: It is what newspapers do visibly every day. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: Certainly it is productive. 
Hon Peter Foss: Are they accountable to anyone? 

Hon KIM CHANCE: Yes. 

Hon Peter Foss: No they are not. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: A newspaper is accountable to its shareholders in a corporate sense and the public 
who are its buyers. 
Hon Peter Foss: How are newspapers accountable to the public? 

Hon KIM CHANCE: If the public are dissatisfied with a newspaper they will stop buying it. 

Hon Peter Foss: Newspapers are not accountable for accuracy. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: In a sense they are accountable through agencies such as the Press Council. A 
newspaper is more accountable than any Government has been or ever will be. 

Hon Peter Foss: They are less accountable but far more visible. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I will let that one go through to the keeper. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson: Clean bowled would be more like it! 

Hon KIM CHANCE: A wide would be a much more accurate description. 

Hon Peter Foss: You should read a book on constitutional law. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! The interjections are out of order. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: After that lecture on constitutional law I wiII continue. The Bill did not specifically 
refer to the coverage of the Freedom of Information Act 1992 in relation to services which are contracted 
out and was defeated at the second reading stage on 24 May 1995. It was defeated by the Government, 
even though it sought to put in place at least part of recommendation 11, because the Government did not 
want it If it did not suit the Government in that form I can understand that, but in the absence of 
government amendments or any alternative government legislation, I can only presume that the 
government members in the other place defeated the Bill simply because they did not want to proceed with 
the implementation of recommendation 11 or any other. 

Hon Peter Foss: That is a total misconception. The title of the Bill did not even match what the Bill sought 
todo. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: The Attorney General is always free to argue that, as are his colleagues in the other 
place. In the absence of government amendments or alternative legislation to implement this 
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recommendation, as I have said, I can only assume the Government has no interest in progressing this 
recommendation. 

Hon Peter Foss: You have a totally false premise. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: The Attorney General's place is to argue the Government's case. 

Hon Peter Foss: You have first to establish your case. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I have ample reason to say that in the absence of support or logical opposition or the 
proposal of an alternative the Attorney General clearly has no interest in the progression of this 
recommendation on accountability. 

Hon Peter Foss: You do not understand the word. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: The Attorney General clearly has no interest 

Hon Peter Foss: That is nonsense. We are totally interested. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: The Government could have progressed it by an amendment to the State Supply 
Commission Act within weeks of the publication of the report. 

Hon Peter Foss: You have a misconception. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: It is interesting to note that evidence was taken by the Western Australian Royal 
Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters in 1992 from Dan O'Sullivan. 
I can only assume that given his connections he was at least in part defending the role of the media. In a 
public submission on the maller of commercial confidentiality Dan O'Sullivan says -

. .. there is a common view that it is consistently misused and that its general purpose is to 
prevent the public from knowing what the public is plainly entitled to know. 

This is the point the Attorney General has great diffIculty gelling his mind around. He continues -

In other words, commercial confidentiality is broadly simply government secrecy. 

Generally when journalists penetrate the veil of 'commercial confidentiality' they find a 
scandalous situation that somebody is trying to hide. 

Where public funds are to be used the public is entitled to know how and why. Why was one 
company favoured above others? What are the details of a tender process? What are the costs to 
the taxpayer? Are there hidden costs? Is there cronyism? 

It is difficult to talk about cronyism in the context of tendering and openness and ignore the deal that was 
done between Stateships and BAAC Pty Ltd when the tender process was abused to the cost of all Western 
Australians. 

The Fremantle Port Authority was mentioned earlier today in conjunction with the expenditure of public 
funds for the alleged benefit of private firms. The Fremantle Port Authority's Chief Executive OffIcer said 
at a Perth public hearing of the Commission on Government -

... remember we are a GTE trying to perform in an intemationally competitive way and we are 
competing with a lot of ports which are privately owned as well as government owned. They are 
not inhibited to the degree that anyone can look at the arrangements with particular clients. Our 
clients would be very sensitive in working with us on any issues if they felt that the actual details, 
the amounts, the dollars, the obligation on them in terms of what they did, would be revealed ... 

We found that out well and truly. She continues -

For example, we have a policy whereby if a new shipping line is setting up and they can warrant 
to us that it's business that we wouldn't get, we have the ability to offer a rebate for a certain time 
and unique arrangements for them. If other clients saw them, -

That is, presumably, the arrangements -

- then it would be of concern, but we have a responsibility to make sure that it's done in accord 
with our policy. . 

The Chief Executive OffIcer of the Fremantle Port Authority is saying that it must have secrecy in its 
dealings with clients so that nobody can work out what deal it is doing with a particular client That was 
exactly the position Stateships found itself in with BAAC. I understand what the CEO of the Fremantle 
Port Authority was saying, and any of us who has done business would understand precisely the need to do 
that from time to time. However, in the context of this recommendation we are talking about the use of 
public funds to do that. That is a very different situation - so different that even that august body the 
Western Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry took the diametrically opposite view to that taken 
by the CEO of the Fremantle Port Authority. The Chamber of Commerce and Industry's submission gave 
me a great deal of heart because I thought that if people of that standing can understand just what 
government tendering is about, we have some hope. The evidence given by the CCI was -

As Government ties with the private sector broaden through privatisation and contracting out there 
is clearly a need for these relationships to be conducted in an accountable and proper manner ... 
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It obviously understands the concept of accountability. The submission continues -

Businesses must expect that their relationships with Government will often be more public and 
require the provision of more information than normal private sector contractual arrangements ... 

So government agencies have the right to demand information and to make it public if 
appropriate, but the requirements must be 'up front', so businesses know what information will be 
required and whether it will be made public, and can judge for themselves whether they wish to do 
business with the Government under those conditions. 

That is a mature understanding of what the accountability and openness of processes should be when 
dealing with a government tender. Perhaps the Chamber of Commerce and Industry was influenced in this 
view by the bitter experience some of its members have had with secret contracts. One such example was 
that of Mr Jess from Derby, who said during the Derby public hearing -

I have been involved in situations where I have questioned the morality and integrity of the tender 
system. Consequently on the next tender I wasn't even invited to tender because of the comments 
I had made. Anybody who, whether you are in the private sector - I mean, public or private, like 
you said before once it's public money, if it goes through the sector that goes into private hands 
but it's still public money that's being used on the contract, anybody who takes it should be there 
for full audit if required because I have seen it too often where there are select groups getting 
preferential treatment 

How often have members in this place heard from contractors, generally hard working and honest 
contractors, who have said the same thing? If they complain too much about the tender process - I have 
heard this as much in Building Management Authority contracts as any other - all of a sudden they find 
themselves left outside the tendering process. That is something that openness in tendering would solve, 
effectively overnight, because all the bids must be on the table. The rejection of any bid must be on the 
table. We can see that if the bureaucracy of one government department or statutory corporation decides 
that it will freeze out a contractor or favour another contractor, that corruption will be exposed. That is 
something I thought members opposite would be keen to see implemented. I thought it was something they 
would receive a significant amount of pressure from businessmen to implement. It is something I thought 
they would have been proud to implement - but three years later there is nothing. 

Hon Peter Foss: I agree that a contract, once signed, should be clear. However, a lot of people who miss 
out on a contract with the Government and do not have the benefit of a government contract do not want 
their contract made public. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I think the CCl's view on that covers that situation. The CCI was well aware of the 
degree to which private corporations would resist the possibility of too much information becoming public. 
It has said that as long as all of the conditions are known up front, that is fine; there should be a degree of 
openness in the system. 

Hon Peter Foss: The problem is that the reason the Government goes to tender is to get the best deal, and 
we may lose a lot of people because they are not prepared to have their contractual information made 
public. Some of these contracts involve bills of rates. A company which had tendered could be put in a 
position of severe disadvantage when it sought to enter imo another contract with a private company if the 
Government disclosed its bills of rates. I can understand that if a company won the contract, that would 
not be a problem; but I do not see why that information should be made public in respect of a company 
which had not won the contract 

Hon KIM CHANCE: That can be dealt with within the processes of the State Supply Commission because 
even under the recommendations, some information can be withheld. 

Hon Peter Foss: There must be a difference between a successful and an unsuccessful contractor. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: Yes, that would be reasonable. Regardless of the view articulated by the CCI and of 
the general public, which I think most of us know pretty clearly, the Government insists on dragging its 
feet on this relatively simple and almost non-contentious recommendation because it has made no attempt 
to implement it 

Hon Peter Foss: We implement it in practice. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: The practice has not been implemented, and the Attorney General would have to talk 
a lot harder than he has talked in order to prove that. There is every reason to inform His Excellency the 
Governor that the Court Governmem has conspicuously failed to meet the standards of accountability, at 
least in this regard, that the community demands. 

Before I move to the next issue, I want to link the two issues with a common factor. That is the point that I 
have.made before about the integrity of competitive tendering, which is raised in recommendation 30. I 
find It difficult to believe that we can have faith in the process of competitive tendering when we have no 
means of observing the process and when there is not sufficiem visibility to enable us to observe what has 
happened. I will not repeat what Mr Jess said during the Derby public hearing, but his words were a cry 
fro!'fl.the heart of many contractors. People have come to me and said, "These were the terms of the tender. 
~IS IS the .way the building had to be constructed. We tendered within the parameters that were clearly 
laId down 10 the tender documents, only to be beaten by a lower priced tender which did not bear any 
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relevance to the minimum parameters that were specified. That contractor then erected the structure short 
of the tender parameters and got away with it Why should we bother tendering again for this particular 
government department?" I cannot advise people on that matter. All they can do is complain through the 
normal processes. However, it happens repeatedly. 

I do not know how much longer we can sit here and say we do not need to implement procedures which 
allow the mishandling of tenders such as that to go unobserved and uncorrected, but one way or the other, 
we have to do it because those people are saying it is necessary for us to do it. Whether members support 
or oppose competitive tendering, each one of us has an interest in ensuring that the tender process is fair 
and open. 

Recommendation 30 deals directly with competitive tendering and states -

The Auditor General Act, proposed in Section 6.1, should provide for the Auditor General's 
access to all information in the control or possession of pnvate organisations relevant to the 
provision of publicly funded goods and services .... 

This is a critical issue in Western Australia. The Government has a policy which embraces the idea of 
downsizing and competitive tendering, but there is a real issue about accountability. If the Government 
continues in the future, and, indeed, in the present, to contract out to private organisations services which 
are provided in house, we need to at least be clear on the rules for the provision of those services. We need 
to know, for example, whether the services that will be provided will be adequate and cost effective. If 
there is a breach of the contract conditions, what action will be taken? 
Hon Peter Foss: The first time you put this argument forward you got it totally wrong. I must say you 
have improved. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I do not think the argument is any different. 

Hon Peter Foss: The first time you said the contractor should apply the Financial Administration and Audit 
Act and things of that nature to the contract. 
Hon KIM CHANCE: I was pointing out then that that is one way in which we could apply rules of 
accountability to a contractor. It does not have to be the only way. If the Government can find some other 
way of doing it, that is fine. I was talking about another aspect of competitive tendering. At this point, I 
am talking about how we can observe the tender process itself. It is clear to me that, for one reason or 
another, in the specific case to which I referred, the contract has clearly been conducted in breach of the 
contract conditions, yet I find it difficult to get answers from anybody when I ask about the extent of the 
breach or whether the breach has been confirmed, observed, corrected, or compensated for. I cannot find 
that out, yet this is a government owned business that is conducting an enterprise not on behalf of the 
people of Western Australia but by Statute provided by those people and catering to the interests of the 
people of Western Australia. In my view, the way in which that contract has been exercised is now costing 
the people of Western Australia not a huge amount of money but a considerable amount of money. This 
matter should not be allowed to continue, but we have no process by which we can correct or address the 
issue. 

So far, I have dealt with only two of a large number of recommendations made by the Commission on 
Government, but those two recommendations are closely linked and are matters which could be addressed 
simply and which need to be addressed properly. I cannot see why the Government is having difficulty in 
implementing those recommendations. There is a practical need - I think I have been able to illustrate at 
least one example of that - to bring forward the implementation of those recommendations. However, we 
have seen no wiIIingness by the Government to do anything at all in respect of either of those two 
recommendations. 
With respect to a number of the other recommendations, I want to touch briefly on those which deal with 
the election of this place and in particular, No 52, which relates to proportional representation. 
Recommendations 51, 52 and 53 all deal with the way in which this House takes its place as a House of 
Parliament in Western Australia. It goes to the very question of whether this House shall be or shall not be 
a House of Review and, if it is to be a House of Review, how it shall be elected. I am elected from a 
process which makes it easier to be elected from that part of the world. One could say that I am a 
beneficiary of the current weighting process. Arguments can be put for weighting and I think I have heard 
most of them in my lifetime. However, I believe that even if we can apply those arguments, we cannot 
apply them in a House of Review. Arguments for weighting should properly be contained to the House of 
Government 

Hon Peter Foss: What about the Senate? 

Hon KIM CHANCE: The Senate is an unusual animal. It came about as a matter of convenience to get 
federation off the ground. 

Hon Peter Foss: Some people say it should only be a House of Review. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I know that. 

Hon Peter Foss: You do not agree. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I do not; nor do the commissioners on the Commission on Government. They do not 
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believe there should be weighting in either House. I think there is a case that could be argued for either. 
The Senate's history revolves around its unequal state of representation because it was always viewed as 
the States' House. It has a separate, quite fundamentally different role to that of the upper House in 
Western Australia. . 

Hon Peter Foss: In essence, the difference with a House of Review is that it is elected differently from the 
House it reviews. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: That could well be. I much prefer the more prosaic definition of the role of a House 
of Review, and that is to review the decisions made in the popular House. That is also what the public 
expects of us. 

Hon Peter Foss: It is unlikely to have a different view if it is elected in the same way. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I understand that. It is an interesting argument. I will leave the rest of it until a later 
date. 

HON JOHN HALDEN (South Metropolitan· Leader of the Opposition) [10.23 pm]: I want to try to 
crystallise some of the comments made by opposition members and the reasons for our moving this 
amendment. The reasons are, in my view, clear. They stem from a frustration about this House, about how 
it is constituted, and the gerrymander that has existed here for the entirety of its existence, particularly as a 
House of popular election. On that basis, it is no wonder that Labor members, having to endure what is 
now 106 years of a rorted electoral system designed to preserve a conservative majority, believe that it is 
time for change. Hon Tom Stephens, in a far more flamboyant way than I propose to do, attempted to 
crystallise our frustrations with this place and the rejection of even the most basic reforms for change to 
how this House sits and meets, and how its committees work and are elected. Whether we try to deal with 
that on a formal or an informal basis, we are faced with a situation of no change. We know that the 
Government set up an ad hoc committee to look at the processes of changing some of the day-to-day 
procedures in this place to make it work more efficiently. At the time of setting that up, members on this 
side believed that was a progressive step. However, at the end of the day - we are now 18 months or two 
years down the track - not one serious proposition has been put before the Opposition or before the House. 
Is it any wonder that we look to the Commission on Government's report and to the royal commission's 
second report and say that it is time for the Government to review these matters in a serious way? After 
106 years of being brutalised by the numbers in this place, is it any wonder that we want to have a say in 
how this place works? 

I remember recently having a discussion with a member opposite - there is no point in naming that 
member. We were discussing the future of the Legislative Council. My position on the future of the 
Legislative Council is that it has to become a pragmatic tool for a Government to decide, as a way of 
saving the taxpayer X number of dollars so that people can feel they are getting more or less - as the case 
may be - work out of the Parliament, to have a unicameral system. Without a unique, distinctive role or a 
role that gives us credibility and an enhanced reputation, we will be nothing more and are currently nothing 
more than the Legislative Assembly. Therefore, why would anyone want to duplicate that process? What 
are the benefits of the duplication? 

The history of this place is clear. When Labor Governments are in power, Bills are rejected, some of 
which do not even get to the second reading stage. I have seen the most appalling circumstance of a Bill 
being voted down at the first reading. The Government was not even allowed to read into this place its 
policy for a Bill. That is the arrogance with which the conservatives have treated this place and they 
wonder why we think it is time for reform. The history is clear. The number of Bills defeated in here 
when we were in government was considerable. The number of Bills defeated when the coalition is in 
government averages out at less than one a term. When we are in government, it is more likely to be 20 or 
30 a term. For example, the conservatives deliberately and maliciously rendered the political donations 
legislation incapable of doing what it set out to do. The conservatives fought us on that legislation and said 
that they would introduce a Bill. The excuse by the Minister responsible was that the then Opposition was 
waiting for a federal parliamentary report. It came down recommending no action. Members opposite 
have said repeatedly that they will introduce legislation on the disclosure of political donations. Was 
reference made to it in the Governor's speech? It was not Is it any wonder, having had it shoved up our 
noses for a century and six years, that we say to members opposite that this is not good enough? The 
conservatives have sorely tested our patience for too long. However, they are sorely testing the patience of 
~~ cOJ:rm~unity, because at the end of the day, a pragmatic conservative Government will do away with us 
If It SUits Its political ends. 

Th.is place is not unique; it is no different from the other place. To suggest our uniqueness justifies our 
eXlste!lce - as the Attorney General has just done in one of the most convoluted arguments presented to 
mankin~ on the basis of our gerrymandered electoral system - is a mind-boggling contortion of any 
C?nceptlOn of any fact or fairness. The Commission on Government's report did propose there be a distinct 
diff~rence in the form of the election of this place. Hon Peter Foss should just read the report, rather than 
putting forward convoluted arguments. The COG report says the Legislative Assembly should be divided 
mto 57 set areas and this House should be divided into five equal regions, with members elected on a basis 
of.a to~erance of one-vote-one-value. The other place should also be elected on that basis. Let us not have 
thIS dnvel from the Attorney General. It is nothing but that. It is an insult to his role as Attorney General, 
SUPposedly a person of significant legal intelligence - although his predecessor never displayed any of that, 
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and it is not in his interest to display equal stupidity. It is an insult to us. We have had this insult shoved 
up our noses - I notice members sitting in the corner of the Chamber smiling; they know exactly what I am 
referring to - for a century and a bit However, it is coming to an end because - I guarantee this - those 
opposite will not have the numbers next time. The moment they do not have the numbers, they will not be 
able to control the future of this place as they have for the past century-plus. They will not be able to 
have - as they might like - staggered terms or gerrymandered electorates. They will then have to deal with 
true independence. As I said in a speech last year, at the moment those opposite are being held to ransom 
by three - fewer than 20 per cent of the members opposite. They control nearly 30 per cent of the Ministry, 
but they have 100 per cent of the power. Next time I suggest there will be only two, and they will hold 
those opposite to the same degree of ransom as is the case today. The problem relates to the future and the 
distinctiveness of this place. We can be held to ransom and ridicule for only so long. They have gone too 
far, and continue to do so. 

Having made those introductory comments, I now refer specifically to the COG report I understand the 
earlier ruling about the motion, and I will not transgress into that area except by way of an oblique 
reference which I hope will not contravene that ruling. Let us look at the matters about the Legislative 
Council that have been referred from the COG committee. The COG committee - that august body 
dominated by those opposite, the Government - cannot even agree to refer out recommendation 51. It says 
that the Legislative Council's role should be recognised as that of a House of Review, and an appropriate 
electoral system should be adopted to enhance this role. 

What role will this Chamber play if it is not to be a House of Review? Will we continue to be the mirror 
image of the Legislative Assembly? Will we duplicate what it does, its behaviour and its antics? At the 
end of the day we will be no more than an expediency which some Government of either political 
persuasion will dispense with. If that is the scenario those opposite want to paint, they should go right 
ahead. If they keep it up, it will not cause any great pain to me. I have been here for 10 years. I came here 
being awfully suspicious of the Legislative Council and having a view about its relevance. I and others 
have attempted to give the place some relevance. All of that has been met by a stone wall of filibustering, 
manoeuvring and the like. 

We cannot even get to the point where we could change the sitting hours so that committees might meet in 
the middle of the day and members could be sure of being at the meetings. We might - I do not know 
whether we all want this; I have not given it any consideration - want to change the time of question time, 
or the hours of sitting. We do not even get to that point That is the state where we are at now while those 
opposite play games with the future of this place. They always proclaim its importance, its sovereignty and 
its distinctiveness. They do it only because it suits their political ends. The moment this place does not 
suit those ends, those opposite might have a very different view about it, particularly if they have not 
carved out a distinctive, unique, realistic role for the future. 

Let us look at the other issues that have not been referred out of the COG committee's report. I understand 
that this committee did not meet for four months during the summer break; that is how important these 
issues are. Realistically the community does not care whether the Parliament is accountable for anything, 
so the committee decided to take a four month siesta! 

We cannot even look at whether this place should be elected on the basis of statewide proportional voting 
or on a system that encompasses five regions returning seven members each. We cannot look at it because 
of the political reality, and all of those opposite know it They do that and they lose the 106 year guarantee. 
Those in the National Party lose the mortgage on a small number of seats and their absolute power in this 
Government It is nothing but corruption of our political system that, collectively, we should have allowed 
it to happen, particularly when we spruik such spurious lines about our endearment to this place, as those 
opposite do vehemently. It is tantamount to the greatest hypocrisy I have ever heard in my life inside or 
outside Parliament or in any other forum. 

The issues of malapportionment and vote weighting have not been reported out. The COG report says that 
ticket voting in the election of members of the Legislative Council should not be permitted. I do not agree 
with that. Surely the committee could make some recommendations about that I understand there is 
considerable harmony about the Robson rotational voting method - and the Government has not reported 
on this matter either. It is an academic's dream. I do not think it offers anything as an electoral system; 
however, we all have a view about it. The committee cannot even report a view on that In 12 months we 
have not even been given the opportunity to disagree, or agree, about it It seems this issue is a bit difficult. 
What have the members of this committee been doing? What is the Government doing? Those opposite 
will not even debate our motion - I will not go into the details of it - to agree to start the process to effect 
the change. They have no commitment whatsoever to change some of the most basic items. They do not 
have to agree with what we suggest are the appropriate courses. 

Hon EJ. Charlton: We thought we would wait for the High Court decision. 

Hon JOHN HALDEN: That is an interesting point from the Minister for Transport. Recommendation 53 
is specifically about that matter. Government members do not have to agree with us, but they should report 
the goddamn thing out of the committee so we can have a debate and start the process. They should not 
hide behind the shroud of the committee system, because that brings it into further disrepute. I could not 
believe the disrepute three members of the Government tried to bring into the committee system last week. 
It was a shonky number I could not believe existed even in university politics, but I had not woken up to 
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the fact that Hon Ross Lightfoot was on the committee. I should have known that. That sort of stunt does nothing to enhance the community's perception of this place or our preparedness to cooperate. Irrespective of whether I agree with the High Court, members opposite cannot even make a decision. At least the High Court did that When I think about it, the committee and the High Court both probably had the same amount of time, and the High Court does considerably more deliberation in coming down with decisions than does a committee of this Parliament. The Government will playa game of hide and seek behind the curtain so that in effect it does not have to do anything about these recommendations. I do not know whether the Minister for Employment and Training, who has responsibility for electoral reform, has done anything about electoral reform. I do not think so. He promised to do many things. We understand disclosure legislation is to be introduced. We have understood that for about two years. 
Hon N.F. Moore: It is coming. 
Hon JOHN HALDEN: So is Christmas. 
Hon N.F. Moore: Very persistent. 
Hon JOHN HALDEN: We have learnt to be persistent on this side of the House because of the perpetual majority of members opposite. Considering the fIrst report and the paucity of endeavour to institute any signifIcant reform, is it a wonder people get frustrated? Part 2 of the Commission on Government's report tries to enhance the role of members and their support so that they can perform on committees. Its recommendation is that we should be allocated another FTE in the form of a research offIcer. In a political sense that would assist the Government more than the Opposition because there are more Government members; there always have been. Notwithstanding the pragmatics of politics, it might mean we could do our job much more effectively. We have not even got that far. We have not moved on from report No 1. 
The second report again contains issues with which I do not agree. I have said in here before that I am not fond of the concept of one Minister in this place. I could imagine how hard that poor devil would have to work. It would be an impossibility. We do not have to agree in totality with COG's recommendation for the way our committee system should be structured. The way it is broken up is a reasonable place from which to start. It is not particularly different from the one we have. It adds ideas and suggests changes. Nonetheless, it is basically the committee system in place. I do not see that it would cause any spectacular harm. However, if we adopted not necessarily this, but something similar, we might have a committee system that worked in its true sense. We may not have the spectacle of uminimous reports being presented by committees, agreed to the day before by the entirety of the committee but being voted against the next day by government members. What is the public perception of that sort of betrayal of legitimacy? 
I know that government members pair members on the committee in a vain effort to get them out of the House so that they do not have to vote against their own recommendations. Although, the most blatant of members have come up with the most unbelievable excuses for why they cannot support today what they supported yesterday. There was one piece of honesty from Ross Lightfoot some time ago when, by interjection, he said it had to do with his preselection. That is a relevant point on which to base our committee system and decisions in the House! If it is to affect preselection it should be dealt with in the committee. Members should not go through the hypocritical exercise of purporting to do the job properly and line by line making comments about why things are recommended, what are the problems and what international and local conventions a clause breaks. Why go through that exercise? 
One of the most committed people in a committee was Hon Cheryl Davenport, who resigned in high dudgeon as a result of the behaviour of government members on that committee. I think most members opposite would concede that that member has a commitment to be a reviewer of legislation. She has deep commitments about certain issues. She is not a robust speaker in this House but she puts her views in an honest, consistent way and diligently performs the jobs the House assigns to her. I do not think Hon Cheryl Davenport will go on a committee again as a result of the treatment meted out to her by government members. She felt betrayed. Compromises in that process go on from both sides. We have all been on standing committees where we do that. My experience has been that when we do that we understand exactly what we are doing. We may choose to consult about the position we are reaching. However, it does not work like that on some of our standing committees. They are an absolute nonsense and a waste of ti!lle. Why perpetuate such stupidity? Why attend on Wednesday and Thursday mornings? I have a clear view about our members' time and these committees. My patience has been exceeded. 
Hon B.K. Donaldson: What committees have you been on? 
H?~ JOHN HALDEN: I was a member of the Standing Committee on Government Agencies and I chaired a Jomt House select committee on parole. People presented strident views about incarceration and parole. For ~ while, one of those people was Bill Hassell. We brought down a unanimous report because we conSistently worked through the differences. In fairness, the Government has adopted a number of those reco~mendations. In that light members feel as though they have done something of some significance in a parh~entary rather than a political sense. We will not be involved for too much longer in the spectacle of un~ullmous reports or reports supported by a majority - we all know the committee to which I am refemng - suddenly hitting the floor of this House and government members disappearing. The Gove~ment is testing the Opposition's tolerance. Currently, opposition members take their position on commIttees to watch over what the Government is doing. The moment opposition members do not watch over what it is doing, government members like Hon Ross Lightfoot and Hon Derrick Tomlinson - there is another member of that threesome of wisdom - will pull stunt after stunt. 
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Hon B.K. Donaldson: I do not think your colleague behind you agrees with you, particularly in regard to 
another committee. 

Hon JOHN 1 ""ALDEN: The parole select committee was a worthwhile exercise. Members on that 
committee fOl:lned a very good relationship. As a relatively new member of this Parliament it taught me 
that there were lots of issues on which the parties had common ground and at the end of the day, with a 
little bit of give and take, we could reach a position of reform in respect of the State's administration in a 
particular area. I am being very careful about the comments I make about the other committee. Its work is 
complemented in a number of forums, and so it should be. I repeat that the opposition members are on 
these committees to watch over the shenanigans which the Government perpetrates upon this Parliament 
and the Opposition. Last Thursday we witnessed a pre-university stunt I do not know whether Hon Ross 
Lightfoot teaches these tricks to the Young Liberal movement, but it is indicative of the sorts of politics 
that are played in that movement It is immature stuff and it brings this House, particularly the 
Government, into ill repute. 

Hon EJ. Charlton: There are a number of examples of committees where the issue at hand has a high 
political risk. All of them have suffered substantially as a consequence of their credibility. 

Hon JOHN HALDEN: I recall an issue involving the Standing Committee on Government Agencies which 
caused great consternation. The committee had reached a deadlock on what had become a political issue. 
There were three members from each party on that committee and they dealt with the issue at hand in the 
proper way and I had no problems with that However, I have a problem with the deception displayed by 
this Government. If a committee is confronted with a political issue it should be up front and say so. Why 
have committees if issues cannot be resolved by them because they are too highly political or ideological? 
If that is the case, the committee should be honest and refer the issue to the House to deal with. It is a 
legitimate process. However, what is wrong with the present committee system is that it is the hallmark of 
the most childish games ever known to mankind. 

Hon EJ. Charlton: I was on one committee which spent three months dealing with points of order to take 
up time. 

Hon JOHN HALDEN: I am well aware of that committee. It should have been honest It was a select 
committee and the issue before it was too political and it should have been referred to the House. Basically 
we know the outcome of a select committee. Generally, there is a report of government members and a 
report of opposition members, and there is nothing wrong with that If there is not common ground it is 
totally acceptable. Each party presents its position to the House in a legitimate way. I have no difficulty at 
all with that. I know who was involved in that issue; it was two members of the then Government The 
second report of the Commission on Government outlines what happens with legislation which comes to 
this House from the other place. Alllcgislation is referred to the designated committee, which I presume is 
the Standing Committee on Legislation. I do not agree with its present behaviour, but I do live in hope of 
its improving. I cannot find the exact recommendation. Basically, it lays out the process of looking at the 
legislation and assessing whether it achieves what it sets out to do. There is nothing wrong with that In 
fact, it would legitimise the role of the committee system. If members of a committee cannot agree on an 
issue they should say so and be up front about it There is no need to go through this charade and ultimate 
betrayal of others involved in the committee system and the Parliament 

I cannot think of anything more stupid than the comments which were made last Thursday. They do 
nothing but bring the committee system into ill repute. Government members decided to refer a piece of 
legislation to this House without giving it any consideration. Those members did not support the 
Government's legislation. For example, they did not recommend that the committee support the 
legislation. Such was their haste to play games they could not make that recommendation. At the end of 
the day, what can be said about the legitimacy of the committee system? I cannot find the various 
procedures suggested in the COG report. If a committee of this Parliament could investigate selected 
information about the operation of this place and modify, agree or disagree with it, the Opposition would 
have some confidence in this House. However, that point has not been reached. Will we wait another 106 
years? This place will not be here for very much longer because members opposite will play themselves 
into non-existence if they keep up this practice. It is an amazing situation when those who purport to hold 
the moral high ground in regard to the existence of this place jeopardise it the most. Let us consider some 
of the more radical propositions which cannot be considered by an august body such as this joint standing 
committee. Recommendation 113 is that an extra two weeks' sitting should be added to each 
parliamentary session for the Legislative Council. That is a tough one and it will take us at least four years 
to work through it 

Hon EJ. Charlton: It is radical. 

Hon JOHN HALDEN: Absolutely! It also recommends that the hours of sitting should be extended to 
approximate those of the House of Representatives and the Senate. We could agree, disagree or modify it, 
but we cannot even get to it 

[Debate adjourned, pursuant to Standing Order No 61(b).] 

House adjourned at 11.00 pm 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

WESTRAIL - QUESTION ON NOTICE 3287 (1995) 
4. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

Further to question on notice 3287 of 1995, when can I expect an answer to this question? 
Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

If the member had bothered to check Hansard of 20 September 1995 he would have discovered that question on notice 3287 of 1995 has been answered. I urge the member to be more diligent in his approach to questions on notice. 
WESTRAIL - QUESTION ON NOTICE 3243 (1995) 

5. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 
Further to question on notice 3243 of 1995, when can I expect an answer to this question? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 
If the member had bothered to check Hansard of 20 September 1995 he would have discovered that question on notice 3243 of 1995 has been answered. I urge the member to be more diligent in his approach to questions on notice. 

WESTRAIL - QUESTION ON NOTICE 3245 (1995) 
6. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

Further to question on notice 3245 of 1995, when can I expect an answer to this question? 
Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

If the member had bothered to check Hansard of 20 September 1995 he would have discovered that question on notice 3245 of 1995 has been answered. I urge the member to be more diligent in his approach to questions on notice. 

WESTRAIL - QUESTION ON NOTICE 3241 (1995) 
7. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

Further to question on notice 3241 of 1995, when can I expect an answer to this question? 
Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

If the member had bothered to check Hansard of 20 September 1995 he would have discovered that question on notice 3241 of 1995 has been answered. I urge the member to be more diligent in his approach to questions on notice. 
WESTRAIL - QUESTION ON NOTICE 3240 (1995) 

8. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 
Further to question on notice 3240 of 1995, when can I expect an answer to this question? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 
If the member had bothered to check Hansard of 20 September 1995 he would have discovered that question on notice 3240 of 1995 has been answered. I urge the member to be more diligent in his approach to questions on notice. 

WESTRAIL - QUESTION ON NOTICE 3238 (1995) 
9. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

Further to question on notice 3238 of 1995, when can I expect an answer to this question? 
Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

If the member had bothered to check Hansard of 20 September 1995 he would have discovered that question on notice 3238 of 1995 has been answered. I urge the member to be more diligent in his approach to questions on notice. 

WESTRAIL - QUESTION ON NOTICE 3237 (1995) 
10. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

Further to question on notice 3237 of 1995, when can I expect an answer to this question? 
Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

If the member had bothered to check Hansard of 20 September 1995 he would have discovered that question on notice 3237 of 1995 has been answered. I urge the member to be more diligent in his approach to questions on notice. 
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WESTRAIL - QUESTION ON NOTICE 3236 (1995) 
11. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

Further to question on notice 3236 of 1995. when can I expect an answer to this question? 

Hon EJ . CHARLTON replied: 

If the member had bothered to check Hansard of 20 September 1995 he would have discovered 
that question on notice 3236 of 1995 has been answered. I urge the member to be more diligent in 
his approach to questions on notice. 

WESTRAIL - QUESTION ON NOTICE 3234 (1995) 

12. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

Further to question on notice 3234 of 1995. when can I expect an answer to this question? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

If the member had bothered to check Hansard of 20 September 1995 he would have discovered 
that question on notice 3234 of 1995 has been answered. I urge the member to be more diligent in 
his approach to questions on notice. 

WESTRAIL - QUESTION ON NOTICE 3233 (1995) 

13. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

Further to question on notice 3233 of 1995. when can I expect an answer to this question? 

Hon EJ . CHARLTON replied: 

If the member had bothered to check Hansard of 20 September 1995 he would have discovered 
that question on notice 3233 of 1995 has been answered. I urge the member to be more diligent in 
his approach to questions on notice. 

WESTRAIL - QUESTION ON NOTICE 3232 (1995) 
14. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

Further to question on notice 3232 of 1995. when can I expect an answer to this question? 
Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

If the member had bothered to check Hansard of 20 September 1995 he would have discovered 
that question on notice 3232 of 1995 has been answered. I urge the member to be more diligent in 
his approach to questions on notice. 

WESTRAIL - QUESTION ON NOTICE 3178 (1995) 

15. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

Further to question on notice 3178 of 1995. when can I expect an answer to this question? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

If the member had bothered to check Hansard of 20 September 1995 he would have discovered 
that question on notice 3178 of 1995 has been answered. I urge the member to be more diligent in 
his approach to questions on notice. 

WESTRAIL - QUESTION ON NOTICE 3177 (1995) 

16. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

Further to question on notice 3177 of 1995. when can I expect an answer to this question? 
Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

If the member had bothered to check Hansard of 20 September 1995 he would have discovered 
that question on notice 3177 of 1995 has been answered. I urge the member to be more diligent in 
his approach to questions on notice. 

WESTRAIL - QUESTION ON NOTICE 3161 (1995) 

17. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

Further to question on notice 3161 of 1995. when can I expect an answer to this question? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

If the member had bothered to check Hansard of 20 September 1995 he would have discovered 
that question on notice 3161 of 1995 has been answered. I urge the member to be more diligent in 
his approach to questions on notice. 
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WESTRAIL - QUESTION ON NOTICE 3157 (1995) 

18. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

Further to question on notice 3157 of 1995, when can I expect an answer to this question? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

If the member had bothered to check Hansard of 20 September 1995 he would have discovered 
that question on notice 3157 of 1995 has been answered. I urge the member to be more diligent in 
his approach to questions on notice. 

WESTRAIL - QUESTION ON NOTICE 3155 (1995) 

19. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

Further to question on notice 3155 of 1995, when can I expect an answer to this question? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

If the member had bothered to check Hansard of 20 September 1995 he would have discovered 
that question on notice 3155 of 1995 has been answered. I urge the member to be more diligent in 
his approach to questions on notice. 

WESTRAIL - QUESTION ON NOTICE 3137 (1995) 

20. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

Further to question on notice 3137 of 1995, when can I expect an answer to this question? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

If the member had bothered to check Hansard of 20 September 1995 he would have discovered 
that question on notice 3137 of 1995 has been answered. I urge the member to be more diligent in 
his approach to questions on notice. 

MINING INDUSTRY - CY ANIDISATION DISCHARGE TAILINGS DAMS, 
DUMP LEACHES AND LEACH VATS, NUMBERS AND AREA COVERED 

23. Hon 1.A. SCOTT to the Minister for Mines: 

(1) How many cyanidisation discharge tailings dams, dump leaches and leach vats are there 
in Western Australia and what area of land do they cover? 

(2) How many of the tailings dams have -

(a) semipermeable liners; and 

(b) impermeable geotextile liners? 

(3) In the last five years what proportion of newly constructed tailings dams -

(a) produced elevated ground water levels in external monitoring bores; and 

(b) produced elevated levels of salt, cyanide, acid or metals in external monitoring 
bores? 

(4) What proportion of tailings dams, constructed in the last five years, conformed to the 
geotechnical design approved in the notice of intent? 

(5) In the last five years what proportion of operating tailings dams have been in breach of 
Mining Act conditions? 

(6) Which dams did not comply with the conditions of the Mining Act? 

(7) What action was taken in each case of non-compliance? 

Hon GEORGE CASH replied: 

(1) There are 218 gold tailings facilities using cyanide; 51 heap and dump leaches; 72 vat 
leaches. Gold tailings facilities occupy 6400 hectares or 0.0025 per cent of W A land. 
Heap, dump and vat leaches occupy 500 ha or 0.0002 per cent of W A land. 

(2) (a) All facilities are constructed with semipermeable earth/clay floors. 

(b) None. 

(3) This question falls outside my portfolio responsibilities and I suggest that the member 
directs it to the Minister for the Environment 

(4) lOOper cent. 

(5) 0.6 per cent. 

(6) KCGM's Oroya tailings structure, and Croesus Mining's Hannans South in pit disposal 
of tailings. 
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Oroya, KCGM: As the non-compliance was not environmentally threatening the 
company was fined in accordance with the Act. Hannans South, Croesus Mining: The 
operation was suspended until a work directive issued to correct the problem was 
complied with. 

TRANS PERTH - TENDER 401-95, PROVISION OF PASSENGER 
INFORMATION SERVICE; CONTRACTOR; COST 

37. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

With reference to tender number 401195 for the provision of Transperth passenger information 
service -

(1) Which firm was awarded the contract? 

(2) What was the cost of the contract? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) Serco Australia Pty Ltd. 

(2) This contract was approved by the State Supply Commission, and the price of the 
successful tenderer will be published in the Government Gazette in due course. 

TRANSPORT, DEPARTMENT OF - TENDERS 
511A 1995 for Provision of Marine Safety Vessel Maintenance; Contractor; Cost; Work 

38. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

With reference to tender number 511A 1995 for the provision of marine safety vessel 
maintenance -

(1) Which firm was awarded the contract? 

(2) What was the cost of the contract? 

(3) Would this work have been carried out in-house in the past? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) Fremantle Yamaha Marine. 

(2) The contract is a combined schedule of rates and lump sum contract. The lump sum 
components per annum are-

Maintenance of 15 trailers $5300.00 
Routine servicing of 15 vessel motors 
(including material and labour) $38 046.20 

Unscheduled maintenance/repairs of vessels and sundry assets are undertaken on the 
basis of a schedule of hourly rates. These rates are fixed for the term of the contract. 

(3) The routine maintenance of the vessels was undertaken in-house and specialised work 
such as electronics, upholstery etc was subcontracted. 

TRANSPORT, DEPARTMENT OF - TENDERS 
Purchase and Removal of Two Light Towers near Bunbury Timber Jetty 

40. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

With regard to the Department of Transport tender advertised on 15 July 1995, calling for the 
provision of two light towers near the Bunbury timber jetty -

(1) Which firm was awarded the contract? 

(2) What was the cost of the contract? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1)-(2) The tender was for the purchase and removal of two light towers - not for the provision 
of them. 

TRANSPORT, DEPARTMENT OF - TENDERS 
Consultancy Services to Identify Outstanding Maintenance at Broome. Wyndham Ports 

41. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

With regard to the Department of Transport call for tenders to supply consultancy services to 
identify outstanding maintenance at the ports of Broome and Wyndham-

(1) Which flfffi was awarded the contract? 

(2) What was the cost of the contract? 

(3) Would this work have been carried out in-house in the past? 
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Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) Halpern Glick Maunsell. 

(2) A two staged contract was awarded. Stage 1 was recently completed at the quoted cost 
of $24 000 for both ports. The extent of work required in stage 2 is still to be determined 
folIowing an analysis of the stage 1 report which was received on 18 March 1996. The 
cost of stage 2 will be determined based on the scope of the work agreed. 

(3) No. 

WESTRAIL - CONTRACTS 
Facilities Manager for Building Maintenance within Suburban Rail Systems 

47. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

Which ftrm or who was appointed Facilities Manager for Building Maintenance within the 
suburban rail systems? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

The contract has not yet been awarded. 

WESTRAIL - CONTRACTS 
Town Planning Consullanciesfor Metropolitan Region Scheme Study 

48. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

With regard to the Westrail contract advertised on 9 September 1995 for town planning 
consultancies for the metropolitan region scheme study -

(1) Which flfm was awarded the contract? 

(2) What was the cost? 

(3) What was the purpose of engaging a consultant? 

(4) Was this expertise available within the organisation? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) BSD Consultants Pty Ltd. 

(2) $69 150. 

(3) To obtain the appropriate expertise to undertake the task. 

(4) No. 

TRANSPORT, DEPARTMENT OF - EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST 
Exmouth Boat Harbour No E156 Design and Documentation of Marine Structures 

49. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

With regard to the Department of Transport call for expressions of interest for the design and 
documentation of marine structures at Exmouth Boat Harbour No E156 -

(1) Which firm was awarded the contract? 

(2) What was the cost of the contract? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) Port and Harbour Consultants. 

(2) $49300. 

WESTRAIL - CONTRACTS 
Schedule for Disposal of Electrical Control Equipment, Mainframe Computer 

Equipment 

52. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

With regard to the schedule for the disposal of electrical control equipment and mainframe 
computer equipment -

(1) Which firm was awarded the contract? 

(2) What was the cost of the contract? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

In the member's haste to submit his quota of needless and deliberately time-wasting questions he 
has neglected to provide sufficient information for this question to be properly answered. 
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TRANSPORT, DEPARTMENT OF - EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST 
Delivery of Plastic (GRP) Patrol Vessels 

55. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 
With regard to the Department of Transport's call for expressions of interest on 29 July 1995 for 
the delivery of plastic (GRP) patrol vessels -
(1) Which fmu was awarded the contract? 

(2) What was the cost of the contract? 
Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) Customcraft Marine. 

(2) $300 597. 

TRANSPORT, DEPARTMENT OF - ROTINESTFERRY OSPREY V, 
COLLISION WITH BUOY REPORT 

60. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Has the Department of Transport completed its probe into the incident in which the 
Rottnest ferry, Osprey V, collided with a buoy? 

(2) Has the Minister now received a report on the incident? 

(3) Will the Minister make it available? 
Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) Yes. 
(2) No. The department did not need to refer the report of the investigation to the Minister. 

(3) Copies of the report can be obtained from the Department of Transport Contact officer -
Malcolm Russell, Director Marine Safety. 

TRANSPORT, DEPARTMENT OF - TENDERS 
Consultancy to Assist in Formation of Teams and Team Training 

66. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

With regard to the call for tenders on 29 July 1995 by the Department of Transport for a 
consultancy to assist in the formation of teams and team training -

(1) Which fmn was awarded the contract? 

(2) What was the cost of the contract? 

(3) Would this work have been carried out in-house in the past? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) Panel Contractors -

(i) Modallin Pty Ltd T/A Australian Learning Academy 
(ii) Bentley Kehoe Consulting Group 
(iii) Centre for Continuous Improvement 
(iv) Network Australia 
(v) Di Hathaway T/A PRACS International 
(vi) Simpson Norris Pty Ltd. 

(2) As required and when required basis, and on a schedule of hourly rates. 

(3) No. 

METROBUS - TENDERS 
Electrical Services and Power Upgrade at new Central Workshop. East Perth 

68. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

With regard to the MetroBus tender called for the provision of electrical services and power 
upgrade at the new central workshop at East Perth -

(1) Which fmu was awarded the contract? 

(2) What was the cost of the contract? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) AB Tilburys. 

(2) $72 950. 
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lRANSPORT,DEPARTMENTOF - TENDERS 
Provision o/Vessel Suitable/or Pilotage Work, Port o/Wyndham 

70. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 
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With regard to the Department of Transport tender calling for the provision of a vessel suitable for 
pilotage work at the Port of Wyndham -

(1) Which fum was awarded the contract? 

(2) What was the cost of the contract? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) The Wyndham Port Board accepted a recommendation to let a contract to one of the 
tenderers at its meeting on Tuesday, 19 March 1996. Until the recommendation is 
approved by the State Supply Commission, a contract will not be awarded. It is not 
appropriate to name the firm that will be recommended to the State Supply Commission. 

(2) Once a contract has been awarded, this information can be made available. 

WESlRAIL - EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST 
Supply Perth Suburban Area Automatic Train Protection Equipment 

72. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

With regard to Westrail's caIl for expressions of interest to supply Perth suburban area automatic 
train protection equipment -

(1) Which fum was awarded the contract? 

(2) What was the cost of the contract? 

(3) Would this work have been carried out in-house in the past? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) The contract has not yet been awarded. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) Yes. 

MElROBUS - CAUSEWAY DEPOT, RELOCATION AND DECENTRALISATION 

79. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Did MetroBus receive any responses to its call on 16 December 1995 for the relocation 
and decentralisation of the Causeway Depot? 

(2) What plans have been developed for this depot? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) No plans have been formulated yet A study is expected to commence in early April to 
explore the relocation and decentralisation options. 

lRANSPORT, DEPARTMENT OF - TENDERS 
Central Area Transit System Perth Bus Stops and Shelters 

80. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Which fum won the Department of Transport tender caIled on 16 December 1995 for the 
central area transit system Perth bus stops and shelters? 

(2) What was the cost? 

(3) What work does this contract entail? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) Sign Supplies Pty Ltd. 

(2) $848 775. 

(3) Fabrication and installation of 25 shelters and 24 stops. 

lRANSPORT, DEPARTMENT OF - CONlRACTS 
Consultant to undertake "Passenger Satisfaction Survey" across Transperth's Bus, 

Train and Ferry Services 

83. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Has the Department of Transport let a contract for a consultant to undertake a "passenger 
satisfaction survey" across Transperth's bus, train and ferry services? 
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(2) Which fIrm won the contract? 

(3) What was the cost? 

(4) Has the fIrm reported its fInding to government yet? 

(5) If not, when is it due to report? 

(6) Will the Minister make a copy of the report available to me? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) Donovan Research. 

(3) $82 500. 

(4) No. 

(5) June 1996. 

(6) Arrangements can be made for the member to be briefed on the results when they are 
available. 

WESTRAIL - CONTRACTS 
Computerised Rostering System 

85. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Which fIrm was awarded the contract to provide Westrail with a computerised rostering 
system? 

(2) What was the cost? 

(3) Was this expertise available in house? 

(4) Which rosters have been computerised? 

(5) What evaluation or reviews have been carried out since its introduction? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) The contract has not yet been awarded. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) No. 

(4)-(5) Not applicable. 

WESTRAIL - TENDERS 
Land Rationalisation Program Policies and Procedures Manual 

87. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Did Westrail call for tenders for companies to produce a land rationalisation program 
policies and procedures manual? 

(2) Which fIrm was awarded the contract? 

(3) What was the cost? 

(4) Does this expertise exist in-house? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) RJ. Davy and Associates. 

(3) $97000. 

(4) No. 

TRANSPORT, DEPARTMENT OF - CONTRACTS 
Technical and Environmental Consultancy for proposed Port Hedland Boat Harbour 

88. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Which fIrm was awarded the Department of Transport contract to undertake the technical 
and environmental consultancy for the proposed Port Hedland boat harbour? 

(2) What was the cost? 

(3) Was this expertise available in-house? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) Mr P. Rogers & Associates Pty Ltd, Consulting Engineers. 



[Tuesday, 26 March 1996] 

(2) $48968. 

(3) No. 

METROBUS - BUS DRIVERS, NUMBERS EMPLOYED; FEMALES 

93. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

(1) How many bus drivers are employed by MetroBus? 

(2) How many are female? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) As at the beginning of March - 1 254. 

(2) 47. 

WESTRAIL - LOCOMOTIVE DRIVERS, NUMBERS EMPLOYED; FEMALES 

94. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

(1) How many locomotive drivers are employed by Westrail? 

(2) How many are female? 

HonEJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) 662 as at 21 March 1996. 

(2) One. 

WESTRAIL - TENDERS 
Sajeworking Audit 

96. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

With regard to the Westrail safeworking audit tender called on 2 September 1995 -

(1) Which fIrm was awarded the contract? 

(2) What was the cost of the contract? 

(3) Would this work have been carried out in-house in the past? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) GHD - Transmark Australia. 

(2) $65 148.70. 

(3) Yes, with the assistance of a consultant. 

WESTRAIL - TENDERS 
337.95 Panel Paint and Rust Repair Services 

97. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

With regard to MetroBus tender 337.95 for panel paint and rust repair services -

(1) Which fIrm was awarded the contract? 

(2) What was the cost of the contract? 

(3) Would this work have been carried out in-house in the past? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) The tender was recently awarded to Parin's Panel Works Pty Ltd. 

(2) The cost of the contract would depend on numerous factors such as -

(i) number of accidents; 
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(ii) number of buses reaching the 300 000 kilometres for bus body and paint repair; 

(iii) whether the depots had the manpower to carry out the work. 

Based on historical records the cost would be approximately $460 000 per annum. 

(3) Currently work is being carried out in-house. 

METROBUS - TENDERS 
New Mezzanine Floor and other Building Works at Causeway Depot 

98. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

With regard to the MetroBus tender advertised on 30 September 1995 for the provision of a new 
mezzanine floor and other building works at the Causeway Depot -

(1) Which fIrm was awarded the contract? 
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(2) What was the cost of the contract? 

(3) Would this work have been carried out in-house in the past? 

Hon EJ . CHARLTON replied: 

This tender was withdrawn due to MetroBus negotiating a lease to use the Westrail workshops in 
Kensington Street, East Perth with the East Perth Redevelopment Authority. 

TRANSPORT, DEPARTMENT OF - CONTRACTS 
Demolition of Old Bunbury Bridge, East Perth 

99. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Which frrm was awarded the contract to demolish the old Bunbury Bridge at East Penh 

(2) What was the cost of the contract? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) Multiplex Constructions (W A) Pty Ltd. 

(2) The final cost of the contract was $219645. 

WESTRAIL - CONTRACTS 
100421,100422,18661,18662 Substation Relocations 

100. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

With regard to Westrail contracts Nos 100421, 100422, 18661 and 18662 for substation 
relocations -

(1) Which firm was awarded the contract? 

(2) What was the cost of the contract? 

(3) Would this work have been carried out in-house in the past? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) The four tenders were cancelled and no contracts were awarded. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) No. 

METROBUS - TENDERS 
333-95 Provision of Total Tyre Management System 

103. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

With regard to the MetroBus tender No 333/95 for the provision of a total tyre management 
system -

(1) Which firm was awarded the contract? 

(2) What was the cost of the contract? 

(3) Would this work have been carried out in-house in the past? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1)-(2) This tender is currently under evaluation. 

(3) This work is currently being done in-house by mixed function staff (bus drivers) but the 
purchasing of tyres is with a separate contract. 

TRANSPORT, DEPARTMENT OF - TENDERS 
E152 - Drainage Operations Contract; Car Park Extensions Contract 

105. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

Regarding the Department of Transport tender E 152 -

(1) Which frrms were awarded the contract for the drainage operations? 

(2) What were the costs? 

(3) Which firms were awarded the contract for the car park extensions? 

(4) What were the costs? 

Hon EJ . CHARLTON replied: 

(1)-(4) The drainage operations and car park extensions formed part of a single contract awarded 
to Aarde Constructions for a contract price of $80 873.94. 
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lRANSPORT,DEPARTMENTOF - TENDERS 
402-95, Management and Operations of Public Transport Facilities 

106. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Which finn was awarded the contract, as per Department of Transport tender402f.)S, for 
the management and operations of public transport facilities? 

(2) What was the cost? 

(3) Which facilities are to be managed? 

(4) Would this work have been done in-house in the past? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

(1) The preferred tenderer is Serco Australia Pty Ltd. 

(2) Contract negotiations are not yet concluded with Serco Australia. 

(3) City busport 
Wellington Street bus station 
Rockingham bus station 
K winana bus station 
Mirrabooka bus station 
Morley bus station 
Murdoch Park n Ride 
K winana Freeway bus lane 
Other designated bus lanes within the free transit zone. 

(4) This work is a public transport regulatory function, and responsibility for undertaking the 
task was transferred to the Department of Transport from MetroBus as part of the 
separation of the regulatory and operating functions. 

PORT KENNEDY - LOT 601 SALE 
Hawkins Court Merchant Bank Involvement 

109. Hon J.A. SCOTT to the Minister for Lands: 

(1) Did the Hawkins Court Merchant Bank play any role in the financing, mortgaging or 
marketing of the sale of Lot 601 at Port Kennedy to the Western Australian Development 
Corporation and Fleuris, or its subsequent sale to LandCorp? 

(2) Does Hawkins Court Merchant Bank still hold any caveats or perfonnanee guarantees 
from these transactions and does this include a lien on adjoining property, including land 
areas under the Port Kennedy Development Agreement Act 1993? 

Hon GEORGE CASH replied: 

(1)-(2) LandCorp has no interest in lot 601 at Port Kennedy. 

PORT KENNEDY - LIQUOR LICENCES, APPLICATIONS 

111. Hon J .A. SCOTT to the Minister for Racing and Gaming: 

(1) Have Port Kennedy Resorts or any other group or persons applied for, or been granted, 
liquor licences for the Port Kennedy area? 

(2) How many licences have been sought or granted? 

Hon MAX EVANS replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) Two sought, one granted. 

TWO ROCKS MARINA - TOKYU CORPORATION AND GOVERNMENT 
AGREEMENT 

121. Hon REG DAVIES to the Minister for Lands: 

In respect of the agreement between the Government and Tokyu Corporation regarding the Two 
Rocks Marina -

(1) Has the operating lease been signed by all parties? 

(2) If not, at what stage are the negotiations? 

(3) What has happened to the suggested amendments as proposed by the Two Rocks 
Professional Fishermen's Association? 

(4) Have those amendments been incorporated into the lease? 
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(5) If not, why not? 

(6) What arbitration provisions are in the operating lease and how are the interests of the 
fishermen incorporated in it? 

(7) When will the final form of the operating lease be available for scrutiny by the 1RPFA? 

Hon GEORGE CASH replied: 

(1) No. 

(2) The negotiations are ongoing between OOLA, the company and the Two Rocks 
Professional Fishermen's Association. 

(3) The sug.gested amendments are currently being discussed with both parties and OOLA. 

(4) No. 

(5) Negotiations are still in progress. 

(6) A clause within the lease document makes reference to the provisions of the Commercial 
Arbitration Act 1985 when a dispute arises between the lessee and a dispute party in 
relation to the leased premises or the operation by the lessee of the yacht harbour. 

(7) The lease will be available upon execution of the lease documents. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

FREMANTLE PORT AUTHORITY - WATERFRONT DISPUTE STRATEGY GROUP, 
LEGAL ADVICE COSTS 

80. Hon JOHN HALDEN to the Minister for Transport: 

I refer to comments made by the Minister in an interview on ABC Radio on Wednesday, 6 March -

(1) Will the Minister confirm that the Fremantle Port Authority paid for legal advice in relation to so
called waterfront reform which was subsequently made available to private companies? 

(2) Who provided that advice and at what cost? 

(3) What steps have been taken to recover some of the costs of that advice from the private companies 
to which it was made available? 

(4) Is it true that this advice was sought by the Fremantle Port Authority at the request of the private 
companies to which it was made available? 

(5) What use was made of this advice by the Fremantle Port Authority itself? 

(6) Will the Minister table the advice? 

Hon EJ. CHARLTON replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1) The Fremantle Port Authority did not meet any legal costs for the Waterfront Strategy Group. The 
lack of industrial relations reform and the recalcitrant attitude of the Maritime Union of Australia, 
which is aided and abetted by the Labor Party, is the biggest impediment to waterfront reform, the 
lack of which adversely affects every man, woman and child in Australia. As the strategic port 
manager for Fremantle, the FPA has an obligation to address this issue. The FPA sought and 
obtained appropriate legal advice on the stoppage occasioned by the ACTU action against CRA at 
Weipa. Upon receipt of the legal advice the FPA willingly shared the information with port users 
who had gathered under the name of the Waterfront Dispute Strategy Group and whose businesses 
were being affected. 

(2) The FP A has a policy approved by its board whcreby it may use the services of Freehill 
Hollingdale and Page for legal advice and representation in industrial matters. Under no 
circumstances would there be any revclation of the amount of legal fees incurred, because of 
commercial confidentiality. 

(3) Not applicable. 

(4) No. 

(5) The FP A uses advice from a variety of sources, including its legal advisers, to develop its 
industrial relations strategy, both short and long term, which is designed to address the 
fundamental issue of lack of reform on the waterfront and the renegade action of the MUA. I 
remind the member that the lack of industrial reform under Labor is the single biggest impediment 
to improved efficiencies at our ports. This lack of competitiveness impacts on us as a trading 
nation and adversely affects all Australians. 

(6) No. 
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TAXI INDUSTRY - A IT ACKS ON DRIVERS, REDUCTION MEASURES 

81. Hon P.R. LIGHTFOOT to the Minister for Transport: 

What initiatives, if any, has the Government taken to prevent or reduce the incidence of violent attacks 
against drivers involved in the taxicab industry? 

Hon E..J. CHARLTON replied: 

As a specific consequence of the problems being confronted by the taxi industry from increased violence 
and attacks on taxi drivers, we have put in place the Taxi Safety Summit on 11 April. The summit starts at 
8.30 in the morning and is open to everybody involved in the taxi industry. A number of initiatives will be 
put forward, most of which will have come from the industry itself. I want to hear from the industry 
whether it supports a view or has a definition of what should happen and what changes should be made. 
There are a number of suggestions. The first suggestion is that a surveillance camera be installed in every 
cab. It would cost something in excess of $lm to do that. I will discuss with the industry members how 
best they think it could be financed, remembering that each cab is privately owned. The Government does 
not own the cabs. A second initiative is screening to go behind the driver. That is available now, but the 
majority of drivers to whom I have spoken in recent weeks do not agree with that initiative. 

A third initiative among a number of others that we are considering and that are indirectly related to safety 
is the introduction of uniforms. Advice and suggestions have been given to us by customers so that they 
can readily identify people in the taxi industry. The new identification on the dashboard will be 
accompanied by the driver's photograph and number and also by the driver's Christian or given name. 
Alongside that will be a sign which advises passengers that they may be asked for the fare in advance. This 
will also eliminate some of the problems experienced in the industry. A widespread campaign will advise 
the public of those changes and that they might be asked for fares in advance. We are looking at a number 
of other initiatives that will be introduced within the industry by dispatch companies. They will also 
improve the lot of drivers. 

The bottom line is that the Government does not own the taxi industry; the taxi industry is privately owned. 
The Government's only involvement is in the regulation of the number of plates or cabs that are on the 
road. We are ready to proceed with a whole range of issues. However, quite properly, I want to give the 
taxi industry the opportunity to give its opinion about the sort of initiatives we need to introduce and how 
best to finance them. Any increase in costs on the taxi industry will have to be reflected in fares. If it were 
to be done that way, the taxi industry would obviously be very concerned about any increase in fares which 
would take away any encouragement to people to use the taxi industry. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY - COASTAL WATERS 
ALLIANCE, SUPREME COURT FINDING 

82. Hon J.A. COWDELL to the Minister for the Environment: 

Given the unanimous decision by the Full Bench of the Supreme Court today finding in favour of the 
Coastal Waters Alliance-

(1) Does the Government accept any responsibility for the damning criticism levelled at the 
Environmental Protection Authority by the Chief Justice when he stated that the EPA report was 
fundamentally flawed in so far as it attempted to find a political or commercial compromise of a 
kind which the relevant Ministers should be responsible for finding? 

(2) Will the decision mean that the current dredging operations by Cockburn Cement in Cockburn 
Sound will cease immediately? 

(3) Is the Government liable for any damages, given that the Minister's predecessor's approval was 
based on advice that the Supreme Court has found to be flawed? 

Hon PETER FOSS replied: 

(1)-(3) I am very interested in this word "damning". I had this word put to me by a journalist. I have 
been through the judgment very carefully and I have not found anything damning in it. It is clear 
that the EPA's interpretation of the Act was incorrect. Although it is a matter of some legal 
argument. an interpretation that I have been applying since I became Minister is that although 
some sort of passing remarks on non-environmental matters could be made by the EPA in 
anticipation of the fact that I am entitled to look at things other than environmental matters, 
strictly speaking the advice must be confined to environmental matters. I do not see the criticism 
in any way as damning. The Government does not accept responsibility because the EPA, as the 
member will be aware, is an independent body and not subject to any government direction. That 
is an appropriate situation. I cannot control it. I take its advice and then I make my own 
decisions. 

I do not believe there is any obligation for liability for damage. I do not believe it is for me to 
give a legal opinion in the House on whether the Government has any liability for damages. The 
question is probably out of order. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 
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Hon PETER FOSS: As I understand it from reading the decision, it is quite clear that the proposal cannot 
be implemented. That was a specific finding of the Supreme Court. What happens now is a matter on 
which I will be taking legal advice. If what has happened is void because powers were exceeded and so the 
Minister's decision was void, not because he did not have the power to take those matters into account but 
because he quite plainly relied upon the EPA's advice, the process will have to begin again at some stage. 
I will take advice on when that is to happen. Obviously the advice will have to be given again because the 
Act requires the EPA to give advice before I make a decision. I will have to decide what conditions will 
apply as a result of that proposal. I understand that the current proposal will have to stop being 
implemented. 

GREENHOUSE GASES - SMOG AIRSHED STUDY; NORTHBRIDGE TUNNEL 

83. Hon JOHN HALDEN to the Minister for the Environment: 
I refer the Minister to an article in today's The Australian which describes Western Australia's 
performance on tackling the effects of greenhouse emissions as very poor. I remind the Minister that in the 
eastern suburbs of Perth on at least 12 days in the past year smog levels have exceeded the World Health 
Organisation's limits. 

(1) Has the airshed study been completed and have the results been sitting on the Minister's desk for 
at least one month? 

(2) 

(3) 

Does the report show that the expected increase in the volume of about 25 000 cars a day using the 
Northbridge tunnel would have a significant adverse effect on pollution in the eastern suburbs? 

Did the results of the survey cause a rift between the Minister for Transport, the Minister for 
Planning and the Minister for the Environment in Cabinet on the grounds that it puts the viability 
of the Northbridge tunnel into doubt? 

(4) Has the Minister agreed to not release the results of the study until after the contracts to build the 
Northbridge tunnel have been signed, therefore making the issue a fate accompli? 

Hon PETER FOSS replied: 

(1)-(4) Obviously the Leader of the Opposition has been listening to fairies again, because that was a total 
invention; it is a total fabrication on his part. I do not have the airshed study, and I have not had 
the airshed study. The reason for the delay with that study - I am sorry I must raise this publicly -
is that one of the principal people involved in it is extremely ill with cancer and has not been able 
to fmish the work. I have privately informed the Opposition's spokesperson on the environment 
and I hoped that I would not have to answer that question publicly because I do not think it is 
appropriate that one raises those matters. 

The Leader of the Opposition shows considerable confusion between greenhouse gases and smog: 
There is a world of difference between the two. One of the problems this Government had with 
the former Federal Government is that it asked the Federal Government to take into account 
international credits on greenhouse gas. For example, recovering gas from the North West Shelf 
leads to the emission of a large amount of greenhouse gas. If gas is brought ashore from the North 
West Shelf it will give the State a significant debit. However, by exporting that gas and 
substituting it for fuels such as coal it will make an enormous difference on the world's 
greenhouse balance. The State Government was not able to get appropriate credits in that area 
from the past Federal Government As members know, greenhouse gas is a problem for the 
world. It is the total quantity of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases in the atmosphere 
which are supposed to lead to the greenhouse effect. By substituting liquified natural gas for coal, 
significant benefits on a worldwide basis will be achieved. The previous Federal Government 
failed to give Western Australia any form of credit for that. 

As Western Australia moves more and more towards downstream processing, it will produce more 
and more greenhouse gas; however, on a total world basis it will reduce greenhouse gas. The way 
that is calculated at the moment greatly favours places such as New South Wales and Victoria 
which already have downstream processing and industries. As Western Australia gradually 
establishes downstream processing industries, although it benefits the national and international 
greenhouse gas balance, it is not given any credit. Frankly, I think that is unreasonable. The 
comments made about Western Australia are based on a misapprehension of greenhouse credit. 

Hon Kim Chance: Will you seek changes to that? 

Hon PETER FOSS: I certainly will. If Western Australia gets those credits, it will be way ahead of any 
other State in the Commonwealth and way ahead of any other nation. 

I have not seen the smog airshed study. I understand that the reason for its delay is the reason I gave 
earlier. The claims about the tunnel are a complete mess. The person who made the claims later wrote to 
the newspaper and apologised for them because he did not have the facts. I supposed that he did not have 
the appropriate information, and that was the case. Interestingly, he apologised also because he had the 
utmost cooperation from the Department of Environmental Protection - a matter which accidentally or 
intentionally was left out of the letter by The West Australian. That department, together with the Minister 
for Transport's department, was reported as having been accused of not being cooperative. 
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I urge anybody who has relied on the fIrst newspaper report to disregard it. People should certainly look at 
the second newspaper report and recognise that the person who made that claim has withdrawn it. One of 
the important things about the effect on air pollution is the rate at which the traffIc will travel. Firstly, if 
traffIc is travelling slowly, it produces more of those gases which lead to smog because a lower revving 
vehicle emits more of those gases than a faster revving vehicle. Secondly, cars travelling slowly will spend 
more time on the road than those travelling quickly. 

Hon Doug Wenn: That is a big deduction! 

Hon PE1ER FOSS: At last I have said something simple enough that Hon Doug Wenn has understood. 
This is victory! 

The PRESIDENT: Order! When I call order, come to order. I wonder whether the Minister is still 
answering that question. The Minister should quickly conclude his answer. 

Hon PE1ER FOSS: Thank you, Mr President 

Putting those two factors together, the net result is that the Northbridge tunnel could result in a reduction in 
the types of emissions that lead to smog. 

CONSERVATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT, DEPARTMENT OF - DEFERRED 
FOREST AGREEMENT 

84. Hon J.A. SCOTT to the Minister for the Environment: 

In relation to the commonwealth-state forest assessment process -

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

Has the Western Australian Government signed a deferred forest agreement with the previous or 
current Commonwealth Government? 

If yes, will the Minister table the agreement? 

If no, what point have negotiations with the Commonwealth Government reached in the 
fInalisation of this agreement? 

Has the Western Australian Government signed a scoping agreement for the next stage of the 
forest assessment process with the previous or current Commonwealth Government? 

If yes, will the Minister table the agreement? 

If no, what point have negotiations with the Commonwealth Government reached in the 
fInalisation of this agreement? 

(7) What preparation or actual work is under way towards the completion of a comprehensive 
regional assessment of forests as required by the Commonwealth Government? 

HOD PETER FOSS replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1) No. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3)-(6) The Department of Conservation and Land Management offIcers are having discussions with the 
Commonwealth Government's representatives with a view to fInalising an agreement which is 
acceptable to the State Government 

(4) No. 

(5) Not applicable. 

(7) In its discussions with the Commonwealth on the RFA scoping agreement CALM is determining 
which areas, if any, will require additional work to be done to meet the requirements of the RFA. 
It will not be possible to specify the actual additional work necessary until the scoping agreement 
has been completed. 

STALKING OFFENCES - LEGISLATION AMENDMENT 

85. Hon CHERYL DAVENPORT to the Attorney General: 

In view of the recent public concern about the inadequacy of the judgments delivered following a number 
of stalking offences. will the Attorney General amend the legislation prior to the state election? If not, why 
not? 

HOD PETER FOSS replied: 

As the member knows, I do not amend legislation, but I will bring forward some suggestions for 
ame.ndments. I do not know that I fully agree with the statement that there is an inadequacy of judgments. 
I br:t~g Hon Cheryl Davenport's attention to the fact that there have been three matters. The fIrst was a 
d~lslOn ~bout stalking that occurred over a considerable period. The second related to a person leaving 
gIfts, whIch normally would be considered to be benign. In the third case no evidence was submitted and 
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the case was dismissed. Therefore, there were really only two cases. I hope that the conduct referred to in 
the ftrst case would be covered by the legislation. 

A case can fail in two ways: The first is that the legislation is inadequate; the second is that the evidence is 
inadequate. I believe that in that case it would have been possible - I am not saying that the magistrate 
should have found this way - for the magistrate to find that the evidence had been satisfied. Every day in 
our courts people deny that they have any intent and magistrates, judges and juries ftnd them guilty by 
reason of external evidence which they fmd proved the intent. The magistrate in that case held that it did 
not satisfy that. I am not saying that he should have, but having heard what the conduct was, I hope that 
was covered. 

The second case was rightfully dismissed. We must be careful not to pick up conduct which normally 
would be considered benign. If we started prosecuting people for sending flowers and candy to somebody 
they fancy, we would need to be careful. In discussions between the Director of Public Prosecutions and 
the parliamentary counsel the following has been suggested: Firstly, in regard to the current offence -
which in some sense is unusual in comparison with what happens in some other States because it refers to 
conduct which is less sinister than the conduct which is referred to in other States - we put in a provision 
that deals with reckless conduct, or conduct where a person intends or recklessly disregards, and we keep 
that as the serious offence. Secondly, we introduce a secondary offence, which would be a simple offence 
and would carry a lesser penalty, and which would be on an objective standard; that is, if a reasonable 
person fears or apprehends, and if a reasonable person should recognise that his or her conduct would cause 
fear or apprehension. 

It has also been suggested that the Magistrates' Courts should, as a matter of practice, recommend that a 
person who makes a complaint also makes an application for a restraining order, because under the law as 
it was last amended, conduct constituting stalking can lead to a restraining order. That means that even if 
the person were not convicted - in other words, it was felt to be inappropriate to convict - the court could 
still make a restraining order and say, "You might not have reasonably understood it but you understand it 
now; a restraining order has been issued, and if you do it again you will have circumstances of aggravation 
to be considered under the more serious offence and face a serious penalty." I believe those three measures 
will cover all possibilities, without stepping over the line so as to prevent courting and other legitimate 
activities. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! The Minister runs a grave risk of being ruled out of order when he subsequently 
brings the Bill into the House, because there is a rule that the same Bill cannot be brought into the House 
twice in the same session. 

COURTS - SUPREME 
Colin Edwardes v Peter Kyle and David Smith Case. Costs 

86. Hon P.R. LIGHTFOOT to the Minister representing the Minister for Local Government: 

I refer to the case of Mr Colin Edwardes v Peter Kyle and David Smith, in which Mr Justice Owen of the 
Supreme Court of Western Australia found that Mr Peter Kyle, in his report into the affairs of Wanneroo 
City Council, had arrived at his findings about Mr Colin Edwardes apparently without due regard to the 
rules of procedural fairness. What is the total cost, or anticipated total cost, to the taxpayer as a result of 
Mr Kyle's failure to follow basic legal principles that require the granting of procedural fairness? 

Hon E..J. CHARLTON replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. The Minister for Local Government has provided the 
following reply: The total cost of defending Mr Kyle and Mr Smith in the Supreme Court action as at 
22 March 1996 is $130046.10. This figure includes legal representation for Mr Kyle and Mr Smith. The 
action against Mr Smith was dismissed. Costs were awarded against Mr Kyle, limited to 75 per cent of the 
costs, with Mr Edwardes to pay Mr Smith's costs. Such costs are still to be finalised and represent a 
further amount yet to be seuled, offset by payment of Mr Smith's costs. Mr Justice Owen's reasons for 
judgment have been published. 

I now seek leave to table the reasons for judgment. 

Leave granted. [See paper No 194.] 

FREMANTLE PORT AUTHORITY - WATERFRONT DISPUTE STRATEGY GROUP, 
LEGAL COSTS 

87. Hon KIM CHANCE to the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Can the Minister reconcile the apparent inconsistency between his reported statement in The West 
Australian of 7 March that the Fremantle Port Authority has not met legal costs for the Waterfront 
Dispute Strategy Group and the following contradictory reports -

(a) that the minutes of the 23 January meeting of the group state that the Minister had agreed 
to pay the group's legal expenses and that the initial costs had been paid but would not 
continue to be paid - The West Australian of 6 March; 
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the statement by a Fremantle Port Authority spokeswoman that the amount of money paid to Freehill HolIingdale and Page could not be revealed because of commercial confidentiality; and 
the statement by the same spokeswoman that "it was not nonnal for the FPA to pay the legal expenses of private companies but this was a unique situation"? 

(2) Will the Minister now advise the House in clear and unequivocal tenns whether the FPA met any legal costs for the Waterfront Dispute Strategy Group? 
(3) Can the Minister explain why the FPA spokeswoman seemed so certain that the FPA had made that payment if it had never occurred? 
Hon E..J. CHARLTON replied: 
(1) (a) The member has been misinfonned. The minutes of the 23 January meeting do not state that the group's legal expenses and initial costs had been paid by the Minister. 

(2) 

(3) 

(b) The Board of the Fremantle Port Authority has approved a policy whereby the FP A may use the services of Frechill Hollingdale and Page for legal advice and representation in industrial matters. Under no circumstances would the amount of legal fees incurred be revealed, because of commercial confidentiality. 
(c) The situation that was described as unique was the stoppage in the Port of Fremantle because of action being taken by the Australian Council of Trade Unions against CRA at Weipa, and the spokeswoman for the FPA had answered "No" when asked whether it was normal for the FPA to pay the legal expenses of private companies. 
The FPA did not meet any legal costs for the Waterfront Dispute Strategy Group. The lack of industrial relations reform and the recalcitrant attitude of the Maritime Union of Australia, which is aided and abetted by the Labor Party, is the biggest impediment to waterfront refonn, the lack of which adversely affects every man, woman and child 10 Australia. The FPA, as the strategic port manager for Fremantle, has an obligation to address this issue. The FPA sought and obtained appropriate legal advice in regard to the stoppage occasioned by the ACIU action against CRA at Weipa. Upon receipt of the legal advice, the Fremantle Port Authority willingly shared the infonnation with port users, who had gathered under the name of the Waterfront Dispute Strategy Group, and whose businesses were being affected. 
The FPA has board approval to use Freehill Hollingdale and Page for legal assistance in industrial matters and as such accounts rendered for this purpose are obviously paid by the FPA. 

ROADS - LAKE KING-CASCADE OPENING; NEW ROAD DEVELOPMENTS 
88. Hon B.K. DONALDSON to the Minister for Transport: 
What further new road developments are being considered in The Lakes-Norseman-Esperance area following the recent opening of the Lake King-Cascade Road? 
Hon E..J. CHARLTON replied: 
Hon Bruce Donaldson and I went to the official opening of the Lake King-Cascade Road - it is not Cascades, as I have been reminded - a couple of weeks ago. That is a significant development for the local people because it has opened up a new area in the vicinity, a great amount of which is still natural bushland A link between Lake Grace and Norseman, and between Balladonia and Esperance, will also be of significant value. 

As part of the Government's 10 year road program, it has not only identified additional funding for many roads around Western Australia but also is carrying out a total transport strategy across the State, including that region. The decision about the two additional roads I mentioned will be encompassed in the review of that area, and I look forward to the day when we can progressively implement those two other adjoining roads that will complement this new road we have opened. 

ROAD FUNDING - ADDITIONAL ALLOCATIONS FROM CONSOLIDATED FUND FOR ROAD MAINTENANCE AND CONSTRUCTION 
89. Hon JOHN HALDEN to the Minister for Transport: 
Does the Minister now have an answer to the question I asked about road maintenance and construction; namely, what additional allocations have been made from the consolidated fund, excluding any allocations made from commonwealth grants and from the transport trust fund, for either road maintenance or road construction in the term of the current Government? 
Hon E..J. CHARLTON replied: 

$4
1 thank the member for some notice of this question, to which the answer is: 1993-94, $21.7m; 1994-95, 3.4m; 1995-96, $48.875m; and 1996-97, $41m. The Government has also made a commitment to allocate $43m each year from 1997-98 to 2003-04. 
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PORT KENNEDY - SCIENTIFIC PARK WITH VERMIN PROOF FENCE ESTABLISHMENT 

HOD J.A. SCOTT to the Minister representing the Minister for Planning: 

Did the coalition Government promise to establish a scientific park with a vennin proof fence at 
Port Kennedy to keep out feral animals within two years of coming to office? 

(2) Have the boundaries of the scientific park-conservation zone been set? 

(3) If yes, where are they and are they those nominated by the Semenek research group? 

(4) Has an approved total feral proof fence yet been built? 

(5) If yes, where is this fence? 

HOD PETER FOSS replied: 

(1) No. Coalition policy on the environment 5.l, page 13, contains the commitment to "Create 
Australia's first Scientific National Park based on the (port Kennedy) area". 

(2)-(3) Stage 1 has been set. The stage 2 conservation area will be set after 30 June 1996 when the 
matters referred to in clauses 18 and 5(10) of the Port Kennedy Agreement Act are to be 
detennined, and after receipt of a draft management plan for which consultants are currently being 
commissioned. 

(4)-(5) No. About 300 metres of approved fencing has been installed in stage 1. 

ENTERPRISE AGREEMENTS - SCHOOL TEACHERS 
Registration De/ay or Prevention Discussions 

91. Hon AJ.G. MacTIERNAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Labour Relations: 

(1) Did the Minister for Labour Relations discuss with the staff of his department or did his 
department discuss with its solicitors how they could delay or prevent the registration of the 
enterprise agreement that had been entered into by the Minister for Education and the Australian 
Education Union in settlement of the state school teachers dispute? 

(2) Was the Minister for Education informed of these discussions? 

HOD MAX EVANS replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of the question. The Minister for Labour Relations has advised -

(1) No. 

(2) Not applicable. 

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN TOURISM COMMISSION - BERLIN CONFERENCE 

92. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister for Tourism: 

(1) Did the Western Australian Tourism Commission sponsor a Western Australian delegation to visit 
an international tourism conference in Berlin that was held from 8 to 13 March? 

(2) What was the conference? 

(3) Will the Minister list the names and relevant details of the people who comprised the W A 
delegation that was sponsored by the W A TC? 

(4) What was the cost to the WA taxpayer of the WATC's participation in and/or sponsorship of this 
delegation? 

Hon N.F. MOORE replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of the question. 

(1) Yes. 

(2) International Tourismus Borse. ITB is considered to be one of the two leading trade and 
consumer travel fairs in the world. The W A delegation was involved from a trade perspective. 

(3) Mrs H. Hennes - ATC Rent-A-Car 
Ms N. Clark - Boat Torque Cruises 
Mr U. Kunzmann - Burswood Resort Hotel and Casino 
Mr C. Anns - Cable Beach Club, Broome 
Mr A. Romney - Captain Cook Cruises (Perth) 
Mr R. Coates - Esplanade Hotel, Fremantle 
Mr T. Tough - Hertz - Wheels Over the Kimberley 
Ms K. McPhee - Hyatt Regency, Perth 
Mr A. Hines - Kimberley Tourism Association 
Mrs M. Edmonds - Perth and Beyond 
Mr P. Hadden - Perth and Beyond 
Mr W. Pateman - Shark Bay World Heritage Properties 
Mr P. Martin - Skywest Airlines 
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Ms G. McKay - South Perth Four Wheel Drive rentals 
Mr R. Spain - Travelabout 
Ms P. Halleen - Tour Operators of the Pilbara 
Ms J. Clark - West Coast Focus 
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The final budget for the Western Australian contingent is expected to be around $70000, which 
includes the sponsorship of $3000 per company plus the WATC's participation cost Each 
attending company expended $6 000 in addition to W ATC funds. 


