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THE SPEAKER (Mr Michael Barnett) rook the Chair at 10.00 am, and read prayers.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - BY THE MIN'ISTER FOR
MULTICULTURAL AND ETHNIC AFFAIRS

Muldicultural Week Celebration
DR WATSON (Kenwick - Minister for Multicultural and Ethnic Affairs) (10.05 am] - by
leave: This week marks Western Australia's first multicultural week, a period set aside to
reflect and celebrate the positive aspects of living and working in multicultural Western
Australia. At numerous launches and meetings I have been impressed by the enthusiasm
with which all Western Australians have embraced the benefits of diverse cultures. The
world is in WA; I have been impressed by the talents, skills and creativity brought by
migrants to Western Australia in all fields - the professions, trades, business, arts, academia,
sports and in Government - and by their joy and hope for the future. Many migrants tell me
that they feel good about living in Western Australia and their children are pleased to be
growing up in a State in which they are likely to be given "a fair go".
In the celebration of the multicultural nature of WA, we have not forgotten the considerable
difficulties refugees and some migrants continue to experience in the learning of English,
lack of full participation in the work force and racism. Migrants from a parts of the world
live and work here. The mix and the diversity of people and their cultures are a challenge for
this Government and for all elected representatives. However, the acceptance of our cultural
diversity is not the only principle underlying this Government's multicultural policies. Labor
Governments in Western Australia have consistently acknowledged and implemented
policies which accept that we are in a multicultural community.
Australians speak over 200 different languages, about half of which are Aboriginal
languages. They follow a variety of religious beliefs, yet our futures are all in this nation. In
implementing multicultural policies which reflect the realities in the community, we become
aware of the inequalities that continue to exist in our society. Some employers are still
reluctant to employ migrants except in the most menial and unskilled jobs; patients whose
first language is not English too often have difficulties in obtaining satisfactory medical
attention and some who come before the law likewise have difficulties; certain ethnic groups
which appear different are vulnerable as victims of racially motivated offences and some
sections of the media continue to spread misinformation on and stereotype minority groups,
particularly Aborigines.
These "hard" issues continue to challenge this Government. We understand they exist, we
are working towards redressing diem and, in rime, they will be eliminatedt. The Government
is working tirelessly to break down the barriers in attitudes, bureaucracies, systems and other
artificial constructions which exclude some people on the basis of birthplace, language and
physical appearance. Looking ahead, I am encouraged by the goodwill and generosity of
Western Australians towards each other as evidenced by this week's activities. There is a
growing maturity in the level of understanding and acceptance of migrants and their diverse
cultures and a willingness to learn. I urge members opposite to join the Government in
supporting and implementing multicultural policies which will benefit all Western
Australians, no matter where their birthplace.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - BY THE MINISTER FOR HOUSING
Government Employees Housing Authority - Police Housing, Geraldion

MR McGINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Housing) (10.10 aml - by leave: In the House
yesterday the member for Geraidron raised concerns regarding the operations of the
Government Employees Housing Authority and the provision of housing for police in
Geraldton. I was a little concerned that I was not aware of the subject matter he raised -
because the police are normally extremely effective lobbyists in their cause - and I am happy
to take this opportunity to provide information to the House on that issue and on another
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issue relating to the operations of GEHA. I am happy to advise the House thac no matter
regarding police housing in Geraldton has been raised with CElIA by the police. The Police
Department in Perth was contacted firs: thing this morning and it advised that it was not
aware of any concerns.
Mr Bloffwiwch: I went on a deputation with the mayor of the rown. Are you telling me that
both of us are mistaken?
Mr McGINTY: Yes. In Geraldzon there are 169 GERA houses of which, historically,
49 have been allocated to the Police Department. At the end of the recently concluded
summer a special project was undertaken in Geraldton by the water police and for that reason
a request was made for two additional houses to be provided, which increased the number of
houses allocated to the Police Deparment in Geraldton to 51, with two being on a temporary
basis. In March this year, at the conclusion of this project, the Police Department requested
that one of those houses be retained by the police on a permnanent basis to accommodate two
additional police officers, and the request was agreed to. There is no outstanding request in
relation to GEHA in Geraldton so far as the Police Department is concerned.
I will briefly mention that there has been some concern throughout the State about the
allocation of GERIA houses and to ensure that we are meeting the real needs, rather than
allocating houses to departments on a predetenuined formula basis, we have been urialling a
program in Kalgoorlie where all the houses are no longer allocated to departments on a fixed
basis but are regulated centrally by an officer in Kalgoorlie. We are achieving remarkable
efficiencies by ensuring that houses are allocated on the basis of need. In Kalgoorlie at the
last count 25 houses were surplus to requirements and these are being held by the department
to accommodate future needs. It is something-we will look to expanding to a number of
country towns because of the great efficiencies realised, but it will be only in those areas
with a significant CEHA presence to warrant the ceruralising the allocation of those houses.
I am not sure whether Geraldton, with its 169 houses, would qualify for that scheme. We
will certainly be giving consideration to that in the future.

STATEMENT - BY THE DEPUTY LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION
'Batavia' Docunen Tabling

MR MINSON (Greenough - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) (10. 13 am] - by leave:
During my Address-in-Reply speech I mentioned I had available a video documentary which
outlined the history and discovery of the Batavia. As members indicated a desire to see it
Mr Max Cramer, the discoverer of the wreck, has made available two copies. For insurance
purposes I have retained one copy and I am happy to put the other copy on the Table of the
House for as long as it takes for interested members to see it.
[The video documentary was tabled for the information of members.]

COAL INDUSTRY TRIBUNAL OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA BILL
Message - Appropriations

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

MOTION - OMBUDSMAN TO REPORT ON PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION INQUIRY DEFICIENCIES

Women's Information and Referral Exchange-Western Women Financial
Services Pty Ltd

DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [10.15 am]: I move -

That this House requests the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative
Investigations to examine and report as a matter of priority on -

(a) any deficiencies in the processes and procedures adopted in the Public
Service Commission inquiry into the Women's Information and
Referral Exchange and its relationship with the Western Women group
of companies; and
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(b) whether any officer involved in die inquiry was improperly influenced
by any Minister.

The intent of this motion is very clear. A number of matters need to be elaborated on before
I go into the merits or otherwise of die allegations that have been made. Reference of this
matter to the Ombudsman, in preference to a committee in the other House, as contemplated
in the motion has four very important advantages. Firstly, it will allow for consideration of a
complaint where an aggrieved complainant is unavailable-, we do not have any person here.
Secondly, over the years the Ombudsman in Western Australia has taken the view that he
does not investigate matters which are concurrently the subject of investigation by a
parliamentary committee or by the Parliamrent. I understand the member for Kingsley found
that to be his response. The only sensible way in which we can achieve the outcome desired
is to effectively request the Ombudsman by way of motion of this House to undertake the
investigation showing clearly die rule of the House in this matter. The important point to
remember is that it enables him to freely and fairly inquire into the matters described in the
motion, notwithstanding the progress - I use that word ironically - of a committee in the other
place; progress, I might say, which has only been politically focused in its intent. Thirdly,
the reference by the Parliament to the Ombudsman gives an indication of the importance and
public interest in the issue and the priority which should be accorded to it; I will elaborate on
that later. I have sought the advice of the Ombudsman on dhe resource implications of a
timely conclusion of this inquiry and obviously we will accommodate him in that respect.
The fourth advantage is the most important, given the nature of allegations surrounding this
issue, and I will take a moment to comment on that. The fifth advantage is that the
Parliamentary Commissioner, Mr Robert Eadie, for whom I have enormous respect, has very
kindly provided me with some idea of the appropriate terms of reference, although we have
not entirely agreed on the question, and I will go to that in a moment. One of the advantages
is that Mr Eadie will be able to educate some members of this House and the upper House,
principally the upper House, in how to properly conduct an investigation and how to do it
with fairness and with proper consideration of the issues.
Before passing on to the more detailed questions, I will say at the outset that the scope of the
inquiries of the Parliamentary Commissioner is Unmited by the Act we have provided in this
Parliament. I remind the House, in case any member thinks there is a sleight of hand in this,
that except in relation to police inquiries the commissioner is confined to investigating
matters of administration. I am sure the member for Kingsley understood that when she
attempted to make her reference.
The first part of the motion, looking at deficiencies, processes and procedures by the Public
Service Commission is clearly drafted in terms that require the question of administration to
be addressed - whether the Public Service Commission in its inquiries was in any way
deficient or whether the report was properly prepared. I know the controversy surrounding it
suggests it was not. I am sure the Public Service Commissioner will vehemently defend the
processes he adopted and he has clearly indicated to me that in his view the Public Service
Commission correctly carried out its inquiries in a detailed and careful way. There are
members of the Opposition in both this and the upper House and some sections of the media
who do not believe that to be the case. I am not prepared to stand by and allow continual
sniping at the integrity, in this case, of members of the Public Service Commission and its
officers and so not allow them to have sufficient defence of the procedures they adopted.
Mr Lewis: You put them there.
Dr LAWRENCE: Not at all. They were asked to undertake a task which is properly the
Public Service Commissioner's task to undertake. He undertook it and employed his staff to
do a fair minded and reasonable job on that question and has been subjected to nothing but
the most unfair and scathing criticism ever since. Nonetheless, it is reasonable to subject that
inquiry, as we do with many, to investigation by the Ombudsman who will inquire into the
administrative adequacy of that report.
The second part of the termns of reference is the one that requires the clarification. Again,
allegations have been made in sections of the media and by members of the Opposition,
including the member for Kingsley and Hon Robert Pike. about whether Ministers directly
intervened in that process to their political advantage. Indeed, the allegation has been made
that they did. I have publicly stated, and I reaffirm my definite view, that there is no
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interference and was no interference by Ministers a: any level at any rime. That view has
also been clearly expressed by the Public Service Commissioner and the officers who
undertook that report. Nonetheless, I know that the Opposition will take any opportunity it
can to be critical of the Government. I can understand The West Australian and other
newspaper outlets attempting to do that, although!I sometimes wonder at their motives, but I
would have expected a degree of fairness in assessing these matters in this place.
The allegations with regard to the Ombudsman's Act should be investigated in the following
terms. The second part of the terms of reference is aimed at that allegation and, to the extent
that the allegation exists in the media at all, it comes from a selective reporting of documents
which have clearly been leaked from the Pike committee. In no other way could they have
got into the public arena.
Mr Lewis: Are you accusing -

Dr LAWRENCE: I am definitely accusing -

Point of Order
Mr MacKINNON: I refer to Standing Order No 126 which clearly states that -

No Member shall reflect upon any vote of the House, except for the purpose of
moving that such vote be rescinded.

That may not be the precise Standing Order to cover this situation, but certainly this matter is
handled in that section. It is highly improper for the Premier to make such an outrageous
allegation and I ask you Mr Speaker, to order its withdrawal immediately.
The SPEAKER: I think the Leader of the Opposition may be referring to Standing Order
No 132 which states -

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

In any event, it is true to say that in normal debate it would be improper to make suggestions
such as that which has just been made. However, in my view it is not improper in a
substantive motion such as this to indicate that some activity has taken place by one or some
members of Parliament. That is the whole reason for this motion. I do not feel it is improper
at all.

Debate Resumed
Dr LAWRENCE: I want to draw to the attention of the House a very important point which
I hope the Leader of the Opposition will heed because I do not want members to make a
mistake on this point: The allegation has been made that civil servants involved in the
preparation of this report acted improperly, in response to the views or their perception of the
views, or in response to the directions or their perception of the directions, of one or more
Ministers of the Cown. That allegation is being tested, and the only way it can be tested is
by the Ombudsman. It is important to make that clear. It should be clearly understood by
the House - and reading of the Act confirms this, as does advice from the Ombudsman - that
such allegation falls within the jurisdiction of the commissioner, but the question of the
motives or actions of the Ministers does not; it is the extent to which the views or perceived
views of those Ministers, or the action or perceived actions of those Ministers could
improperly influence the actions of members of the Public Service undertakcing the
preparation of that report. The actions of Ministers are directly subject to the scrutiny of this
Parliament, and the framning of the Act was always intended to achieve that outcome.
Before going to the substance of the allegation, I refer to another point. Mr Eadic has
expressed concern that the second term of reference, which is whether any officer involved
in the inquiry was improperly influenced by any Minister, might be interpreted to suggest
that his inquiry should go to the question of ministerial behaviour and he initially suggested a
somewhat narrower form of words. I do not believe the motion as drafted is easily capable
of misinterpretation, particularly now that my comments are on the record of the House. I
cook the view, bearing in mind the attitude of some members of this House, that it was
preferable to err on the side of comprehensiveness so that we do not restrict him to views,
perceptions of view, behaviour, or perceptions of behaviours, but it is intended to cover all
those matters. In drafting the motion somewhat more broadly, the clear inference the
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commissioner can draw is that he can exercise his own judgment as to the scope of the
inquiry. I am sure that is the kind of judgment he finds himself making every day when
complaints are made to him as Ombudsman.
I comment now on the educative effects flowing from this inquiry. It is important to ask
questions about the way committees of this House and of another place conduct their
business. I am sure members understand and appreciate the value that parliamentary
committees can have when they confine themselves to matters that are not likely to be
partisan and party political. We have all seen the excellent work done by the Public
Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee, as an example of a Standing Committee, the
Select Committee into Youth Affairs, and the committee established to inquire into land
conservation. Members, regardless of their political persuasion, were able to participate fully
in those investigations and inquiries and to make recommendations that went beyond the
boundaries of political comfort or ideology, which enabled the House, the Government of the
day and, it is hoped, the Opposition to make the necessary adjustments in their thinking
about policies and programs. That is the way parliamentary committees should work and it
is the only way in which they are likely to be effective in the political arena in this country.
To the extent that they are established for purely political motives to score political points, as
is the case with this reference, they will be discredited and they will bring discredit upon the
members who act in those committees for purely partisan political purposes.
I am sure that members will be aware of the fact that in response to "referral of the petition"
to the Chairman of the hitherto rather obscure Legislative Council Standing Committee on
Constitutional Affairs and Statutes Revision, that committee has embarked on what it styles
an "inquiry" into the Women's Information and Referral Exchange and the Western Women
affair. The chairman of this committee and this so-called inquiry must look carefully at the
way they conduct themselves.

Point of Order
Mr MacKINNON: The Standing Order to which you, Mr Speaker, referred is quite clear in
stating that all imputations of improper motives, and all personal reflections on members,
shall be considered highly disorderly. The Premier is embarking again on a totally
unsubstantiated, disorderly and improper attack on a committee of another place and
individuals in another place. I know of no precedent for that to occur. Your rule in the past
has been that in order to take that action a substantive motion must be moved. This motion
says nothing about the Legislative Council. It refers to other inquiries that were undertaken
by the Public Service Commission. If the Premier wants to have a full blown debate on
matters relating to that committee, she should move a motion to that effect. The Opposition
will take her on and debate the matter because I know the tnuth of all those matters anid so
does she.
The SPEAKER: There axe a number of precedents in this place, not the least of which are a
couple relating to me, when members of this Rouse have seen fit to criticise one or more of
my actions on a number of occasions. I have sat and listened to those comments. I have
done so quite properly because they have been raised by way of substantive motion, as I
believe these matters have. The Leader of the Opposition says that he wishes to debate the
issue. I am quite happy for him to do that when the Premier sits down. This is a substantive
motion and I am obliged to allow the debate to continue.

Debate Resumed
Dr LAWRENCE: It is important to outline to members opposite the fact that were it not for
some of the behaviour of that committee it would not, in my view, be necessary for us to
have this debate. It is, in fact, germane to this debate. In addition, as a member of this
Parliament and a former Leader of the Government, Minister, and backbencher I have had to
sit in this House during debates that had nothing to do with substantive motions of this kind
and listen to the most scurrilous character assassination undertaken by the Opposition. The
Government has accepted that for the most part because it does not expect any more of the
Opposition and because it is necessary for the orderly conduct of this House to cop some of
that conduct, which we do on this side.
I am interested that on one of the few occasions]I have made a criticism substantiated by
evidence the most extraordinary sensitivity is suddenly displayed by the Leader of the
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Opposition about that particular member and ether members of his party. I could say a great
deal more, believe me, dint would be even more insulting, but I have more respect for the
fonns of this House and do not engage in unsubstantiated character assassination. However,
the way in which that committee has conducted its business brings discredit on this
Parliament and on the behaviour of Opposition members on it. The other members of the
committee - and I hope this is true of the National Party member who sits on that committee -
oppose die general strategies adopted by die chairman. It is quite clear that meetings have
been called without roper notice being given. On one occasion Hon Mark Nevill was in the
Kimberley and a meeting was called with about 24 hours' notice, which for a parliamentary
committee investigating a matter of such seriousness was, firankly, insulting to the members
of the committee. Needless to say, H-on Mark Nevill could not get from Gibb River Road to
Perth in the time available. It was physically impossible for him to do so. However, the
committee went ahead with its meeting - which it has been conducting in a Star Chamber-
like atmosphere - without the presence of the Labor member of that committee. It must be
said that in that and other matters die committee is a disgrace to the Parliament.
Several members inreijected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Members should be a little careful during this debate to ensure that
the grounds and reasons for this investigation are established. I do not want members to
stray too far from those grounds. I do wish to allow some flexibility. However, if members
stray too far from the point at the beginning by die time we reach the end of the debate it will
be all over the place.
Dr LAWRENCE: Before leaving tt subject I have one final comment: If committees of
this Parliament - whether dominated by members on this side or the other - do not observe
the proper procedures, are partisan and clearly party political in their thrust, and put the
answering of questions secondary to political gain, as I believe is the case with this
committee, any suggestion that the number of committees should be expanded and that they
should be given further resources commensurate with their tasks will, fr-ankly, be regarded
with grave suspicion by members on this side of the House. I wish to see committees able to
investigate matters of importance. However, I do not believe that any member wishes to see
committees used for purely political purposes.
Mr Clarko: They are all used for political purposes.
Dr LAWRENCE: They are not. I do not want to see them used for partisan political
purposes.
Mr Clarko: You have changed from what you just said.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Dr LAWRENCE: That is what I have said clearly on several points during this debate. I do
not think such committees should be taken lightly. Equally, I do not think they should be
given weight in the community when they are clearly breaching the understanding on which
they are established.
Mr Clarko inteijected
The SPEAKER: Order! It is most unusual for the member for Marmion to interject in the
way he just has. He is normally one of the gentlemanly members of this place. I remind him
that his normal practice is to wait for the person speaking to pause before gently inretjecting.
Dr LAWRENCE: I do not think members opposite have thought through the implications of
some of their statements and actions in this matter.
Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: The name just mentioned by the member who interjected and the truth
bear no relationship to one another. Members opposite should be extremely careful in this
matter.

Points of Order
Mr NICHOLLS: It is quite right that some comments can be made in a substantive motion
about certain activities. It is quite inconceivable, however, that the Premier of this State not
only should cast aspersions on the character of a member of another House but also should
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do so to the point where she makes a statement about a member being unable to tell the truth.
She has sought to establish that the member was in some way untruthful. That is highly
unacceptable. I suspect that you. Mr Speaker, would defend any member of this or the other
House against such language.
The SPEAKER: Yes; under normal circumstances during normal debate I clearly defend the
honour of all members both in this place and the Legislative Council. However, I say again
tlhat under a substantive motion it is possible for members to be spoken of in the terms that
they have been spoken of during this debate so far. Before I call on the Leader of the
National Party, I once again say that if this debate is to proceed on reasonable grounds then it
needs to be on the basis of the reasoning for this particular motion. I am beginning to have
some difficulty in recognising the arguments being put as part of the motion. I am sure that
the Premier is about to relate to the Chair why her remarks are part of the motion.
Mr COWAN: I listened to your comments with great interest, Mr Speaker, about this point
of order and how debate on this substantive motion should take place. I am inclined to agree
with you. However, when the point of order was taken the debate had shifted across that
boundary to a direct reflection on a member of Parliament's capacity to tell the truth. I
believe that inference should be withdrawn.
The SPEAKER: My attention during that part of the debate was diverted as I was reading a
message from another member and responding to it However, I have sought advice on the
words used and think that the caution I issued just before I sat down is still the appropriate
one.

Debate Resumed
Dr LAWRENCE: Parenthetically, it is interesting that members opposite are so sensitive
given the mud they sling across the Chamber every day of the week. The Leader of the
National Party has drawn attention to the fact that we could probably stop debate during
parliamentary discussions given the sort of language used by members on the other side.
I draw the attention of the House to the substantive questions that arm raised here. First, there
have been accusations - led principally by the Opposition, but also by same sections of the
media - that the report that was undertaken by the Public Service Commission was in some
sense deficient. Some people have gone beyond that to call it a whitewash, and some have
gone beyond that again to suggest that there was direct interference by Ministers in order to
influence the outcome.
An Opposition member Like you people have been doing all the time.
Dr LAWRENCE: That is not correct, but - and that is the relevance of my earlier remarks -
it will obviously not be satisfactory, either to this House or to some members of the public,
unless the matter is fairly, objectively - and I emphasise those words - carefully and
professionally considered. I believe that will occur with the Ombudsman's inquiry. I have
doubts about some other forms of "inquiry" that may purport to undertake that investigation.
That is the point of my observations about the Chairmnan of the Standing Committee on
Constitutional Affairs and Statutes Revision and about that committee's deliberations.
Let us revisit what happened in this case. I do not think a single member of this House was
pleased to hear about the collapse of Western Women and the fact that so many depositors
were left without significant resources. 'he collapse of Western Women is now the subject
of investigation. Criminal charges have already been laid, and I have no doubt that other
charges will be laid, that is proper. The collapse of an organlisation such as that should excite
public comment and appropriate legal action. However, members opposite have tried to
suggest that the Western Women group somehow had a cosy relationship with the political
side of Government. I will visit the Women's Information and Referral Exchange question
in a moment
Several Opposition members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: That is absolutely repudiated. I have never met Robin Greenburg or the
senior people associated with her companies. I did not even know the name of the company
until it collapsed. That company obviously conducted itself in a way that now is properly
drawing prosecution and legal remedy. That is an important point for all of us to make. The
Leader of the Opposition has admitted that he has met Mrs Greenburg. I have never met her,
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the Leader of the Opposition has. However, I have not sought to draw from that meeting the
inference that the Leader of the Opposition had some cosy relationship with Robin
Greenburg.
Several Opposition members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: She is not the sort of person with whom I would want to have any
dealings and she is not a person with whom I had any dealings.
Mr Clarko: What does that prove? T7hat is your typical scuttlebutt.
Dr LAWRENCE: Exactly, but it is the sort of inference that members opposite have sought
to draw. They have said of Hon Kay Hallahan, who was formerly the Minister assisting the
Minister for Women's Interests and is now Minister for Education, that because in the early
days of Western Women she opened a function for them, she was somehow implicated in a
close relationship with Western Women. She was implicated to the same extent that the
Leader of the Opposition was implicated. We all, at various times in our political careers,
are asked to attend, to open, to participate, or to have chats about policy - as was the case
with the Leader of the Opposition - and, unless we have good reason to believe that there is a
problem, most of the time we will oblige. I think there are members opposite who would
now have cause to look at some of the meetings that they attended or at some of the people
who walked through their electorate offices or even through their ministerial doors and
wonder why they were allowed to get through the system.
Mr Macinnon: And donated to the campaigns.
Dr LAWRENCE: I am glad the Leader of the Opposition raised that. The donations in this
case do not come to our campaigns. The donations in this case do not come to the Labor
Party.
The Leader of the Opposition accepted an invitation to discuss women's policy with
Mrs Greenburg. She is not a person with whom I would discuss women's policy, but
apparently the Leader of the Opposition chose to do so. It is quite clear also that several
other members opposite assisted the Western Women group in various ways by having in
their electorate offices Western Women literature, and so on. I do not seek to draw any
inference fromn that, except that Western Women was a persuasive group which was trying to
suggest to members of the community that it was providing an important service for women
and that it was providing an opportunity for women and others in the community to invest
and to improve their financial affairs. We have all found subsequently, to our cost, that that
was not the case. We know now that that was not the case. I do not think anyone in this
place would have wanted the problem that we have now seen develop. The Leader of the
Opposition needs to remember also that Robin Greenburg was not a Labor candidate some
time in the past. She was a Liberal candidate.
Mr Clarko: That is irrelevant. You keep digging it up, but it has nothing to do with it. It is
you and your Ministers who were tied up with Western Women.
Dr LAWRENCE: The point I am making is that members opposite have sought to use
considerably less substantial material to suggest that there is some relationship between the
Labor Party and Western Women. However, the evidence points the other way. My
understanding is that donations floated not from Western Women to the Labor Party but from
Western Women to the Liberal Party, and, indeed, to a couple of specific candidates, who
might be seen -

Mr Macnnon: To whom?
Dr LAWRENCE: It has been alleged to the member for Kingsley. I know a writ has been
issued. It is the same allegation as members opposite have made about Ministers. Members
opposite are engaging in a game in which they are likely to get their fingers burnt, If they
want to suggest that members on this side of the House had associations with Western
Women which led to their trying subsequently to protect that organisation, then members
opposite will find, if they look at the evidence on their own side, that it points more clearly,
if they use that sort of fragmentary information, to a connection between the Liberal Party
and Western Women. Indeed, it has been said that not only did the Leader of the Opposition
have a chat with Robin (ireenburg about women's policy, but also that Robin C3reenburg -
who is, I might say, not a credible witness - and others associated with her have claimed that
she actually devised women's policy for the Liberal Party.
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Mr Clarke: Humbug!
Dr LAWRENCE: It may be humbug, but char is the sort of information that members
opposite have been peddling about people on this side of the House. However, when the
information is there, and quite clearly so in the case of the Leader of the Opposition,
somehow it becomes less important and does not suggest the same connection as it does if a
Labor member is involved. I say in answer to the member for Riverton that it is not likely
that we will have an independent inquiry unless that inquiry is in the hands of someone who
is not attempting to manipulate the parliamentary process for political purposes. I miusc the
Ombudsman to do that. I do not miusc members of the Opposition in the other place to do
that. Members opposite want to make thax inference and that slur, but the evidence suggests
clearly that there is a close relationship between the two organisations.
Mr Macinnon: What two organisation?
Dr LAWRENCE: The Liberal Party and Western Women.
Mr Clarke: You hypocrite!
Dr LAWRENCE: Not at all. I remember the member for Warren popping up here with a
letter that could have come only straight from the upper House committee, because it did nor
go anywhere else -
Mr Clarko: How do you know?
Dr LAWRENCE: By his own admission. That letter claimed chat all the female Ministers
on this side had turned up in a taxi at Robin Greenburg's house. The member was prepared
to stand up here during question time and make what was clearly an unsubstantiated
allegation, through a question.
Several Opposition members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: Innocence, innocence! None of us believes that kind of ingenuous
nonsense. Members opposite have been trying for some time to suggest an improper
relationship, or any kind of relationship at all. I am saying that to the extent that a
relationship exists, it has been in the course of a Minister's duties. I think there was one
occasion on which a Minister - or perhaps two - may have opened facilities and premises for
that group;, and I would be mightily surprised if there were no members opposite who have
had dealings with organisations which subsequently they have come to view with some
disdain or suspicion. In the case of the Leader of the Opposition, we know from his own
admission that he had such dealings, not as a result of an official invitation necessarily but as
a result of his wanting to have a cosy chat with the head of Western Women.
The second point that should be made is that at the time the Western Women group collapsed
some members of the community, principally those who had lost funds -
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Outer! I cannot believe this outrageous behaviour. Clearly, while such a
provocative speech is being delivered I will allow interjections, but I will not allow them in
such an ill-mannered form. I do not want to cake action against anyone because of the
provocative nature of the debate, and clearly it will be the same on both sides. However, I
will not allow a continuation of the rude and il-mannered way in which interjections are
being made and I ask members for their cooperation.
Dr LAWRENCE: Thank you, Mr Speaker. Ar the dine the Western Women organisation
collapsed, with a large number of sma depositors being adversely affected, there were
amongst those depositors and some of their supporters views that the organisation within
Government known as the Women's Information and Referral Exchange had somehow
endorsed the activities of Western Women and specifically directed their referrals to that
organisation to the exclusion of others. I will briefly take members through the genesis of
WIRE. Ir is an organisation that was strongly supported by women's groups throughout this
State. It was established in response to Government policy when Labor first came to power
in 1983; frankly, because the Liberal Government, as it was then, had shown scant interest in
women's issues. That is one of the reasons it lost the election at that time. WIRE was
established using both full time staff and volunteers to provide women of the community of
Western Australia with information that would assist them. That information obviously
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covens a wide range of areas, but over rime one of the areas in which requests for information
have become most frequent is legal advice. As we all know, in this -Stat legal advice is very
expensive, and the fact that volunteers were able to be recruited by WIRE - and, incidentally,
by other organisations as well - provided WIRE with a very important function for women
on low incomes, particularly those who had been subjected to domestic violence or sexual
abuse. If members need to convince themselves of that, they should look at the reports that
have come from WIRE from time to time. So WIRE provides, and has provided, a very
important service.
At some time, it seems probably dining 1986, WIRE began to undertake referrals for
financial counselling purposes, and I emphasise that. It was something which, in itself, it
might seem reasonable for WIRE to do. Obviously it was something which needed to be
exercised with great caution because it would be important for WIRE nor to be seen to be
giving preference to any one organisation, and not to be seen to be giving a directive or an
impnimatur. I agree with members opposite who say that, because I entirely -endorse that
view. I think Government departments, particularly, have to be extremely careful when they
give advice about referrals - whether for medical, legal or financial purposes - that they offer
a range of options and that they are clearly nor seen to endorse any one product, for want of a
better description.
The allegation has been made that preference was given and that staff or volunteers at WIRE
selectively directed people to one person or persons for that financial advice.
An Opposition member Correct.

Dr LAWRENCE: That is the allegation. The member is prepared to say "correct" without a
proper investigation of that question being brought into contention here. The Government
was obviously concerned at that allegation. We did not say, "No, that did not happen." Why
would we want to protect individuals in the Civil Service and volunteers who may have done
the wrong thing? I have just demonstrated to the House why we had no reason to protect
Western Women: There was no relationship with that organisation. As far as we were
concerned, having broken the law it should face the consequences. in this case the question
was raised. It was a serious allegation and one the Government rook seriously. The Minister
assisting the Minister for Women's Interests requested the Public Service Commission,
which is the proper body to inquire into this matter as a first step, to investigate. Obviously,
if those people had been undertaking specific and selective referrals, it was a matter of grave
concern to Government, despite what members opposite might think. While we regard the
organiisation as important there is nothing more certain to discredit an organisation than that
it is seen or suspected to be acting beyond its terms of reference or incompetently. The
Minister rook the appropriate action and asked the Public Service Commissioner to undertake
an appropriate investigation.
The following processes were actually undertaken, and usually are in these cases where
investigations are referred to the Public Service Cornmissioner. Firstly, there was the
determination of the terms of reference. Obviously the terms of reference had to be
sufficiently broad to ask the questions, and they were indeed sufficiently broad. Secondly,
there was a decision to be made on the staff to be involved in undertaking that investigation;
and because of the seriousness of the matter the Public Service Commissioner chose senior
and competent staff. As the Minister responsible for the Public Service Commissioner, I had
no say in those decisions; nor did the Minister. As well, there had to be a determination of
questions of the research appropriate; in other words, who would they approach, how would
they undertake the inquiry, and what was the best way they were likely to get an appropriate
response? In the course of the investigation the preparation of various drafts also arose.
Much has been made of the fact that there was a first draft and a second draft, and there is an
allegation that Ministers became involved in changing the first draft which subsequently
became the second draft. I saw a draft, and reported that to Parliament some time ago.
Mr Lewis: You said in this House that you wanted to change it.
Dr LAWRENCE: The member should be careful about saying what I said in this House. As
the Minister responsible for the Public Service Commission and its activities, I certainly saw
a draft in which it was said that because of the short time that had been made available to the
Public Service Commissioner - the one month request - he and the officers conducting the
inquiry were not able to interview all those people who wished to be interviewed I said,
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'You cannot put out a report in which all of the people who have made complaint and who
wish to be interviewed have not been interviewed." I said that in this House and I do not
resile from that. That is the sort of thing inisters should do. If it falls short, then it should
be asked to be done again, and what I said to the Public Service Commissioner was, "1 am
sure we will agree to an extension of time in order that you can go back and complete the
interviews that should make up the inquiry, otherwise it will not be seen to be competent and,
frankly, it will not be competent." So the Public Service Commissioner, with that directive
and with that extension, then had his staff proceed to undertake the additional interviews.
That was stated in this House. There was no cover-up or attempt to disguise that from the
Parliament. In fact, it was very explicitly stated, precisely because I believed it is important
that the House know that, far from trying to make this a whitewash, we were saying to the
Public Service Commissioner, "If you have not completed your inquiries in a month, rake the
additional time to complete them properly. Do not leave any stone unturned." The message
that he was clearly given was that it should be comprehensive and exhaustive, and that every
issue that could be examined should be.
Obviously the Government also sought legal advice, because it must be said that the
particular allegation that staff or volunteers in WIRE had in a sense created a liability for the
Government by improper referrals could have implications for the finances of this State. So
that advice was taken by the Public Service Commissioner again. The Government
obviously will not lightly, nor should it, take on a liability that belongs to someone else.
While I feel very sorry for those depositors who have lost money, no Government in its right
mind - and no Opposition, for that matter, because it is taxpayers' money - should accede to
the view that there is necessarily a liability because someone says there is. It must be tested.
Mr Macinnon: What happened in Rothwells? Where have you been for the last five years?
Dr LAWRENCE: But precisely.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Dr LAWRENCE: Whereas former Premiers may have taken the view for other reasons - and
that is now the subject of the Royal Commission -

Mr Macinnon: Which you supported!
Dr LAWRENCE: - chat the taxpayers should take on the liability of collapsed financial
institutions, members will find that in the two instances where that has occurred while I have
been Premier I have explicitly refused to take on the liability. On both occasions members
opposite have sought to insist that the Government take on that liability. In the case of the
WIRE-Western Women connection, the Opposition has attempted - instead of subjecting it to
a proper inquiry, which it has been subjected to. and now further by the Ombudsman - for
political reasons to reach a conclusion, prematurely and wrongly, that there is a liability.
Nonetheless, that will be the subject of the Ombudsman's inquiry. From my point of view,
both as Premier and Treasurer, I should resist at every opportunity and at every quarter, the
inference easily arrived at that it is the Government's responsibility to pay out the depositors
in failed financial institutions. The other example is the Permanent Building Society where
members of the upper House tried to suggest that the Government should in some way bail
out the depositors in that organisation.
Mr Macinnon interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: Some Opposition members said that publicly. The Leader of the
Opposition should be careful. In the two instances where it has been claimed by some -
Mr Lewis: Your Government had the opportunity; ir is an absolute disgrace.
Dr LAWRENCE: It was a case-book study in what should occur. I am pleased in relation to
chat matter that many of the depositors will get a good proportion of their funds back. Had it
not been for the timely intervention of the Government on t recommendation of the
registrar those funds would have gone the same way as Western Women and other
organisations which have collapsed, to our shame. In two examples where members
opposite have sought to make the taxpayers liable, despite bleating about other organisations
and calling for a Royal Commission because the Government did accept liability, members
opposite have done a total back-flip. In my view, it was always important that the Public
Service Commission conduct its investigation very carefully and very prudently; firstly, to
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determine the facts of die matter and, secondly, to ensure that a loose interpretaton, such as
die Opposition favours, would no: expose taxpayers' funds unreasnably. I use that word
with some feeling because unreasonable is what the Opposition members are most of -the
time.
Mr Macinnon interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: Taxpayers' funds should no: be used unreasonably. Even on that question
I am prepared to have another look. I will appoint a senior member of the Bar in this State to
examine that question as well. We want to be fair to those depositors. IfE it is the case that
despite the investigation there is some evidence that individuals may have been misled by an
apparent Government imprimatur into making deposits, there should be an appropriate
remedy. Members opposite have not sought to find out the truth in this matter,
Mr Clarko: We know that you juggled the report.
Dr LAWRENCE: Members Opposite have a predilection for corpses. 'They like corpses.
Necrophilia is the best description of the way that members opposite behave. There was a
corpse in the form of Western Women and members opposite leapt in trying to make the best
political capital from it.
Mr CJ. Barnett: What an appalling analogy! What sont of parliamentary standard is that? It
is disgusting!
MW Clarko: The Government has lost more money than any other Government in history.
Dr LAWRENCE: Mr Speaker, I draw attention again to the sensitivity of members opposite.
given what I have heard them say. I have no doubt in the next speech we will bear it again -
particularly from the mouth of the member for Applecross and the Leader of the Opposition
who brook no quarter when it comes to insults. It is their stock in trade. Whenever there is
an opportunity of this kind, the Opposition leaps on it. The Opposition is not interested in
the truth of the matter, or in the depositors, or the integrity of the members of WIRE staff or
the Public Service Commission. Opposition members say, "Here is a political opportunity.
To hell with the truth. Let's get into this. It is a nice messy stoush. A couple of members of
the media are on side. Let us go for it." It is clear from my observations, that members
opposite do no: get involved in a political stoush unless there is a signal from sections of the
media that there is something in it for them. Members opposite usually wait in the wings
until judgment is passed by the media, and then go for that political opportunity. That is
clear in this case, as it is in many others. It is not a tactic that I find particularly attractive. It
is clear that I am not the only one who does not find it attractive. The voters in the
Ashburton electorate on the weekend pronounced judgment on the Opposition's style, on the
way the Opposition approaches these matters. The voters clearly indicated, not only to the
Opposition but also to the people of Western Australia, what they think of the Opposition. In
these matters the Opposition has no credibility. Maybe some members on the Opposition
benches have sought to assist some people who lost money in the collapse of the institution
but at a political level those members have no: sought to assist the process of seeking a
correct remedy. Rather, they have sought to make political capital from the situation.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Dr LAWRENCE: The point I was making is that the voters in the Ashburton electorate have
passed judgment. They have watched - not only in this case but in others - the Opposition
attempting to muddy the waters, not to ask clear questions or to act with any fairness. One of
the consequences of those tactics is that a large number of people in the Public Service - the
people the Opposition says it would want to protect from political interference - are very
anxious about the prospect of a Liberal Government. They see the regard in which they a=-
held by the Opposition. The Public Service Commission staff who have undertaken the
investigation, the people of good faith, are being accused of two things: First, they are
accused of being incompetent in the conduct of an inquiry - no more or less; from the Public
Service Commissioner down, the accusation from members opposite, the inference to be
drawn from the remarks, is that those people are incompetent at best; they are not able to
conduct themselves properly; the procedures they carried out were flawed, the conclusions
they reached were wrong. On every count, the Opposition has indicated it has no faith in
those officers, and that they are incompetent.
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It is important that in ihis place we subject Government departments and agencies to
scrutiny, so that where their behaviour is wrong - and that is the reason the Ombudsman is
such an important officer - or incompetent or in some way deficient, we draw that to their
attention and appropriate action is taken. It is almost a reflex response from members
opposite that when the result of some inquiry or investigation or policy deliberation from the
Civil Service is not one that they like they immediately point to the competence of the people
making the inquiry, instead of acknowledging - as any reasonable human being might do -
that they are wrong. I know that it is an extraordinary thing to ask of members opposite but
some people are humble enough occasionally to say that they were wrong.
Mr Clarko: Why don't you do so.
Dr LAWRENCE: Members opposite have never, in my hearing, admitted they have made a
mistake. Some of them are incapable even of making an apology when they have had their
deficiencies drawn to their attention. The first thing the Opposition has done is to say to the
Public Service generally - not only the Public Service Commission - that this group of
individuals who make up the Liberal and National Parties have no confidence at all in their
capacity to undertake the job. That is bad enough, but it has been said that not only are those
officers incompetent, but also they are capable of being manipulated politically. These
people are longstanding public servants; they are career public servants, many of whom have
been in the Civil Service for an extremely long time. They take very seriously their
responsibilities under the Acts under which they operate, particularly in the Public Service
Commission. What is being said of them is they responded to political intervention to
change the report in such a way that it served the political interests of the Government.
Mr Clarko: Exactly!I
Dr LAWRENCE: Wrong on two counts. First. as I said at the outset, although we want to
be cautious in accepting any liability in relation to Western Women, we had no reason to
reject the finding, if it was made, of that report that WIRE had been acting improperly in
relation to Western Women. No reason existed to reject that finding. Frankly, in many
respects it would have been a lot easier to point to someone and say, "You did the wrong
thing." However, the findings said that that was not the case. The Public Service
Commission report said that no evidence was found that the inferences and allegations made
by depositors and those who had lost money were true.
As a result of the publicity surrounding this matter, and the behaviour of a committee in
another place, we will subject those officers at least to a fair and impartial assessment. I
hope that members in this place will accept that as a reasonable course of action; otherwise,
we will have the unseemly prospect of the upper House committee producing political - I
emuphasise political - recommendations.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Is that what I was asked to allow earlier?
Mr C.J. Barnett: It will he interesting to debate parliamentary standards with you, Premier.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Dr LAWRENCE: Thank you, Mr Speaker. All members should support that inquiry
because at risk is the integrity of the competence of a considerable number of officers in the
Public Service. These are career public servants. It might be said that mistakes are made
throughout the Public Service from time to time, but these officers are forced to confront the
Ombudsman, who investigates their behaviour. Members of this House do not have to
confront their mistakes, unless they are honest enough to do so. Public servants are
subjected to public criticism and scrutiny, but are rarely in a position to defend themselves.
One of the most appalling aspects of this matter is that members opposite and those in
another place will point fingers at public servants who ame in the main unable to reply and
defend themselves.
It is important that I place on record my confidence in the Public Service in Western
Australia, and my confidence in the Ombudsman to fairly assess the processes and
procedures adopted. I too have confidence that these officers would not respond to any
improper suggestions to change reports for political purposes; a suggestion that they would is
a very serious slur on those individuals. These officers, and others who are watching this
issue, find it extraordinary that members opposite should make such suggestions.
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Looking at dhe other side of the question, from my point of view members opposite have
clearly cast a slur on the Public Service, not because they have any particular malice towards
members of the service, but because they have malice towards members on this side of the
House. It is part of a parry political game they play to seek to undermine the reputation of
members on this side of the House - the Premier preferably and any other Minister whom
they can put in their sights. I suppose to some extent one might regard that as a fair political
game, but I totally repudiate the suggestion that any Minister in this Government subjected
the Public Service Commissioner or commission staff to any pressure which might have led
them to modify that report in a way that was convenient to the Government. As 1 said, the
only instruction I gave regarding the Public Service Commission report was that it should be
extended and be more comprehensive regarding those who gave evidence. I am happy to
admit to that level of interference; it is my ministerial responsibility.
However, I totally repudiate any suggestion that Ministers sought to prevent the truth coming
out in the Public Service Commission inquiry. I believe that the Minister assisting the
Minister for Women's Interests did nor se the early draft of the report - and perhaps she will
have more to say about that later herself - and, therefore, how she could influence that report
is a mystery to her and to me. Sometimes I look at the strategy adopted by the Opposition
and I ask myself what its motivation might be apart from that which is purely political.
Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: Here we have a company which has behaved scandalously - I agree; we
all agree. Losses have been made. Individuals have been hurt, and no-one wants to see those
depositors affected more than they already are. The Government has not endorsed, would
never endorse, and certainly has no sympathy for, the Western Women group of companies;
any more than the Leader of the Opposition has endorsed the company through his
association. [ do not believe that the Leader of the Opposition endorsed Western Women,
and neither did the Government. The fact that there may have been some association
between members of Parliament and Western Women is not pertinent to the argument. I
concede that point with the Leader of the Opposition; he should be gracious and do that in
reverse.
Western Women is an organisation the like of which I hope we will nor see again.
Nevertheless, members must remember that many in the community and in the media -
glowing reports were written by some journalists who now criticise it - saw the organisation
to be helping principally women, particularly those on low incomes, to organise their
financial affairs and to ensure that their funds were spent in a way that would advantage
them. This was regarded as being conducted in an environment which was sympathetic to
the fact that some women are nor very familiar with financial management and have Uitile
knowledge of financial matters. That was a laudable aim in the view of some members of
the community. I do not share that view. I do not agree that there should be special financial
institutions for women, and disagreement on that point could probably be found on this side
of the House. Ir is important to ensure that all members of our community are properly
educated to manage their finances and budgets. They could then make sensible decisions
based on competent financial advice on how to manage their affairs.
No-one on this side of the House, certainly not in the Government, has endorsed Western
Women. It is a question of whether a department, or a sub-department in the case of WIRE.
and the volunteers associated with it, improperly developed a relationship with Western
Women, and induced others to believe that that constituted some sort of imprimnatur by
Government. That question which was the subject of the Public Service Commission report
was very different from the previous question. On asking that question, the Public Service
Comm ission report said that it did not.
Others have continued to say that the report was inadequate. The only remedy to that
allegation is to have the Ombudsman examine the apparent problemns with the report
perceived by some members of the community. That is fair. I have more confidence in the
Public Service Commissioner than that; however, I agree with this course of action to clear
the names of those public servants who have been slurred by allegations made by members
opposite and some members of the media.
Going to the same purpose, the other important question to ask is: What was the relationship
between individual Ministers and that report? Clearly, the Government did not endorse

1157



1158 [ASSEMBLY]

Western Women. The question of whether officers employed by the Government or
Government agencies may have influenced women depositors is a separate question which
has been investigated by the Public Service Commission and will now be addressed by the
Ombudsman.
The third question is whether Ministers endorsed that orgmnisation, and the answer is no,
certainly not.
The next question is: Once the organisation collapsed and the report was completed, is the
allegation true that Ministers in any way sought to change in some way the findings on that
organisation in such a way as was politically convenient to the Government? The answer to
that question is also no. However, this examnination will determine at least whether the
people conducting the inquiry believed they were subjected to political influence or
ministerial direction that was improper. I hope that once that investigation is concluded, we
can put this matter behind us because it is unhelpful to the Public Service generally. It means
that a very useful organisation, particularly in relation to the service it provides to women
who are disadvantaged, is practically unable to operate; that is to the shame of members
opposite.
Everyone on this side of the House who has examined the Liberal Party's policy and
behaviour in relation to women and women's organisations has come to the conclusion that,
to the extent that it has one, it is not understood by its members or rarely acted upon. The
fact that the Liberal Party has one anyway is probably to the credit of the member for
Kingsley. There is not very much commitment from members opposite to looking at issues
that are important to women in our community. As long as that is the case, members
opposite will suffer and languish on the Opposition benches and that will be for a very long
time. I urge members of the National Party to take more interest in women's issues because
it is also an Achilles heel for the leader and members of that party. That is an aside although
I sometimes wonder whether the lack of interest in women's policies and issues might point
to the motivation behind the attacks by members of the Opposition. They can think about
that for a while.
In moving this motion, I have sought to ensure that justice is done particularly to the civil
servants who have been slurred in this matter and to ensure that this matter is properly
examined to the satisfaction of the community. The question of whether there is liability will
be addressed by an appropriately qualified legal person.
In conclusion, I have found this whole exercise most extraordinary, most of all because of
the behaviour of one of the committees of this Parliament. If that is the manner in which the
Opposition believes committees should operate -

Mr Lewis: Have you become the Deputy Premier?
Dr LAWRENCE: I am allowed to stand where I like when I am speaking.
Mr Lewis: No, you are not.
Dr LAWRENCE: I am moving across the bench.
Mr Lewis: You must speak from your place.
Dr LAWRENCE: An indication of the level of the member's seriousness is the fact that he
would even raise that matter. It is quite bizarre.
Mr Lewis interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: He is such a clever person, although most people who have seen him in
this place would not reach that conclusion. If I can inject irony into this for the purposes of
Hansard, I think he shows himself up every day in this House and I do not need to defend
myself against the member for Applecross. The people of this community have passed
judgment on that sort of behaviour in this House and out of it and he will suffer the
consequences electorally. The Opposition parties appear to endorse and encourage the
behaviour of the upper House committee. Information has appeared in the public arena
before it has been made available to the committee; bearings have been called at times when
some members could not attend; and the committee has sought evidence from those
witnesses wham it believes will do maximum political damage.
Mr Nicholls: How do you know that?
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Dr LAWRENCE: If members look at the list of witnesses who have been called and the
progress of that committee to date -

Opposition members intrjected.
The SPEAKER: Order? At this late stage.]I am very reluctant to rake action. However,!I get
the clear impression that there are a number of members on the Opposition benches who are
not taking any notice of my requests. I would like them to continue to be requests.
However, if members want me to make them orders I am more than happy to accommodate
them. Members are going the right to way to farcing rue into taking that action.
Dr LAWRENCE: During thie upper House inquiry, it got to the point on a number of
occasions where members of die media who are pretty enthusiastic about the scurrilous and
the appalling story and die political fight would not record some of what the chairman
claimed because they were so disgusted with what he was doing. I share that disgust and I
hope that this House, by this mechanism, can put to Tights the reputations of those people
who have been slurred by allegations in this House and outside it. They do not deserve the
sort oftr eatment that has been meted out to them by the Opposition.
MR MacKJNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) (11. 26 am): Today's speech by
the Premier was like going back in time. It reminded me of speeches I have heard in this
House previously. I recall similar speeches made by the Premier when she spoke about the
Royal Commission and the need not to have one. We heard those speeches day after day. It
reminded me also of the speeches made by the former Premier, Peter Dowding, about how
the purchase of Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd had nothing to do with the propping up of
Rozhwells. It reminded me of the speeches made by David Parker about there being no
guarantee, and it reminded me of the speeches made by former Premier Brian Burke when he
spoke about Rothwells and the desperate need to support Rochwells.
Mr Nicholls: An indication of how seriously the Government treats this is the absence of all
Ministers.
Mr MacKINNON: The strategy is that, when I speak, they leave; they think that is clever.
Members opposite will find that they are not so clever after all when we raise some of the
facts about this matter.
In each speech, whether it was the speech by the Premier, the speech by Mr Dowding, the
speech by Mr Parker or the speech by Mr Burke, there was a similar strand. In each they
were trying to hide the truth. In each case, wild allegations were made about the Opposition
in the Governments' attempts to hide the truth. In every case - the Royal Commission, P1Gb,
Rothwells and now the Women's Information and Referral Exchange - the Opposition was
right all along. When we hear the Premier talk about the truth, it is interesting that we recall
the past and the former Governments' and this Premier's performance.
The Opposition will support the motion with the member for Kingsley asking questions to
seek clarification of the wording in the motion. Why are we here toay and debating this
motion about WIRE? Is it because the previous inquiry had adequate terms of reference? Is
it because the inquiry looked properly at all the matters that were of concern? If that were
the case, we would not be here discussing this matter. We are here because the Government
has been forced to act yet again. Just as the Premier was forced to act on the Royal
Commission, she has now been forced to act again after the cover-up and the denial and after
continued pressure by the Opposition. Members opposite should have a look at the Mansard
record for 13 April 1991 where we endeavoured to pursue this matter through a matter of
public importance. In June 1991, we requested that documents be tabled and the
Government copped out. In June 1991 we also attempted, through the member for Kingsley,
to appoint a Select Committee to inquire into this matter. That was not after the event, as the
Premier claimed, and was not an attempt to slur people who undercook the inquiry, because
on 18 April 1 referred to this matter in a report in The West Australian. The article stated -

The State Opposition has attacked the structure of the inquiry into links between the
Government-funded Women's Information and Referral Exchange and Robin
Greenburg's failed Western Women group.
Opposition Leader Barry Macainon said the inquiry's terms of reference,
announced on Tuesday, were too narrow.
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That is the point we made from the outset. The inquiry never had a chance. The Premier has
been forced into action because of pressure from the Opposition and particularly from the
member for Kingsley who has been leading the fight for the Opposition. Members should
ask themselves whether die Government would have launched this motion if it had not been
for the Legislative Council committee. Had the Legislative Council committee not started to
establish the truth, we certainly would not be debating this issue today. I find it scandalous
that the Premier, having led the debate, is not in this place now when I am about to seek
commitments from her. I will outline what the Premier said today - this hypocrite who
comes into this Parliament claiming to be interested in parliamentary standards and trying to
raise herself above us by giving the impression that she is interested in parliamentary and
public standards. We have only six members of the Government in their places, but 1 ask
them to listen ro the scandalous and outrageous allegations that the Premier made today. She
said that members of the Legislative Council committee leaked documents to the media.
Was any evidence of that provided by the Premier? Did she have one piece of evidence? In
fact, I have spoken to people who know from where those documents came and I know it
was not from that committee. The Premier is not in the House to listen and she is not
prepared to apologise, as she should. The Premier made an even more scandalous allegation
which was not a nonspecific allegation; she said that Robin Greenburg had donated money to
the campaign of the member for Kingsley.
Mrs Watkins: She said it was allegedL
Mr MacKINNON: The Premier said that the donation was made. Even if she said it was
alleged, the Premier has said that simply asking questions about things is making allegations.
Therefore, the Premier was making that allegation. The member for Kingsley will
categorically deny such allegations because it never occurred. The Premier made a
scandalous allegation without a skerrick of evidence which she has repeatedly raised, since
the Leader of the House first raised it, that Robin Greenburg participated in the formation of
Liberal policy.
Mr Shave: If she knew it was the truth she would have produced the evidence. She knows it
is a lie and that is why she says it is alleged. The Premier talks about parliamentary
standards! Why is she not in this place? She is a disgrace to this Parliament.
Mr MacKINNON: The Premier talks about standards, but does not provide one skerrick of
evidence that Robin Greenburg provided policy advice to the Liberal Party. I visited her
premises on one occasion for half an hour only and she, with other members of her staff,
briefed me on what they did. Itris the only rime I have met the woman. However, the
Premier continues to repeat that baseless allegation. She said there was obviously a
significant and close relationship between the Western Women group and the Liberal Party,
but she has not provided any evidence.
Several members interjected.
Mr MacKINNON: The Premier then went on to say what I consider to be her most desperate
allegation; that is, that the Liberal Party does not take up any issue unless it gets a wink and a
nod from the media that it is the issue to run with. In other words, there is media conspiracy
between the Liberal Party and the media. I must be living in another State if that is die case.
It does not say a great deal for the media in Western Australia if it were to kowtow to my
every wish and command. Clearly, it does not, but it shows how desperate is the Premier.
My challenge to the Premier is that she walk outside the door and repeat those allegations. I
have a message for the faceless Premier, the person who runs like a rabbit from the
Parliament when the heat is turned on: If she is dinkum about setting standards she must
practise what she preaches. An example must come from the top and that example was
lacking in Peter Dowding and it was lacking in Brian Burke. It is also lacking in the Leader
of the House. I remind members what he did a couple of weeks ago: He said that he had
information from a senior Liberal Party member about the Teachers Credit Society and we
extended his speaking rime by 10 minutes to enable him to cell us who it was, but he did not
do that and he still has not told us who it is because it was a figment of his imagination.
Mr Lewis: Then Mr Clark said that what he had said was wrong.
Mr MacKINNON: To that list we can add the current Premier of Western Australia, Carmen
Lawrence. She is not different. Talk about scoring political points and parliamentary
behaviour! I ask the member for Pilbara whether he supports what the Premier said?
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Mr Graham: I always support my Premier.
Mr MacKINNON: The Premier said that the Opposition was practising necrophilia. Do
members opposite support her saying that?
Several members interjected.
Mr MacK~INON: For the information of members I advise that necophilia means a loving
attraction to corpses.
Mr C.J Barnett: It is the most disgusting thing I have heard in this Parliament and it came
from this Premier.
Mr MacKINNON: The Premier had the temerity to stand in this Parliament and say she
warnts to raise the standard of debate. I believe we should be raising our standards; however,
today the Premier gave the worst performance I have seen in a long time; it was a desperate
performance.
Several members interjected.
Mr MacKINNON: It is interesting members opposite think ir is very funny to make wild and
baseless allegations of the type made by their Premier.
Mrs Beggs: What about the wild and baseless allegations made by members opposite?
Mr MacKINNON: I am very glad the Minister for Transport made that interjection because I
am about to outline allegations which ame basedi on fact and evidence and she will clearly see
why we are here debating this motion.
We axe debating this motion because the Government was forced into it by the Opposition's
activities in this House and in the other place. The Premier desperately tried today to divert
attention from it with a series of baseless allegations, topped off with the allegation that there
was some sort of Liberal Party-media conspiracy. The Premier would acknowledge that we
are debating this issue because of the pursuit of the Government for the truth of this matter
by the media. Clearly it has played a part in having this issue debated today. The
Government has eventually been forced into the limelight and into a position where it will, I
hope, reveal the truth of the matter.
Before I go to other matters in respect of this issue, [ will pay a tribute to the member for
Kingsley who assiduously pursued this issue. I refer members to her Press statements of
6 and 12 March wherein she proposed the idea of the Ombudsman investigating the WIRE
fiasco. As a result of the Ombudsman's response we now have this motion before the Chair.
The initiative by the member for Kingsley was successful in that we now have what we hope
will be an independent inquiry.
I do not share the same concerns as the Premier about the Legislative Council's inquiry and I
sincerely hope it continues its work in a manner which will reveal the truth. I do not want to
hear any baseless allegations made about the people on that committee and their activities-
What I am interested in and always have been, is the truth. At the end of the day only the
truth will ensure that the correct judgment is passed on the Government and all others
involved in this matter. When the Ombudsman conducts this inquiry I sincerely hope that he
inquires into these matters. The Minister and the Premier should note that these are not
baseless allegations. I will give the facts. Ms Margaret Won, the former head of the
Government's Office of Women's Interests gave evidence. Does the Premier know her?
Dr Lawrence: I do indeed.
Mr MacKINNON: Is she a reliable witness?
Dr Lawrence: It depends on how you will misquote what she said. I have long experience of
the Opposition's misrepresentation of people's statements.
Mr MacKINNON: Ms Wort told the Public Service Commission she spoke to the Minister,
Hon Kay Hallahan, about her unease over Robin Greenburg in February or March 1990. The
commission's account of Ms Wont's evidence was reported as follows. It is not a baseless
allegation or a wild allegation from desperation.

Wont spoke with Hallahan around about February or March 1990 and mentioned her
unease... Minister and Wont were concerned that if they moved on RG [Greenburg]
there might be a backlash problem across women's groups.
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Mr C.. Barnen:. Political considerations.
Mr MacKINNON: I think chat might be what they are saying.
Mr C.J Barnen: The very thing the upper House committee is accused of.
Mr MacKINNON: Exactly. The evidence continues -

No evidence of any wrongdoing, illegality or unprofessional practice.
The Premier should note that I have quoted the statement in full. The clear point is made by
Margaret Wont -
Dr Lawrence: Those were not her words.
Mr MacKINNON: I read from the commission's report, which die Premier has been
defending all day. Thbis senior public servant indicated some 12 months before the collapse
and the appointment of the receiver in March 1991, that she had concerns about Western
Women. What was the Minister's response? She decided it would be better not to take
action because there might be political repercussions from the Government's mates. I
sincerely hope chat when the inquiry is held the following questions will be asked: Why did
Margaret Wont make those inquiries? What was the basis of her unease? Why was no check
carried out at that time about her concerns? Why was no action taken? About which groups
was Minister Hallahan so concerned? It is not a wild and baseless allegation; that is evidence
presented and reported in the commission that the Premier spent all day defending. I also
hope the inquiry will examine probably the most important and central feature of this matter
The West Australian recently reported chat the original draft of the Public Service
Commission's report contained the following statements. Let die Premier or Minister deny
that it contained these statements.
Dr Lawrence: The Minister has not seen that report.
Mr MacKINNON: I wil get to that in good time. The Premier should be patient. It is not
necessary for me to make wild and baseless allegations. I have plenty of evidence. It is not
necessary for me to sink into the gutter as the Premier has.
Dr Lawrence: I see you have a dictionary.
Mr MacKINNON: I want to make sure that I am not misquoting the Premier. The statement
in the original draft is -

Because Robin Greenburg had managed to align herself with all the various women's
factions in Perth, there was concern in the Office of Women's Interest about how
these factions would receive the termination of service without just cause.
On the basis of these concerns, the Minister (Hallahan] then also concurred with the
view that Western Women counselling service should continue.

That statement was contained in the original report, but the sanitised version which was
finally presented stated -

However, OWl was cognizant that the service was needed and could not be replaced
in the short term. There was insufficient cause to cease the service at that time. Owl
was also conscious of the reaction to die termination of such a service by die various
women's groups.

Dr Lawrence: As the Leader of the Opposition knows, the Public Service Commissioner has
indicated that whatever changes were made to the report were made by the Public Service
Commission staff.
Mr MacKCINNON: It is interesting that a major redrafting of that section took place' not only
to remove the reference to Hon Kay Hallahan, the Minister in another place, and to women's
interest groups and factions, but also to totally reword that section. I refer now to the report
distributed publicly and the statements made by the Premier at the time. Members will recall
that the Opposition questioned the Government about die release of the report and the
Premier said it was necessary to redraft it. Why was that necessary? I refer members to page
2247 of Hansard of 28 May 1991 at which the Premier states -

From my understanding, the close connections that some of the members of that
organisation had with members of the Liberal Party might cause members opposite a
little concern.
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Again, no evidence, but the allegation continues -

However, on receipt of the results of the investigation from the Public Service
Commission, it was clear to me that it had not completed the task and that it needed
to further examine and clarify the submissions it has received from the public so there
could be no criticism that the Government had attempted to do what the member for
Applecross implied.

The Premier also said - and this is reported on page 2560 of Hiansard -
My intention all along has been to make sure that the sorts of accusations now being
made could not be made on the basis of an inadequate report. The report which came
to me and the Minister assisting the Minister for Women's Interests -

Dr Lawrence: That was my mistake and I am happy to correct it.
Mr MacKINNON: In what other areas was the Premier wrong? The quote continues -

was, in the first instance, clearly inadequate.
Why did the report go first to the Premier and not to the Minister, who was in the hot seat at
that time? The Premier's comments continued -

it was also clear from the people undertaking the inquiry that the reason for the
inadequacy was precisely that they had not had sufficient time to conclude their
inquiries. In that case, it would have been foolish of this Government, or any other
Government, to table material in this House which it had been advised was deficient.

Thie Premier made other comments along the same lines which are reported on page 2561 of
Hansard. Let us assume that is all correct and let us now consider the report. I remind
members of the Premier's statement that on receipt of the results of the investigation from
the Public Service Commission it was clear to her that it had not completed the task and that
further examination was needed. In other words, the report was inadequate. Let us consider
how long it would have taken the Premier to read the report. The first 11I pages of the report
concain no text, and most pages contain only diagrams. The text starts at page 12. How
many pages of text does this so-called comprehensive report contain? Four and a half pages.
The Premier sits in her seat saying that she did not read the initial report or Hon Kay
Haltahan's statement and yet the text of the report covers only four and a half pages.
Dr Lawrence: That is not the draft I saw.
Mr MacKINNON: Of course it is not because the report finally presented was the doctored
version.
Dr Lawrence: The key question was delivered verbally by the commissioner who said he
had not been able to complete his inquiries in the time available.
Mr MacKINNON: Did the Premier read this report?
Dr Lawrence: No: in detail, not that one.
Mr MacKINNON: The Premier is saying that she did not read the report in detail, but she
knew enough without reading it to know that it was inadequate. The Premier said that the
report which came to her and the Minister "was, in the first instance, clearly inadequate."
The Premier is vrying to tell me that she, an intelligent woman, did not read four and a half
pages of the most important report on her desk at that time. She had better think again. Is
she saying that she never saw Minister Hallahan's name in that report?
Dr Lawrence: The Leader of the Opposition needs to be extremely careful about what he is
saying. It was on advice from the Public Service Commissioner.
Mr MacINNON: The Premier will not answer the question.
The SPEAKER: Order! By the time I go home tonight I will have a heck of a headache. I
would prefer not to be in that position. We will make more progress if the Leader of the
Opposition and other members who are to address the House in this debate direct their
remarks to the Chair.
Mr MacKINNON: The key question that requires answering is why the words were
changed. Who changed those words? Why did they change them? With whose knowledge
were they changed?
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Dr Lawrence interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order? I think that the boot is on the ocher foot at the moment. I am
experiencing the same sort of behaviour from the Premier as I experienced previously from
the Leader of die Opposition. I am vying to change the course of this debate so that remarkcs
are directed to the Chair. I would like the number of interjections reduced, if possible.
Mr MacKINNON: Those words are important, as too is the Premier's knowledge of the
matter. The Premier now claims that the Minister assisting her did not see the report, yet at
the time she said the report went to both of them. It is surprising that the Minister assisting
the Premier on women's interests did not see the report. If the Premier says that that is the
case, we must accept her word. However, if she was the only person who saw the report, that
places the Premier in a position of greater importance. Why did she refer the report back, if
she had not read it all?
Dr Lawrence: On advice from the Public Service Commissioner.
Mr MacKiNNON: Why did the Premier not read four and a half pages of the most important
political report of that year?
The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition can ask the Chair why the Premier
did not read those pages but he cannot ask her why she did not read diem.
Mr MacKINNON: The Premier should answer that question. The Minister assisting the
Minister for Women's Interests must also tell us what was her knowledge and why at that
time she was supporting everything the Premier said in the Parliament. On 29 May, in
answer to a question from the member for Kingsley about die delay in provision of the
report, Dr Watson replied -

I can only report to the House the thrust of the answer given last night by die Premier,
that is, that the report is almost finalisci-

How would she know if she had never seen thar report? The Mnbister was saying that the
report was almost finalised while at the same time saying she had never seen it She
continued in that answer -

We need some extra information which relates to the small number of written
submissions made to the Public Service Commission inquiry. The report will be
made public when it is completed

On what basis did the Minister make that claim if she had not seen the report? I would have
thought when the Mdinister answered that she could only report to the House the thrust of the
answer given and said that the report was almost finalised that - according to the answer
given by the Premier and in line with my allegation - she also knew that Kay Hallahan's
name was in the report and was to be deleted. I believe that allegation to be true. The
Premier and die Minister assisting the Minister for Women's Interests are asking me to
believe that neither of them read four and a half pages of that report nor saw their colleague's
name in it. I did not come down in the last shower and neither did the people of Western
Australia. Questions need to be answered as a consequence of this inquiry.
I return to the point I made at the beginning of my remarks; that is, that this affair need never
have happened if the Government had accepted the Opposition's advice in the first place.
All it asked for initially was an open and independent inquiry to establish die truth. The
Premier could have avoided all the pain and the situation related to that inquiry while
resolving the truth of the matter quite simply. She could have copped the political flak, if
there was any, and the matter would have been weli over by now. Instead, she has a
continuing political problem of her own making as a result of which she has come into this
Parliament toay making the wildest and most outrageous allegations I have heard made in
here for a long time. In doing so, she has reduced herself and her Government to a new low
in parliamentary behaviour. It does neither her nor her Government any credit. I look
forward to the report from the Ombudsman and sincerely hope that he gets to die bottom of
this matter once and for all.
MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley) [11.57 anmJ: I support the motion. Like others, I am
wondering why we are here today debating this motion. Why has it been necessary to have
this matter recferred. to the Ombudsman? That is an important point. The fact is that a report
of the Public Service Commission, and its neutrality, have been called into question.
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Concern has been expressed about a possible Government cover up and diat tie report did
not contain all it should have contained. We have heard numerous contradictions about die
report because of its incomperent handling by the Premier as tie Minister for Women's
Interests and Dr Watson as the Minister assisting die Minister for Women's Interests. I will
say more about that later.
Mr Shave: Why would someone send a number of drafts of a report for die Premier to look
at if there was no interference?
Mrs EDWARDES: Yes, especially when the Public Service Commission's report was
expected to be at arm's length from the Minister, as was reported in this House by the
Minister assisting the Minister for Women's Interests. Everybody in this place is now aware
that I complained to the Ombudsman on 6 March about some of the matters reported on die
day before. I will raise some of those matters because they have become a little fuzzy during
die debate so far today. A report appeared in The West Australian of 5 March 1992 about a
file note of the conversation written by Ms Mendelsohn, the principal private secretary to the
Minister assisting the Minister for Women's Interests and one of the Public Service
Commission's people carrying out the inquiry.
Ms Mendelsohn said that Dr Watson felt that a bit of rewriting of the report was necessary to
strengthen the recommendations and to make them politically more palatable. That remark
was why I referred the matter to the Ombudsman as it raised a serious question about the role
of officers on the public payroll who are meant to be impartial public servants, and in
particular die role of die Premier and the Minister assisting her in these matters. It is vital
that the public retain confidence in members of die Public Service. I think ultimately the real
reason why this motion is being supported today is that we need to maintain confidence in
public servants and to assure the public that we will not accept any political interference with
die Public Service. That is extremely important.
The Ombudsman responded to my letter of complaint, and stated in a letter dated I1I March
that -

I am await that the Legislative Council's Standintg Committee on Constitutional
Affairs and Statutes Revision, is presently conducting an "Enquiry into a Petition
concerning the Western Women's Group". I have also been informed that the
Committee has in its possession copies of drafts of the Public Service Commission's
report in addition to the final report -

Therefore, be was stating to me that he did not wish to carry out any duplication.
The SPEAKER: Order! There is far too much background conversation from both sides of
the House. It is difficult for me to hear the member, and it is probably impossible for
Hansard to take it down. If members must have those conversations, either have them
quietly or somewhere else.
Mrs EDWARDES: I will quote from the letter so that it is not misconstrued. He continued -

... it would not be appropriate for me to become involved at this time because of the
parallel investigation by the Committee. If, however, you consider that there is some
residual administrative issue which may require my attention after the tabling of the
Committee's report, you may wish to write to me again. As the matter has been the
focus of a good deal of public attention, I would be prepared to consider at that stage
whether it might be appropriate for mue to use my "own motion" powers to commence
an investigation, rather than to require a written complaint to be made to me by a
"person aggrieved".

Therefore, he believed that the matter that I raised with him in my letter of complaint was of
sufficient public importance that if any matters were left over after the tabling of the
Standing Committee's report, he would consider picking them up on his own motion rather
than waiting for a further letter of complaint. I have the utmost confidence that the
Ombudsman will investigate this matter according to his powers. The Ombudsman has the
power, under section 25 of the Parliamentary Commissioner Act, to report if ther has been
any breach of any law. That would include die Public Service Act and the Public Service
code of conduct
The Ombudsman is concerned also about the section of the motion which deals with whether
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any officer involved in the inquiry was improperly influenced by any Minister, because, as
he stated in his letter to me, he has the appropriate role of investigating defective
administration. He is very much aware that the Act precludes him from investigating or
questioning the merits of decisions or other actions of Ministers, which matters can be
pursued in this Parliament. Therefore, if any issue in relation to paragraph (b) of the motion
before this House is not able to be reported upon by the Ombudsman in his repoMt it will be
able to be dealt with adequately by the Standing Committee of the other House.
It is interesting that this motion has come before this House only when pressure has been put
on the Government. The Government has pretended right from the beginning that it will all
go away. It is the old theory that if one leaves a problem long enough, it will just disappear.
However, this matter will not disappear because there is sufficient evidence about
contadictions in and changes to the series of drafts that we have heard about today; and there
will be no hiding of the truth. The Royal Commission is now in its second year, and I find it
amazing that, even now, this Government can continue to doctor reports to make them more
politically palatable. I ask: More politically palatable to whom - to the Government, to the
Premier, or to Minister? Do truth and fact come into the definition of "politically
palatable"? Does "politically palatable" mean "convenient to the Government"? If the
Public Service Commission's report were independent and free of Government interference -
as stared in this House and claimed in debate - then what is meant by the reference to making
it more politically palatable?
Had the Western Women investors not had John McGlue of The West Australian, who has
consistently pushed, investigated and reported this matter, or the Standing Committee on
Constitutional Affairs and Statutes Revision to investigate the petition from the investors,
none of what we know now would have been made public. It has been only through the
work of Mr McGlue and that Standing Committee thai the Western Women investors have
received any justice. Therefore, the attacks on both John McGlue and on the upper House
Standing Committee are absolutely abhorrent and should not be tolerated in this place.
It was claimed by the Minister assisting the Minister for Women's Interests and in the Public
Service Commission report that the Women's Information and Referral Exchange referred
clients to three investment organisations. That is not true. WIRE referred women to only
one investment organisation. Last year, investors of Western Women and the former
member for Ashburton told everyone that that was the case, but no one in the Government
would listen. We know now that the Crown Solicitor's Office advised the Government that
it would be liable if it did not take precautions to properly supervise the WIRE referral
system so that it did not refer women to only one investment adviser. It advised also that if
proper checks were not carried out, the Government would potentially be liable for the
negligent appointment of incompetent advisers.
The inquiry referred to in this motion - which we support - will be a specific inquiry. The
inquiry to investigate the Government's liability, which will be cardied our by an independent
member of the bar, will also be a specific inquiry. Those inquiries will be important in the
scheme of investigations that are being carried out at present. While there may be some
parallels between some of those investigations, the outcome of the investigations and
inquiries will be different because each inquiry has its own terms of reference. The Standing
Committee in the other place is the only way that the Western Women investors have
received any justice. The Premier claimed that that inquiry has been slow, but I remind the
Premier that while she was holidaying in Italy in January, that committee was sitting and
raking evidence. The Premier has been pushed into conducting these two further inquiries
because the evidence is getting close, and the Government wants to make sure about the
evidence. The Government now wants to be seen to be taking the initiative. However, if it
had really wanted to be seen to be taking the initiative, the Government would have done it
long ago, last April, when we were calling for an independent inquiry. Members opposite
did not do that. They fudged it right from the word go. If there were nothing to hide and if
the Government and the Premier were really concerned about the investors of Western
Women and about WIRE, why were they nor up-front last year, and why did the Premier not
live up to her words about open, honest and accountable Government?
It would be very sad if, as a result of these inquiries. WIRE closed because it was too
difficult for the Premier and for the Minister assisting the Minister for Women's Interests to
deal with the issue up-front at the time and because they were nor prepared to make the hard
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decision to appoint an independent inquiry when they should have made that decision.
Members opposite had the controls to ensure that the service that was being provided to
those women was not only valuable but also efficient and operating under proper guidelines;
they just did not implement the controls. They did not adequately resource and staff WIRE
at that time. If members opposite were really concerned, that is what they would have done,
but they are now considering turning their backs on WVIRE and on the women whom WIRE
wanted to support.
The reason is the total lack of action - by the Premier, by the Minister assisting the Minister
for Women's Interests, and by the Office of Women's Interests, If we relate them to the
formal relationship between the Government and the Western Women group it comes down
to this: The Premier is the Minister for Women's Interests; below her is the Minister
assisting the Minister for Women's Interests, who has responsibility for the Office of
Women's Interests, of which the Women's Information and Referral Exchange is a part. It
was through Western Womer's privileged relationship with WIRE, which may come down
to an informal rather than a formal relationship, that things were not done correctly and
controls were not put in place; but at the top is the Premier. She is the person who ultimately
is responsible for anything that comes within her portfolio. That is the reason for our
concern and that is why these Mnisters. now have the problems they do. They did not take
the action they should have taken at that time.
We have heard some of the history of Western Women today, but I want to go back even
further. On 18 August 1989 a letter was sent by the Acting Director General, Ministry of
Cabinet, Ross Field, to the Crown Solicitor, Peter Panegyres, seeking advice on what he saw
as the potential problems for WIRE in providing free financial advice. Mr Field sought
advice on how WIRE could evaluate the credentials and/or the ability of financial advisers to
give independent advice to women. He also asked what would be the legal position if the
advice was unsound. On 5 September 1989 the response from the Crown Solicitor's office to
Mr Field stated that clearly WIRE ought to make inquiry as to the competence of the firm
and continue to monitor it. However, the Crown Solicitor's office went on to recommend
strongly against particular enterprises being recommended at all. That letter was dated
5 September 1 989. How many investors lost their money in Western Women after that date?
A damned lot.
We have heard evidence that in February-Maith 1990 Margaret Won, the Acting Director of
the Office of Women's Interests, spoke to the Minister assisting the Minister for Women's
Interests, at that time Hon Kay Hallahan, about her unease at Western Women's operating
out of WIRE. What was her concern? We know what the action was: It was no action. It
was the political action, the concern that there may have been a backlash. It was a political
decision rather than an ethical decision for all those women who lost money. After a
complaint about Western Women had been received in Hon Kay Hallahan's office - and this
is again the evidence of Mrs Won - Mrs Wont suggested a review be held, but Minister
Hallahan refused. It was too politically sensitive. In October 1990 another letter from the
Crown Solicitor's office warned WIRE about the potential liability flowing from negligent
selection of professional advisers. That is what we know happened in 1990.
On 26 January 1991 The Wess Australian reported that Robin Greenburg was an ex-bankrupr
and that WIRE had suspended its relationships with Western Women because it had not
carried out the proper controls or investigations. On 11I March 1991 it was reported that
Western Women Management had gone into receivership. On 8 April 1991 Dr Watson, the
Minister assisting the Minister for Women's Interests, said that it was WIRE's policy to give
at least three options for investment and a disclaimer so that a staff member would not be
legally liable for any decision made. The Minister came out with that nonsense in April
1991, yet in January 1991 The West Australian had reported that former employees of
Western Women had said that WIRE was used extensively by Western Women to recruit
clients. This Government did not want to listen to that because it knew that in August 1989
it was advised of its legal position and it did not take any action,
A former Director of Western Women, Chris Jones, gave evidence to the Standing
Committee on Constitutional Affairs and Statutes Revision in January 1992 and said it was a
blatant lie that WIRE always referred women to at least thre advisory firms. She quoted
verbatim the checks carried out by Greenburg to ensure that WIRE referred to only one
advisory firm. That is a total contradiction of the Public Service Commission inquiry report.
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On 8 April 1991 the Government announced an investigation, and Minister Watson fudged
the issue right from the start. She announced an investigation by two public servants, one of
whom would be the administrator of WIRE. There was no mention at that time of the Public
Service Commission's involvement. However, it is just as well that the Government has
media officers who are a little more up to date with what is going on - or is it policy making
on the run? Later that day the statement was corrected by the Minister's Press office to
mention the Public Service Commission's inquiry.
On 13 April 1991 Dr Lawrence said she would not release the Public Service Commission's
report but would detail its findings and any Government action prompted by the repomt As
we know, it was only debate in this H-ouse that forced the Government to table the final
report. On 30 April 1991 1 moved a motion on a matter of public importance about the
extent of involvement of WIRE in Western Women and during that debate Minister Watson
scared that the Public Service Commission inquiry would report to her in two weeks' time.
Also during that debate, recorded at page 886 of Hansard, the Minister referred to the Public
Service Commission's inquiry as "a review conducted at arn's length". That is interesting,
when we now know that she was asking for the report to be made more politically palatable
and when we now know that on 17 April she said when establishing the inquiry that the good
name of WIRE would shine and that the Public Service Commission would clear the air.
flat was a blatant prejudging of the outcome, if it was supposed to be an inquiry and a report
at arm's length from the Government.
On 18 April 1991 the Opposition asked for an independent, non-Government person, perhaps
with some financial expertise, to be appointed to that inquiry. We even suggested it might be
someone such as Diana Newman, but that request was rejected out of hand. The Minister
assisting the Minister for Women's Interests, Dr Watson, said that she could nor interfere at
that stage as the terms of reference had been laid down. On 7 May 19911I asked a question
without notice of the Minister as to when Parliament could expect to receive the report, given
that by then it was 30 days since the announcement of the investigation. The Minister
responded on 14 May. On 6 April we found out that the Minister would not receive
submissions. Again, it was only after pressure, this time from the former member for
Ashburton, the late Pam Buchanan, that the Minister released a Press statement saying that
she would call for submissions.
On 28 April 1991, 41 days after the announcement of the inquiry, a dorothy dixer was asked
of the Premier as to the reason for the delay in the report. As we heard earlier, the Premier's
response was that the report was inadequate. Does that have any relationship to truth and
political palatability? Does it have any relationship to the fact that it was inadequate as to the
Ministers' names being removed, and truth? No date was given on which the report would
be tabled. On 29 May there was another debate asking for a further independent inquiry.
Also on 29 May a question without notice asked of the Minister about when the report would
be available met with the response that no date had been set. On 4 June during debate on
another matter of public importance on the links between Western Women and WIRE we
asked that the report be made public before the Parliament rose. We had to continue topress,
and in char debate the Premier scared at page 2560 of Hansard chat the report was clearly
inadequate and that it would be foolish to table material which was deficient. That was an
interesting comment because we know now that the report was to be made more politically
palatable and chat Minister Hallahan's name was removed from the final draft. The report
was tabled on 11 June, 65 days after the investigation was originally announced. The report
is limited and contains discrepancies. On 12 June we debated a motion to form a Select
Committee to inquire into the matter and report on how WIRE became involved with the
Western Women group. It was also the day the Goverrnment announced the establishment of
a legal counselling service for women, which was Government policy making on the run.
That camne out of a Government agency, and was an absolute waste of money. Members
should talkc to the investors. Again, that was policy making on the run.
On 12 June Minister Watson claimed that the report was not a whitewash. However, the
question which should have been asked was whether it was politically palatable. At chat
stage we were nor aware of the situation, and that is the reason we are debating this motion
today. On 14 June 1991 Diana Newman, the liquidator, stated that the Public Service
Commission's investigation appeared to be inadequate, that the terms of reference were
misdirected, and that questions still needed to be asked. After reading the draft report of the
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Public Service Commission's inquiry, does the Premier remember reading the name of the
Minister assisting the Minister for Women's Interests at the time, Hon Kay Hallahan? If yes,
did the Premier note the deletion of her name in the final report? Did the Minister assisting
the Minister for Women's Interests instruct a member of her staff, or anybody else, to contact
the Public Service Commission's investigators and advise them to rewrite the draft report to
make its recommendations more politically palatable? if so, what does that mean? Is dhe
Premier await of the contradictions involved? How did she deal with them? Did she ask
any of her staff to conduct an informal investigation of those contradictions? On reading the
draft report did the Minister assisting the Minister for Women's Interests note Minister
Hallahan's name in the draft report, or its deletion from the final report? Was the Premier
aware of the advice given by die Crown Solicitor's officers, as outlined by me on
5 September 1989 and in October 1990? If so, why was no action taken? Also, given the
fact that the Premier is ultimately responsible, why was that advice given but not acted upon?
The Premier talked about standards in this House and stated she does not do unsubstantiated
character assassinations. She also alleged that the Western Women group, or one of its
organisations, or directors of that company, put funds into my campaign account. I
categorically deny that any funds or services of any description, type or kind, came from any
of those organisations, any independent people or directors, or from anybody associated with
any of Greenburg's companies in any way whatsoever.
Mr Read: What about the authorisation of pamphlets?
Mrs EDWARDES: There was no authorisation of any pamphlets. They did not pay for any
goods or services provided for my campaign. They did not pay for anything. Therefore,
knowing that the allegation is not true, repetition of it by any Government member represents
an action that Government members are supposed to abhor. That will be a continuation of an
unsubstantiated character assassination of me. That is where the Premier has fallen foul. In
a statement on 17 March in this House the Premier claimed that the member for Kingsley had
corresponded with Western Women.

Point of Order
Mr KOflELKE: The member is quoting from uncorrected Mansard.
Mrs EDWARDES: I will not quote from uncorrected Hansard.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: As the member knows, that is contrary to Standing Orders. More
generally, I understand that she may be replying to allegations made at another time. If the
allegations were not made in this debate I am not sure that this is a suitable time to be
replying. There are other ways to pursue that grievance, if that is what the member is
seeking. The matter is related in a general way to the question but I am not sure that it
relates to the motion substantially.

Debate Reswned
Mrs EDWARDES: The tone of the debate has been extended far and wide by the Premier.
She has extended the terms of the motion. Therefore, when the Premier said on 17 March
that I had corresponded with the Western Women group she was again attacking the wrong
person. I have kept a copy of every piece of correspondence or every piece of information.
and a record of all telephone conversations in my office. Being a solicitor, I keep every
single piece of paper that comes into my office, as well as all records of information. When
the Premier made that claim, I knew immediately which piece of correspondence she was
talking about. It is interesting that the Premier was aware of that conrespondence. Does that
indicate a close relationship? I did write to Robin Greenburg of the Western Women group
on 8 November 1990. How did the Premier know that? How did she become aware of the
letter I wrote? I state categorically that I have never met Robin Greenburg or shaken her
hand, as the Premier is wont to say. The letter in question to Ms Gneenburg was a short note
to say thank you for providing me with information regarding the establishment of the first
women's building society. All members of Parliament received that information. What is
the close relationship that the Premier or any Government Minister has that resulted in the
Premier having access to that correspondence?
I support the motion.
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [12.28 pm]: It is good that the Opposition
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supports the motion because it gives an independent, outside check on the work that is being
done in regard to the various inquiries into the collapse of Western Women and the various
factors that relate to that, including any references to the Women's Information and Referral
Exchange.
The fact is, as I and others have said - including the Premier and other Ministers - the
Opposition has used the collapse of Western Women to try to make political points against
the Government. The Opposition has been more unrestrained in its behaviour in this matter
than in many other matters. At the end of the speech of the member for Kingsley the old
Shakespearian lie came to mind: Methinks she doth protest too much. It was I who had to
point out, to the great concern and alarm of the Opposition, that while members were
claiming close links between Robin Greenburg and the Government. in fact she was a former
Liberal candidate in South Australia.
An Opposition member You were a former member of that party.
Mr PEARCE: I could never get preselection. Robin Greenburg did a whole lot better than I
did in that regard. She was perhaps smarter than me in another context because she, unlike
me, did not cut her links with the Liberal Party. Thierefore to suggest in this place that
somehow there is a cosy and unhealthy relationship between Robin Greenburg and her group
and members of the Government, and to suggest that there was not a concomitant link with
members of the liberal Party, is sheer nonsense. She was not our candidate; she did not help
draft our policy in regard to these matters.
Mr Court: She got millions of dollars as a result of the actions of Government Ministers.
Mr PEARCE: She was not one of ours in that sense at all. The collapse of the Western
Women group has been a matter of concern to all Western Australians, as the collapse of any
financial institution must be. It is right and proper that die collapse of such institutions
should be inquired into; however, it is the collapse of the body itself, and what led up to that,
which should be the focus of people's attention. What is strange, although perhaps
explainable, about the Liberal Party's approach to this matter is its priority. It is right and
proper for Western Australians to know why Western Women collapsed; it is right and
proper that Western Australians, especially those who had money invested there, know who
was responsible for that collapse; and it is right and proper that anyone who has done wrong
or failed to prevent the collapse be identified. A substantial inquiry has taken place into what
happened with Western Women and why it went bust. The reasons advanced meant that the
proprietor of the organisation, and maybe other members, are finding, or will find,
themselves before the courts to answer for their actions in bringing that about. It is important
for the stakeholders in Western Women - the depositors - that every effort be made for a
maximum return to them of their funds. These points should be the focus of any inquiry.
Nevertheless, the Liberal Party gives scant attention to this whole business. Its view is that
the main game is not that women have lost money or that people should be brought to book if
they are con people, if I can use that term, or have been reckless with depositors' money and
used it for their own purposes - the truth of those allegations will be determined in court - but
the Opposition says, "Here is a chance to embarrass the Governent." Immediately, the
Liberal Party abandons all its close connections with Robin Greenburg.
Several members interjected.
Mr Court: What connection? You people have been lying enough.
Mr PEARCE: That is something that the member learnit at his father's knee.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Court: Hon Tom Stephens repeated a lie about my travel arrangements in the Ashburton
by-election campaign. We are sick to death of you people continually repeating lies, lies,
lies!
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr PEARCE: I will tell the member something I learnit at my father's knee.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Obviously, this debate gives rise to impassioned
responses on both sides. Nevertheless, I make two points: First, when I call for order, I
expect that to occur - it did not happen then. Second, I suggest that in order to avoid this
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cross-Chamber fighting the Leader of the House should address his remarks to the Chair. If
the members were any closer together, I imagine that there would be fighting. I see the
wisdom in having the benches so far apart; the old stories must have some basis.
Inteijections should be kept to a level which is reasonable, and are allowable if the speaker
on his feet responds.
Mr PEARCE: When I was a young lad at my father's knee he told me, "Do unto others as
you would have them do unto you." For the former Deputy Leader of the Opposition to
complain about slurs cast on him, he must have been absent from the Parliament for the last
1O years in which I have been a Minister. In that time I have been personally subjected to
lies, smears and innuendo from the other side of the House. That has happened to a vast
number of members of die Government.
Mr Court: You will lose the next election, you are continuing to tell lie after lie.
Several members interjected.

Withdrawal of Remark
Mr PEARCE: I was prepared to let the term lie, which is bandied about with great and
fervent acclaim by the member, pass when it was generally directed. He just referred to
"you" then in speaking of lies and I seek a withdrawal.
Mr Court: I was talking about the Government.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Unfortunately, my attention was temporarily distracted while the
exchange was taking place. However, generally speaking the word "lie" is regarded as
unparliamentary even if similes are not. In the way that I heard the debate, I think the
member for Nedlands stepped over the bounds, and I ask him to withdraw.
Mr COURT: I withdraw.

Debate Resumed

Mr PEARCE: We will not lose the next election as was neatly demonstrated last Saturday.
Mr Macinnon interjected.
Mr PEARCE: I will not be sidetracked, it is not the case that I told a porky then or on any
other occasion. I will indicate to the Opposition why the Government will not lose the next
election: As indicated last Saturday, the Opposition lacks credibility to be in Government.
Members opposite do not have credibility in the eyes of the people of Western Australia.
The kind of exercise the Opposition is seeking to undertake today is a clear demonstration of
that. This was further borne out in a column by Mr John McGlue in The West Australian of
7 December 1991 in which he called for an independent inquiry into the State's link to
Oreenburg. It is die sort of reporting piece which marks Saturday's The West Australian, and
which is often an interesting read. Mr McGlue went into this matter at some length and with
some perception stated -

After just two weeks of hearings by the committee -

That is the Pike committee -

- the latest inquiry is showing all the signs that it too will end up discredited
Such an accusation will be nothing new to committee chairman Bob Pike, whose
penchant for the political hatchet-job through the forum of a Parliamentary cormmittee
is well-established. Judging by the star chamber-like conduct of his latest commnittee
effort Mr Pike appears to want to cause maximum political damage to the Lawrence
Government as a priority and to view the answering of key questions as a secondary
consideration.
During this week's hearing, Mr Pike stooped to a new low when, under the guise of
helping a witness, he made what can only be described as a hurtful, personal remark
about a member of the Government. The subject of Mr Pike's remark had no
relevance to the inquiry.
Properly, none of Perth's media outlets printed or broadcast details of the Pike slur.
The incident did, however, confirm that the Pike Committee was acting beyond the
limits of credibility and objectivity.
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AUl of which is bad news for the now long-suffering Western Women depositors.
I agree with all aspects of that article, including the clear suggestion - rightly and accurately -
that the focus of any inquiry into this manoer should be the collapse of Western Women. That
is what people want to know as it affects people. If the Liberal Parry is genuine, it will place
its interests in this area. However. its actions are symptomatic of its general problem.
Members opposite cannot face up to an issue as they ane more interested in scoring political
points. Members opposite do not ask, 'What is the issue? What concerns people? What do
we need as a policy?" Instead, they ask, "Whose jugular can we go for?" Unfortunately,
members opposite are not very good at going for the jugular, they are so overt and blatant in
doing these things that no-one believes them.
One of the biggest laughs I had out of the Ashburton by-election - which was a laugh a
minute in many ways; I chuckled a lot on Sunday - was a complaint about the dirty tricks
nature of the Labor Party's campaign. The Liberal Party ran a series of ads denigrating the
Labor Party which were particularly pitched at our people. In particular bad taste, an
advertisement was run in the local newspaper days before the former member for Ashburton
died. The big advertisement said, 'Pamn Buchanan could not put up with the Labor Party;
why should you?" This was one of a whole range of advertisements. That was one of the
nastiest campaigns seen in this State for a long time. What happened? It failed dismally. I
could have told members opposite that, as could any political observer. Members opposite
did the same thing in the 1989 election, which they lost as a result of their campaign.
Several members interjected.
Mr PEARCE: The Liberal Party lost that election because of the campaign it ran. Nobody
knew what the Liberal Party's policies were in 1989; they ran by opposing us. Members
opposite are like little boys who cry wolf. They watch one of their number as the wolf
gobbles him up and they cry 'wolf, wolf, wolf'!" They continue to cry "wolf, wolf, wolf" as
one by one their number go down the gullet of the wolf.
Mr Court inteijected.
Mr PEARCE: T'he member for Nedlands is stupid if he thinks that is the way to win an
election in Western Australia; it will do him no good carrying on as he does. His old man
did nor have to work the foaming at the mouth line in the Parliament to be effective. His
father could teach him a thing or two, including how to win elections. Sir Charles Court was
never afraid to stand up and tell people what he stood for, he knew what he stoo for.
Mr Court: He still lives in Western Australia.
Mr PEARCE: Yes, and congratulations to him for doing so.
Mr Court: Not many of yours do. The former Premier and Deputy Premier are living in
Sydney and Hong Kong.
Mr PEARCE: Is it illegal to leave the State and live somewhere else? Where does Brian
Burke live? He lives within a few miles of the member's dad. That is a kind of business
which unfortunately passes for policy in the Liberal Party these days. A while back I was on
6PR with the Leader of the National Party talking about the role of Oppositions. I had the
temerity to make the suggestion - it was free advice which I probably should not have given -
that if the Opposition wanted to get back into Government, producing a few policies might
not be a bad idea. An upper House member, Hon Phillip Pendal, was on the phone. Not only
did he refuse to take my advice, but also he argued with me that the Liberal Party did not
personally denigrate people. He argued in support of that proposition by spending about
10 minutes of 6PR's precious radio time denigrating me personally. In the end I finally said
to the interviewer, "Look, can you see how Mr Pendal is demonstrating the truth of what I
am saying about the way in which the Liberal Party faces up to these matters."
Here are a couple of truths which members opposite may not find too palatable. When the
Government decided to set up an investigation into the Government's links with WIRE - not
the real inquiry into why the thig collapsed but to deal with the political issues with which
the Opposition was so keen to deal - it decided that the Public Service Commission was the
proper and appropriate body to do that. The commission produced a report which in many
ways answered many of the questions. A number of issues were then raised by the
Opposition, the media and others which suggested that the Public Service Commission's
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report was not as thorough, independent, objective or comprehensive as it should have been.
The Government has now agreed to send the matter to the Ombudsman and the Ombudsman
will decide whether claims made by the Opposition or members of the media are tue. All
Opposition members have to do is cough up and say. "We accept this motion; that is a good
thing. We are getting the separate check that we asked for and we will sit back and await the
results.t ' However, none of them is prepared to do that because the trouble is that the
Ombudsman will make findings of fact; he will not make findings for petty political point
scoring. He will not say the kinds of things that the member for Kingsley said because that is
not his truck. He will give a finding on the facts. I have never seen a group of people more
wonried about hearing the facts than the Opposition. Members of the Opposition are
prepared to allege all sorts of things to be t truth, but immediately someone sets out to find
out the facts, they scurry for cover or do what the member for Kingsley did-, that is, try to
cover their tracks in bluster and try to make as much noise and fuss about these things as is
possible.
Mr Court: Are you saying that we have not given the Royal Commission facts?
Mr PEARCE: Basically, the Opposition has not. I was here the day the Royal Commission
was called and I have never seen a more glum lot than the lot sitting opposite. We on this
side of the House were all smiles but everyone on that side of the House was thining. "We
are going to have to produce something now." I am not suggesting that the Royal
Commission has not turned out facts of its own. The commissioners will make their
judgment in due course about whether the statements are facts.
Mr Court: A lot of it was in Parliament about six years ago, too.
Mr PEARCE: I do not want to get sidetracked by these things, but the only thing I remember
in Parliament was the member for Nedlands producing a cheque which did not actually prove
anything. The reason I remember that is that it was produced not long after the member
castigated me for talking about what was in people's bank accounts. It did not strike me that
the member had any great integrity in the matter.
Mr Catania: And unsigned letters.
Mr PEARCE: That is right.
Mr Court: The Teachers Credit Society was paying money to the Australian Labor Party
and, for months in this Parliament, you denied that you had received a donation. Eventually
you got caught out.
Mr PEARCE: None of this is germane to this issue.
Mr Court interjected
Mr PEARCE: A minute ago, the member said that I denied it and now he is saying that I
would not deny it. I would not deny it because that kind of thing was never denied.
The member opposite cannot appreciate his hypocrisy in coming into this House and
castigating me for talking about money going in and out of Teachers Credit Society accounts
and then his popping up with cheques which he alleged came from Teachers Credit Society
accounts. That is why the Opposition is so ineffective in the community because people
make the distinction between what it says and what it does. That is why members opposite
have no credibility. It is no use their popping up here and making claims and then going out
tryig to parade themselves as honest citizens who would not say boo to a goose. People
understand the difference between what members opposite say and what they do. That is
why people do not rust them and that is why they have no credibility. People understand the
real issues and they want answers to those questions. They do not want the kind of point
scoring that members opposite go on with. That is why the Opposition got done in
Ashburton - not just beaten, but done.
Mr Bloffwitch: Not because it is a very strong Labor seat?
Mr PEARCE: I do not know whether the member recalls Billy Snedden, in his short tenure
as Federal Opposition leader, contesting one election. I am sure members recall the 1974
Federal election following Mr Snedden's forcing a double dissolution, an election which he
was confident he would win. As it turned out, his confidence was misplaced and he lost the
election. However, he would not admit it. For weeks afterwards, he went around saying that
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he had not lost the election. When Parliament was called and Mr Whitlamn was Prime
Minister, he was still crying to pretend that he had not lost the election. That did so much
damage to his credibility that in the end his colleagues kicked him out. The State Leader of
the Opposition, Mr Macinnon, was parading figures this morning to try to show that there
was a34 per cent swing to the Liberal Party. IJread abook once tidledlHowto Lie with
Stauisui cs. It was written by an accountant, but not a creative accountant of the kind that the
Leader of the Opposition was once, because his efforts with figures in the newspaper today
to manufacture statistics to demonstrate that the Liberal Party had done dramatically well in
Ashburton were sheer nonsense. The avenage swing in a by-election in recent times has been
eight to 10 per cent. In some, the figure has been 23 per cen These are the worst of times
for the Labor Party and, when we needed an eight per cent swing to lose the seat, the swing
was 2.7 per cent. In any calculation, that is a swing of about 6.5 per cent to the Labor Party.
It is not only a question of our hanging onto a very safe seat; we did extardinarily well.
Why do members of the Opposition not acknowledge that? Why do they not go back to the
drawing board and twg to the fact that the kinds of things that they raise in this Parliament
are not doing them any good publicly? With the Royal Commission going on in St George's
Terrace, with all the innuendo and smearing that is going on and with no findings made yet
by the Royal Commission to give a balance to these things, the Opposition charges off to a
by-election and gets fried like a goose. If ever there were a clear test of where people are
going in this State, that was it.
Mr Bloffwitch: We did not bring this issue into the House today.
Mr PEARCE: That is right. The Premier moved a motion to refer this matter to the
Ombudsman. All members opposite have to do is support it. The attack today by the
member for Kingsley was not necessary. That was her last hurrah at getting in a few political
points before the Ombudsman makes a real report. That is what members opposite do all the
time. I think it is a disgrace that they do it, and the point I have made over and over again is
that it does not do them any good. Why do they persist? Why do they not try to answer the
questions that the Government is trying to answer, that is, how do we stop the collapse of
these financial institutions? We have been criticised by members opposite every time we
have tried to save or rescue a financial institution, starting with the Teachers Credit Society
and the Swan Building Society. Every time we do something to try to stop a private
enterprise concern going bust - members opposite talk about being supporters of private
enterprise - because it has got out of hand as often they do, members opposite start to scream.
The Government did not run the Teachers Credit Society, the Swan Building Society or
Western Women.
Mr Court: The Government ran Rothwells.
Mr PEARCE: The Government did not run Rothwells or any of these financial institutions.
Mr Wiese: Where was the Government registrar?
Mr PEARCE: That is a fair question. It is amazing that it comes from a member of the
National Party, although the member has a capacity to look at the derails. If he goes through
all the detail and never looks at the general issue, lake a stopped clock he will be right twice a
day, and this is one of those times.
Mr Cowan: Give him an answer.
Mr PEARCE: Okay. I will give him an answer because the issue he addresses is the one that
should be addressed. The question is whether the controls on the operations of private
enterprise in this State are sufficient to the job. I do not think any member has made the
suggestion with regard to Western Women that the registrar was deficient in his duties. If
any member wants to make that claim, he should do so now. As a result of the pressures
which our financial institutions have been under we should be turning out attention to the
question of regulating financial institutions. It is not something that is confined to Western
Australia; it is happening acmoss the nation.
Mr Court: You amended the legislation and you said in this Parliament that proper controls
and regulations were in place.
Mr PEARCE: That is right.
Mr Court: The member for Wagin asked about the role of the registrar. Who is responsible
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for overseeing the registrar? It is the relevant Minister who is the Treasurer. The buck stops
somewhere and you have never admitted it.
Mr PEARCE: It does not work quite like that.
Mr Court: We know that.
Mr PEARCE: I will explain what happens. That is the theory of it, but we must look at the
information flow and that is what the Opposition has never admitted. The registrar has
access to certain information on which he makes judgments. He passes on the source of his
judgments to the relevant Minister. The registrar has the capacity to take action and the
Minister who is the Treasurer also has the capacity to take action.
Mr Court: The registrar told the Government that the TCS had a problem and what did you
do about it?
Mr PEARCE: That is not the way it went.
Mr Court: You knew about it for six months.
Mr PEARCE: It was only a little while ago than the member for Nedlands was asked to
withdraw a claim he made against me and now he is distorting the truth of this matter. The
version of events as it has been put to the Parliament over the years was confirmed by
Mr Menaxas at die Royal Commission. I am not surprised chat the member opposite is
embarrassed about that because Mr Metaxas at the Royal Commission exactly confirmed
what we have said all along about the information flow. One of the problems of the
Opposition about that information flow is dial it has relied upon the credibility of the story
told to the registrar. Where there are allegations of fraud and embezzlement the registrar can
act only if he has information which reveals that or if the auditor's reports in some way
demonstrate it.
Mr Wiese: When the warning bells were ringing why was the Minister not instructing the
registrar to look at the problem?
Mr Court: He did not know who the Minister was - he did not know whether in was the
Treasurer or the Minister for Housing.
Mr PEARCE: I ask the member for Wagin to tell me when, in his view, the warning bells
were ringing.
Mr Wiese: I believe it was in 1989 that die matter was first brought to the attention of the
Ministers of this Government
Mr PEARCE: If the member is referring to Western Women that is simply Dot true. in is
wrong of the Opposition, without any information or factual basis, to make claims now about
the operations -

Mr Macinnon: Speak about facts and claims! Were you here when your Premier spoke
today?
Mr PEARCE: Indeed I was and she made an excellent speech which ran through the main
issues with a great deal of force. To come back to the question, it is wrong of the Opposition
to raise complaints about Mr Metaxas unless it is prepared to do so by backing it up with
some information.
Several members interjected
Mr PEARCE: The Leader of the Opposition should not talk about this matter. He gave
information an the Royal Commission which was different from the information he gave to
the Parliament over that matter. He told the Royal Commission that he spoke to Mr Clark,
but he told the Parliament he did not. He will need to have a long memory if he wants to tell
porkies. I have gone through his evidence to the Royal Commission and the speeches made
in this Parliament about this subject. If members want to go to the issue of credibility, in is
interesting that when I first rolled out that information about the Teachers Credit Society I
said to the Leader of the Opposition that he had received a telephone call from Mr Clark over
these matters. He sat in his place looking embarrassed and I paused in the course of my
speech to say to him, "Did you getantelephone call fiem Mr Clark or not?" He sat in dead
silence, refusing to deny it. When he thought of a story a little while late he popped up and
said than he had not received a telephone call from Mr Clark. but he had received a telephone
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call from Mr Johns. Two weeks ago he told the Royal Commission he received a telephone
call from Mr Clark. He is telling a porky either to the Royal Commission or to the
Parliament. In either circumstance he is in a serious situation, If a member of Parliamient
tells a lie to the Royal Commission it is perjury and if he tells a lie to the Parliament he
should resign from his seat.
Several members interjected.
Mr PEARCE: There is no difference between the information I gave to this House and the
evidence I gave to the Royal Commission.
Several members interjected,
Mr PEARCE: We will find out what the Royal Commission decides about those things on
the basis of the evidence before it. One thing it wil do is point to the fact that the Leader of
the Opposition told a different story in this place from the story he told to the Royal
Commission. In either case it is a serious business for him and he should make a correction
either at the Royal Commission or in this place.
The issues raised by the member for Wagin are the real issues. There should be a clear
investigation by both the Government and the Opposition of policy about the regulation of
financial institutions because it is a difficult area, particularly when claims of fraud and
embezzlement are made. It has been claimed that when the Government made a decision to
rescue Rothwells, with all the problems that it has since entailed, it did so in part on the basis
of an auditor's reports.
Several members inteiJected.
Mr PEARCE: The member for Nedlands asks about the auditor's report. Before these
collapses it is often the case that the auditor's reports do not demonstrate a problem in the
organisation and that is a difficulty for the registrar. Whether it is a fault of auditing or
careful fraud by the person concerned is a matter the individual inquiries turn out. However,
there are difficulties in ensuring the credibility of financial institutions where their auditors
report well on them but the institutions are fundamentally unsound. As members know, a
number of auditors are before the courts in this country for their failure to detect problems in
these sorts of organisations. They are the issues in which we should be involved and they are
the issues the depositors are concerned about.
The petty political point scoring approach taken by the Opposition is something that the
people of this State do not want to know about. It is a great pity that the Women's
Information and Referral Exchange, which has done a great deal for women in this State, has
had a cloud put over its operations and future because of the debate which has been waged in
this place. The irony of it all is that the people before the courts because of what has
happened have not earned one word of censure from the Opposition. It is prepared to abuse
the Premier, the Minister and the Public Service Commission's report, but it says nothing
about the person who brought the collapse. It leaves its former candidate alone. it may have
scrapped the policy, but it has not scrapped the author of it.
Mr Macinnon: Where was she a candidate?
Mr PEARCE: She was a candidate in South Australia; we have been through it all before
and I will not do it again.
The point is that the Opposition should make its complaint about the person who caused the
problem. Do not think that the people of Western Australia have not noticed its deafening
silence on the question of Robin Greenburg. It is something the Omnbudsman might properly
consider. I support the motion.
DR WATSON (Kenwick - Minister assisting the Minister for Women's Interests)
[12.59 pm]: I seek leave to continue my remarks at a later stage of the sitting.
[Leave granted for speech to be continued.]
Debate thus adjourned.
[Continued on p 1191.]

Sining suspended from 1.00 to 2 .00 pm

(Questions without notice taken.]
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MATTER OF PUBLIC IM[PORTANCE - AUDITOR GENERAL'S FIRST REPORT
1992

THE SPEAKER (Mr Michael Barnett): Honourable members, within the appropriate rime
frame I received a letter from die Leader of the Opposition seeking to debate as a matter of
public importance the contents of the First Report of the Auditor General for 1992.
If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it.
[At least five members rose in their places.]
The SPEAKER: In accordance with the new Sessional Order, half an hour will be allocated
to each side of the House and, if necessary, 10 minutes will be allocated to the Independent
members of Parliament.
MR MacKINNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) [2.36 pm]: I move -

That this House notes with concern the first report of the Auditor General for 1992
and in particular the areas which indicate -

(a) continuing lack of attention to financial management in Government agencies
mentioned in previous Auditor General's reports;

(b) the cost to taxpayers as a consequence of the direction of the Industrial Lands
Development Authority by its inister, the now Deputy Premier, in 1990 to
assist Government to present a better Budget result; and

(c) the wide range of issues of significance commented on by the Auditor General
in this report; and

calls on the Government to initiate a special debate within the next four sitting weeks
on this report on the basis of -
(d) a report from each inister commenting on the agencies for which the

Minister is responsible and on which the Auditor General has made some
adverse comments;

(e) seeking in that debate a comment from each Minister as to what plans to
remedy these problems, so identified by the Auditor General, have been put in
place;

(f) allowing the Auditor General to provide any further comment to the
Parliament to assist with this debate; and

(g) enabling members to debate the report in light of this information so provided.
The Auditor Genera] is a senior officer appointed by Parliament to provide reports
periodically to this Parliament on the activities of Government. The First Report of the
Auditor General for 1992 was tabled earlier this week. In general tenns, it brings to light a
very worrying picture. All the issues in the report are referred to in the motion. Several
aspects of it refer to our wider concerns. As I said last year when the Auditor General
presented his second report for that year, we should se aside suitable time for debate of these
reports. After all, the Auditor General is an officer appointed by the Parliament; it is part of
our role as members of Parliament to ensure that the proper processes of accountability are
undertaken, particularly by Government agencies. It would not be appropriate to allow
reports to roll past each year without setting aside a proper rime for debate.
Some people might say we should leave this scrutiny to the Public Accounts and Expenditur
Review Committee. I have been a member of that committee, and I know that usually it has
so many other terms of reference to pursue actively that it has not enough resources to do the
matter justice. In addition, that attention would not represent debate or an inquiry held in
public in the way I suggest.
Mr Catania: When the report is brought down, it is debated.
Mr MacKINNON: Yes; but we do not address the report along the lines I suggest. No report
is made to Parliament by each Minister responsible for an agency. I challenge the member
for Balcanta - who is a responsible person in most areas - to indicate he is happy to have a
report which spells out such widespread maladministration in Government without the
Ministers - say, the Minister for Health whose area of responsibility has consistently been
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reportd as being in bad shape - explaining why the situation continues, what action will be
taken, or indeed why they should not answer questions during debate. That is the job of
Ministers. Ministers are paid extra to do that job. Ministers are accountable to Parliament,
not to the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee on behalf of the Parliament.
This is the place where that debate should be, and that is the objective of the motion. We
wish to highlight the continuing concerns of the Auditor General and to suggest a way in
which in future the Parliament can address the Auditor General's report in a proper and
responsible manner.
I refer to the continuing lack of attention to financial management in Government agencies
mentioned at page 1 of the report. Page 10 of the Auditor General's report makes reference
to the boards of statutory authorities, where consistently the Government has ignored the
Statutes. Report after report by the Auditor General refer to these matters but the
Government has not taken any action. The internal audit function is a fundamental and
important part of any management structure - be it Government or private sector That has
been consistently referred to. In fact that question was referred toin the first report in 1990
and continues to be referred to today in terms that are. not complimentary. Page 13 of this
report refers to the internal audit function and the manner in which the Government has not
put the resources necessary into that area to ensure proper administration. Again, the
Minister for Health should look closely at the report's comments about the many areas of his
administration that are not measuring up.
Mr Wilson, I have done.
Mr MacKINNON: If he has, why does his hospital system still continue to constitute the
major section of this report?
Mr Wilson- I have discussed the matter with the Auditor General.
Mr MacKINNON: It is not a matter of discussing; it is a matter of ordering. He is the
Minister, the buck stops with him, not down the road. If the requirements have not been met
and they are not being met consistently, he should read the report, as I did last night, and he
will find that asset management in hospitals is in a shambles and that payrolls, in the words
of the Auditor General, are also in a shambles. It is time the Minister put his mind to the job.
It says that property inventory management has not been dealt with properly either. One
needs only to look at the report's comments on the Routnest Island Board. I would have
thought that if that could not have been run in one's spare time, something would be wrong.
The report states on page 33 -

The authority has not prepared an accounting manual as required by the FAAA. This
matter was also reported in the previous year.

It seems that the Government is too busy putting advertisements in the newspaper to promote
the new rail system and manufacturing glossy documents lik the Pilbara 21 draft study to
worry about doing its job of governing properly.
The second paragraph of my motion refers to "the cost to taxpayers as a consequence of the
direction of the Industrial Lands Development Authority by its Minister, the now Deputy
Premier, in 1990" and is cause for concern. Page 24 of the Auditor General's report states
clearly that the Asset Management Taskforce was placing pressure on the Industrial Lands
Development Authority to purchase land because it wanted to show a good result for that
year through its Minister, the Minister for Economic Development at that time and the now
Deputy Premier. Against the wishes of the board, he ordered the authority to purchase land
which it did not want to purchase. The report reveals that it purchased land which was not
suitable for its purposes and which was more costly than it should have been. That is bad
enough in itself.
I urge members to look at the Asset Management Taskforce report for 1990. What it turns
up is very illuminating. We should remember that the Treasurer at that time was Carmen
Lawrence, today's Premier. This order, therefore, was made while the current Premier was
Treasurer to balance the books for her needs and undoubtedly with her authority. On page 5.
the report refers to its stmucture and states -

. an Asset Management Taskforce Working Team, directly responsible to the
Minister for Finance, the Hon Ian Taylor ...
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an Asset Management Taskforce Officers' Committee consisting of senior
representatives from key Ministerial Offices and State Government Agencies; and,
the Expenditure Review Committee of the Western Australian Cabinet.

Today, I asked my office to find out who were the members of the expenditure review
committee of the WA Cabinet at that time. The Parliamentary Library rang the Treasury
Department and was asked, "Wby do you want to know the answer for April 1990?". The
department would not give me the answer. I am entitled to the answer.
Mr McNee: Open Government!
Mr MacICINNON: That is right. I got the answer, "Why do you want the answer for April
1990?" That is appalling. What is there to hide? Was the Premier a member of that
committee at that time and was she a party to the direction to sell these properties to show a
good result and to balance the Budget, so to speak? The Asset Management Taskforce was
forced by its Minister to take part in the sale of those properties. The report states -

* this extensive but essential preparatory work did not prevent the Taskforce
ahieving good results. The Taskforce's achievements in realising funds for the

disposal of surplus State owned land and property was particularly notable given the
current downturn in the Western Australian property market.

Little wonder when ILDA was forced by the Minister responsible to the AMT to buy a
property at a price above the valuation placed on it! What a wonderful result that was! Page
3 of the report states -

The Asset Management Taskforce programme is a long term strategy for the efficient
and orderly management of the Government's portfolio of assets and commercial
activities. It is a prudent and responsible financial practice adopted in some form by
all other Australian State Governments, the Commonwealth and also by successful
Australian private sector companies.

Is it prudent to order the sale of a Government property from one Government agency to
another to try to fudge the figures?
Mr Lewis: It was about getting the cash out of ILDA.
Mr MacKINNON: Exactly.
Dr Lawrence: It was not.
Mr MacKINNON: The Premier should bet it was. She was Treasurer at the time and she
knew what was going on to fudge the figures.
Mr Bloffwitch: It is called creative accounting.
Mr MacKINNON: Very creative accounting! The report went on -

The AMT's standard procedures ensure that sales of surplus State land and property
by the AMT's appointed agents are undertaken by a process that is open, public and
fair to all interested parties.

Well, I never! Open? The Minister directed ILDA to buy the land from another Government
agency. Public? It did not become public until the Auditor General brought down his report.
Fair to all concerned? It was not fair to the taxpayers who are footing the bill.
I would like to see a debate ensue in this House on the first Auditor General's report so that
we can question the Premier and the Deputy Premier on those actions and the actions of the
Asset Management Taskforce as highlighted in the report
The third point of my motion refers to "issues of significance". Members should look at
what the report contains on the "issues of significance" of ILDA and public hospitals. I ask
the Minister for Health to look seriously at the report.
Mr Wilson: I have.
Mr MacKINNON: Is the Minister happy with it?
Mr Wilson: No,!I am not.
Mr MacKINNON: Why have those comments been made year after year? I hear what the
Minister says, but it is not good enough. Something has to be done. If the head of the
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department cannot rn it, the Minister should sack the head and get another person who can.
If that person cannot fix it, the Minister should go and we should get another Minister who
can run it.
In relation to superannuation, in volume 1, 1990 the Auditor General referred to the second
report for 1987 - apparently it goes back that far. On the issue of interpreting financial
statements he spoke about the need to include a proper commitment for superannuation. In
the 1992 report he says -

Superannuation liabilities should be reported on a consistent basis .. .
Members opposite know that as well as I and it is still not being done. The Minister for
Transport's agencies are fudging the figures and the report shows bow. In 1986-87 the
Premier talked about giving extra resources to the Auditor General. That has nothing to do
with the problem. It is a matter for which the Mlinisters and the Government must take
responsibility. They must order changes to be made, and ensure that departments comply
with the proper standards. That is what this State needs, and not more gobbledegook and
diversion. I urge members to read pages 36 and 37 of this report which refer to the Western
Australian Spants Centre Trust. If ever I have seen a litany of disaster, this is it. What is the
Government's response? It says it has addressed those problems and fixed them up. Who
was at fault? Where was the responsible Minister during this period? The trust is a major
enterprise and it did not carry out a bank reconciliation every month. Even blind Freddy who
owns the corner delicatessen does a bank reconciliation each month, but the sports centre did
not. The report states -

In the absence of adequate controls, there was no assurance that only authorised
payroll transactions were completely and accurately processed.

How many ghosts were on the payroll? We do not know. More importantly, who is
responsible? Who is standing up and saying it is his fault? The Premier today talked about
responsibility - the buck stops with her and her Government and it is time somebody
admitted that it was his responsibility and that something has been done about the matter.
That is the action that should be taken. All that aside - and some very serious problems must
be addressed as a consequence of this report - I want this Parliament to give these reports the
attention they deserve. They are important documents, and we should now see Ministers
providing the Parliament with a proper explanation for each of the areas about which an
adverse report has been made. What has the Minister for Health done since last year, the
preceding year and the year before that when the selfsamne censure was contained in the
report? What will he do about it this year? What are the plans for the future? The answer is
not to debate giving more resources to the Auditor General which additional resources are
not very spectacular anyway. In 1981-82 the Auditor General's office employed 127 staff
and today his office employs 134. There is nothing spectacular about that.
Dr Lawrence: You know that they contract out a large amount of work. Today I approved
an increase in the budget of the Auditor General's office for that purpose.
Mr MacICINNON: I unreservedly support that increase. It is a good move, but it will not
absolve each and every Minister of the responsibility for the agencies referred to in this
report. This Parliament is entitled to an explanation about why the mistakes were made and
what this Government proposes to do about them in future. Equally, it is entitled to question
Ministers in this Parliament about why they have failed over a long period to give their
attention where it is needed - the administration of scarce taxpayers' funds that have been
wastefully poured down the drain for too long.
MR COURT (Nedlands) [2.54 pm]: The Premier has been very sensitive about criticism
levelled against this report. On a radio program yesterday the Leader of the Opposition
expressed his concern about the contents of this report This morning on a radio program the
Premier reasoned that because the Government has increased funding for the Auditor
General's operations since 1986, the Government must therefore be doing a good job. That
is absurd reasoning. I recall a former Deputy Premier saying on one occasion that because
the Government had tripled the budget of the Small Business Development Corporation, it
must be doing something for small business.
The Premier is clever at selectively quoting and this morning she quoted from the
introduction to that report as follows -
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the overall standard of financial and public administration practices and procedures in
this State are satisfactory.

That could give the impression that everything is in order. However, the report continues -

Nonetheless, there is room for improvement in a range of areas; a fundamental one
being the provision of adequate accounting expertise across government agencies.

In reality the report has highlighted a number of concerns picked up by the Auditor General.
I shall discuss a couple of them. Firstly, it is reported that a number of Government
departments have not paid their accounts on time. When the member for Applecross
introduced his private member's Bill for the prompt payment of Government accounts the
Government asked for evidence that Government departments were not paying their accounts
on time. Some evidence was produced but. unfortunately, many people were reluctant to
complain about the lateness of payments because they wanted to continue receiving business
from the Government departments involved. To illustrate that point, I refer to the statement
in the report on the Rottnest Island Authority -

Also, at times during the year, creditors were not paid on a timely basis, incurring
later payment penalties.

The report states in connection with the Western Australian Sports Centre Trust -
Creditors were not being paid on a timely basis, that is, within a 30 day period. Prior
to March 31, 1991 many accounts were outstanding for periods in excess of 90 days,
in some instances extending to 180 days.

That is not acceptable. Those amc the types of issues that should have been addressed. It is
proper that this Parliament should be given the opportunity to hear from Ministers
explanations and details of action that has been taken. The Auditor General has highlighted
the problems, and Ministers should provide the explanations. The report continues -

Fines were incurred for lace payment of payroll tax and withholding of group tax
payroll deductions.

It seems the trust was not even paying Government departments promptly.
Another issue raised involves an organisation about which I have had some concern for many
years; that is, Underwater World Singapore Pte Ltd. In last year's report concern was
expressed about the accounting practices involved, and specifically about $1.5 million which
had been spent and for which value was not received. That amount had been overpaid on a
certain contract. When the Opposition asked what action was being taken to recover the
money, it was told it would cost too much and it would not be worth while trying to recover
the money. However, promises were made that something would be done about the matter.
The report this year contains the following statement -

There was no internal audit coverage of Underwater World Singapore Pte Ltd, a
subsidiary of the Western Australian Development Corporation, during 1990-91.
Management has since advised of action to appoint an internal auditor.

It is now a year later1 and it would have been proper far the responsible Minister to tell us
what is happening.
The Industrial Lands Development Authority is on our minds at present as a result of the
legislation before the House. We are concerned in relation to this report that the Minister
responsible for the Asset Management Taskforce is also responsible for ELDA and has tried a
sleight of hand trick by passing money from one organisation to the other. It was a classic
Rothwells type shuffling around. The Asset Management Taskforce was given a target to
sell a certain number of assets in 1989-90. Who bought those assets? ILDA was directed to
buy them. The Minister involved decided to rob the hollow log in this exercise, and did so
with the Premier's approval. The task force sold ILDA a pup. ILDA is responsible for
providing industrial land for the future expansion of industry in this State and it was sold
33 hectares of land in Kwinana. - which in fact was only 30.6 hectares. In North Fremantle
the Asset Management Taskforce was told to buy railway land from Westrail, but that land
can be used only for rail purposes. That is a pretty good deal! In Welshpool it paid
$200 000 above market value for some land. At Bakers Hill it was told to buy a C class
reserve for an industrial site. However, according to the public environmental review it was
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not suitable for an industrial site and, therefore, it is still1 a C class reserve. T'hat is hardly
good business practice. The taskorce is directly responsible to the Government. It is quite
proper that the Auditor General has outlined those matters and that we should receive a
proper explanation of them from this Government.
The Auditor General has an important role to play and the Opposition is very grateful that
this information has been made available. He has made some important recommnendations.
Rather than the Premier's going on the defensive it would be far more constructive if
Parliament heard a full explanation about what will be done. In a number of areas, year after
year, promises are made that something will be done; but nothing happens. That is not
acceptable.
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - premier) [3.02 pm)]: The Government is not being
defensive about the Auditor General's report. However, it objects quite properly to
exaggerated assessments of what is in his report. If we cannot tell the difference between
something which is relatively minor and already attended to and those matters which are
significant and have Government-wide implications, as members of Parliament, we are not
doing our job. I have heard the Leader of the Opposition misrepresent what the Auditor
General said. The Leader of the Opposition claimed that the Auditor General said that there
was a lack of attention to financial management in Government agencies. That is not a quote
from the Auditor General; that is the interpretation of the Leader of the Opposition. The
Auditor General is most cooperative in attempting to address the issues. He has had
discussions not only with me, but also with other Ministers and chief executive officers. A
very important part of his role is to ensure, primarily, that Governments understand at the
political level exactly what is happening within agencies and that remedial and preventive
action is taken where necessary.
It does not make sense for an Auditor General's report to be released at the end of the
1990-91 financial year and for the Government to try to remedy situations in April 1992.
Remedial and preventive action -

Mr Bloffwitch interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Dr LAWRENCE: The Auditor General, quite sensibly, behaves according to his view that to
take remedial and preventive action six to nine months after the event is not very smart. He
has therefore engaged in a dialogue with Ministers, chief executive officers and financial
officers within the public sector in an attempt to achieve the best possible outcome.
However, he is bound to report -

Mr Lewis inreiJected.
Dr LAWRENCE: I do not. Unfortunately, he is not here and I do not know whether he has
spoken to him on that question. It is a very important point. The Auditor General is doing
an excellent job of getting the report to Ministers and chief executive officers in a timely
way. The consequence of discussions and the information provided through his early
assessment is that remedial action is taken, not after the Auditor General's report comes
down, but in many cases, during his investigation. Some situations, for example one
concerning the Rortnest Island Authority, had already been drawn to the attention of the
Miinister who had taken action well before the Auditor General reported and well before it
was a matter of concern for him. That occurs in many cases. It is important for members to
understand that having gone through, in fine detail, the financial statements and practices
within Government and Government agencies, the Auditor General concluded -

I remain firmly of the view that the overall standard of financial and public
administration practices and procedures in this State are satisfactory.

I am not complacent about that. However, he is basically saying that irrespective of the
deficiencies he has drawn to our attention, he is not making a complaint amounting to
maladministration. However, that is what the Leader of the Opposition would have us
believe. There is a great difference between what the Auditor General said and the cheap
political point scoring of the Opposition, which does not assist in identifying the problems
that the Auditor General wants to draw to our attention. The Auditor General makes
responsible, calm and measured statements in his report. The Leader of the Opposition has
also conveniently ignored a great deal of work occurring Government-wide concerning
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questions raised by the Auditor General. Everyone in this House should be aware - I hope
they are - from the Auditor General's latest and previous reports that one of the problems
consistently facing this Government and others is the competence of officers in small
agencies. We could appoint a highly paid professional to a permanent position in every
small agency. That is one very expensive solution and not one which will achieve a major
improvement in financial standards. We have two other options, one of which is to use
bureau services employing those competent officers when small agencies are involved. We
have begun to do that. When an agency may employ only between 10 and 20 employees it is
not sensible to employ one of them solely for internal audit purposes. However, we are now
providing a bureau service to those small agen~cies so that although they do not have the day
to day competence to deal with these questions, oversight and assistance is given by a
professional.
Mr Lewis: You would not know what the Auditor General wants.
Dr LAWRENCE: The observation made by the member for Applecross is an insult to the
Auditor General because it is one of his recommendations.
Mr Court: Can I make a constructive interjection?
Dr LAWRENCE: Yes, but I do not know that it will be very constructive.
Mir Court: You are trying to say that a number of incompetent people are in the small
agencies. One of the problems in this State is that the Government has put incompetent
political lackeys in charge of major agencies.
Dr LAWRENCE: The member for Nedlands said chat he would make a constructive
comment. What he said was a load of nonsense. The chief executive officers in this State.
and the accountable officers under the Financial Administration and Audit Act are career
public servants who have been recruited and selected on an impartial basis. Their selection
has nothing to do with party politics, and that is how it should be.
Mr Kierath interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: The Civil Service Association is not a body whose views I find
compelling for the most part. However, it is important that members note that in the Public
Service, agencies exist of varying sizes and with differing abilities to maintain adequate
financial controls. Some of the small country hospitals to which reference has been made are
in that position. They are not wilfully overlooking their responsibilities. Financial
administration is difficult because of their size and budgets. They cannot employ a full time
lawyer either. However, it is important that the Government should address that issue. That
has been happening through a number of mechanisms: Firstly, through the amalganmation of
some small agencies and departments; secondly, through the provision of bureau services
when the agencies are unable to provide sufficiently competent internal auditors and;
thirdly - this has been going on for some time - appropriate training and retraining of officers
who have responsibility under the Financial Administration and Audit Act for small business
agencies, and officers who are responsible for some of the larger departmients.
Mr Court: I thought that was normal in running a Government.
Dr LAWRENCE: It is; that is the point I am making. The views of the Auditor General are
automatically incorporated into the running of departments and agencies. Action is taken to
remedy any Government-wide problems and I am drawing attention to one example. Work
has been undertaken by the Public Service Commission, for example, to address the problem
of accounting expertise since it was first raised by the Auditor General. Members may not
be interested, but chat has involved the establishment of a working party of the Auditor
General's office, Treasury and the Public Service Commission which has placed its principal
interest in identifying training needs and providing appropriate training. That is in direct
response to the problems raised in the present and previous Auditor General's reports.
That, in my view, is sensible and prudent behaviour and is clearly in response to specific
problems identified by the Auditor General. None of us wants to see a continuation of
difficulties in the Government sector's accounting and audit provisions. I remind members
opposite that this is a recently found crusade on theft part. As I said in the House last night,
the Opposition when in Government did not see fit to provide the Parliament by report or
any other means, with adequate information about the State's finances and was prepared to
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live with an 8O year old Act that everybody knew was well out of date and not on the Liberal
Party's list of priorities.
Mr Macinnon: Which Act are you talking about?
Dr LAWRENCE: The audit Act of the time, the title of which I forget.
Mr Court: Was that the one before WA Inc?
Dr LAWRENCE: What has thar to do with this matter? Not a thing! The member for
Nedlands weil understands that the Financial Administration and Audit Act requires a rat
deal of civil servants. It has been amended from time to time to tighten up its provisions.
Mr Macinnon: The FAA Act began under our administration and the Premier knows that.
Dr LAWRENCE: That is incorrect. The Liberal Party lived for 80 years with an outdated
Act and starved responsible Government agencies of the resourcs necessary to undertake a
proper examination of the Government's finances. Whether I am the Minister responsible
for a particular department or acting in my role as Treasurer, I am not complacent when
departments and agencies make mistakes; far from it. They should be brought to account and
remedial action should be taken. In every case that the Auditor Genera has drawn to our
attention, where it was possible - and sometimes it was not possible - to take appropriate
action it was taken.
On occasion Auditors General in this State, and others, have made recommendations which,
were they implemented, would cost an enormous amount. As Treasurer I must make
judgments about what is an appropriate form by which to follow the recommendations of the
Auditor General. It is clear in relation to resources that this Government has responded to
successive Auditors General by significantly increasing the amount available to them. I
fact, the amount has almost doubled. The Leader of the Opposition wants to make the
political point that we have not provided additional staff for the Auditor General. By the
Auditor General's own request an increasing amount of money is paid by him to engage
outside consultants to add to the expertise of the Auditor General's office and to draw in
people from the private sector where appropriate - for example, in the case of the
R & I Bank - so that the Auditor General's office can learn from exposure to private sector
accounting and is able to have a far greater reach in terms of the expertise it brings to bear on
the problems of Government. Therefore, members will find that there has been a steady
expansion in the amount of money provided for consultancy work for the Auditor General.
Only today I approved an additional amount to enable the Auditor General to employ an
outside consultant to audit the R & I Bank. If that suggests to members opposite that we are
not interested in getting things right then they should think again.
Matters have been raised in the report that are significant for all of us. My view about the
necessity for debating the report in the Parliament is this: First, we have a Public Accounts
and Expenditure Review Committee which, contrary to what the Leader of the Opposition
said, is better placed with resources, expertise and reach to do the job than individual
members of Parliament who are not resourced individually to go into such questions. They
can examine the Auditor General's report through the committee. They clearly get replies
from responsible Ministers and chief executive officers relating to matters outstanding. T7hey
report to Parliament on their findings. The Auditor General's report having been examined
by a competent committee of the Parliament, we can then address the issues that remain
outstanding. It is important that the Government does not wait long before that is done. Nor
does it. The Government sits down well ahead of receipt of the Auditor General's report and
makes necessary changes. As I have said, those changes are made in many cases long before
the Auditor General draws them to public attention. It may be politically cute for the
Opposition Leader to talk about maladministration and lack of attention to financial
management, but that is not the way the Government or its Ministers operate.
I need to draw to the attention of members opposite some of the realities of the Financial
Administration and Audit Act. flat Act is established in such a way that each department or
agency has an accountable officer. There are people of varying levels of competence in the
Public Service whose job it is to monitor and control financial transactions on a day by day
basis; that is, $5 billion in the CRF section of Government and considerably more than that
across Government. They must then report to their CEOs and Minister any deficiencies they
detect so that until there is an appropriate audit the Minister's knowledge is as good as the
information provided to him or her.

1184



[T'hursday, 9 April 1992] 18

Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: I do not know. I trear Ministers as intelligent, responsible people who
will attend to such matters. As Treasurer I receive a consolidated report on what has been
done in each case. In that case the behaviour of the miust was drawn to the attention of the
Minister early and was rectified after discussion between the Minister and me, again long
before the Auditor General actually examined the operations of the trust. Again, members
opposite can rake some political comfont from the fact that deficiencies have been drawn to
the attention of the Parliament The Auditor General quite properly drew them to the
attention of the relevant Minister and me long before he drew them to the attention of the
Parliament because he rakes the view that we wish to improve our behaviour in financial
management and control consistently and sensibly rather than wait for 18 months or two
years to do something, by which time the horse will have well and truily bolted, which does
not make sense at all. In addition, Ministers and CEOs take their responsibilities very
seriously.
I turn now to two other important matters. The first is that the Auditor General has drawn
attention to a number of deficiencies. He has also made recommendations which we have
examined in both particular and general terms and found ones that we could implement. The
public sector's financial skills are obviously a key part of whether we are able to comply
with the Financial Administration and Audit Act At the moment, a series of programs is
being implemented in the Public Service Commission. They have been running not just for
the past week or six months but for some time. Those programs have been run under tidles
such as "financial management development"., "introduction program to mnanagement",
".program management", and "internal audit strategic management tool" which employ the
best advice from Government and the private sector to ensure its officers are up to scratch;
for instance, the working party to which I referred and which is to identify speciftc problems
that need remedial action. In addition, Treasury and the Auditor General are working
together to identify further work that needs to be done within Government.
The key elements of financial management are obviously, first, having an Act that stands up
to scrutiny, which I believe it does; secondly, having competent officers within the Public
Service to manage the financial affairs of the State; and thirdly, having proper scrutiny of
those. I believe that we can feel that we have the right structure on all three counts. The day
that the Auditor General comes to this Parliament and says, "I did not find a single example
of where the financial procedures or the management has broken down," I will wonder
whether he is doing his job properly. I am sure that under the current Auditor General,
Mr Des Pearson, that will not be the case. He has indicated not only that he is satisfied with
the general standard but also that he has increased the scope and depth of Uis investigations.
It would be pretty easy to skate across the top of things and say, "It all looks okay and is
more or less in confornity with the Act." We do not want the Auditor General to do that.
Hopefully, the Opposition does not wish him to do that, either. When the Auditor General
comes to the Parliament and reports on deficiencies he has found in the financial
management of this State and its agencies it is up to us not to have a political stoush about it
but to ask what can be done by the Parliament and the Government to ensure that these
matters are not repeated. Sadly, some of them will be repeated. I do not live in utopia,
although I would like to; neither do members opposite. The point I am emphasising now,
and I have emphasised it outside this House, is that we cannot be complacent about financial
management. We should address at an early stage the deficiencies which are revealed. One
of the important roles for the Auditor General is to educate and prevent the problems he may
subsequently have to identify. Where they are identified they should be hreated and
discussed in context.
I wish to make a brief statement about the Industrial Lands Development Authority.
However, I am sure that the Deputy Premier will wish to speak on that matter on Us own
behalf. The instruction from the Minister for the sale of that land was actually initiated in
March.
Mr MacKinnon: April 1990.
Dr LAWRENCE: No, in March. I have a copy of the letter here. What I am saying is that
that sale was undertaken very much in the light of the Government's responsibility to ensure
that we do not sell land to the private sector that should be held by Government. We
06255- 13
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obviously must ensure that Homneswest and the Industrial Lands Development Authority
have sufficient land and that there is sufficient land for schools and hospitals, so Ministers
will from time to time, after discussion with the Asset Management Taskforce, say, "We do
not warnt you to dispose of that Government land. It should be held by the Government."
The date of the Minister's letter of instruction in this case is 13 March. That was when the
first recommendation was made.
Mr Macinnon: What difference does it make?
Dr LAWRENCE: The Leader of the Opposition tried to make something of the fact that it
was some sort of budgetary stunt. The fact is that it was not; it was a proper exercise of the
Minister's authority to ensure that land is available for all of the Government's purposes
before it is sold into the private sector. The important point is that if we sell land into the
private sector and subsequently someone says, "Oops, we should have had that land for a
school or for industria purposes", we would look extremely silly and be open to criticism.
ILDA is not a law unto itself. ILDA land is not ILDA land, it belongs to the people of
Western Australia and should properly be managed across Government, not simply at the
behest of a single authority.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [3.21 pm]: The members of the
National Parry are very pleased to support the principle behind this motion. It is about time
that a different emphasis was placed on some of the remarks made by the Premier in her
interpretation of the position of the Auditor General. The Auditor General is an officer of
this Parliament, and while we might feel that the Auditor General's report is something chat
gives capacity for political parties to take some political advantage of the Government by
highlighting the inadequacies of the financial management of some Government
departments, it should not be dismissed by the Government as being purely a matter of
politics.
Quite clearly the Auditor General has seen fit to write a report and has highlighted those
issues. This House should recognise that the Auditor General is an officer of this place, and
should examine what it does with that report. Up to now we have made the mistake of
leaving the responsibility with the Government alone and we as a Parliament have not really
given enough support to the Auditor General. Thai needs to be changed, and that really is
the principle embodied in the Leader of the Opposition's motion.
We as a Parliament should follow through the principles contained in the motion and accept
that we should adopt a new set of procedures to be applied each time the Auditor General
issues a report which is tabled in the Parliament. That report should be tabled for a certain
time, and I notice that in his motion the Leader of the Opposition suggests we have a debate
within four sitting weeks. That is quite appropriate. Within four sitting weeks of the tabling
of a report by the Auditor General we should have a debate in this Parliament about the
contents of that report! during which some contribution should be made by each Minister
whose department or agency has been named in that report, saying what action has been
taken to correct the problems identified by the Auditor General and what action will be taken
to make sure they do not happen again. Then I think we can do justice to the reports that the
Auditor General presents, rather than letting them lie on the Table and gather dust - and that
is no reflection on the staff of the Parliament who clean this place.
Mrs Beggs: We are already working on this.
Mr COWAN: It is all very well for the Minister to say, "We are already working on this." I
have heard members of the Government, particularly the Premier, talk about accountability
and parliamentary standards, yet all we have done so far is talk about them. We as a
Parliament have not really examined the options we might take to put some of them into
practice. The Leader of the Opposition has produced a concept which suggests that we as a
Parliament do a little more after the Auditor General has delivered a report. I believe that
concept should be adopted by this Parliament as standard practice. The Auditor General
should report, and within four sitting weeks a debate should take place on the substantive
motion and the Ministers whose departments and agencies are named in that report should
have a responsibility for being involved in the debate, as I have outlined. I think you,
Mr Deputy Speaker, would agree that the number of occasions on which we see a repetition
of incidents included in the Auditor General's reports shows very clearly that nothing has
been done.
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Mr Catania: Can you name them?
Mr COWAN: No, I cannot. However, it is very clear to me that there is sufficient evidence
to show that there has been too much repetition of the issues brought up time and time again
in the Auditor General's reports.
[The member's time expired.]
MR McGINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Housing) [3.26 pm]: I am happy to make a brief
contribution to this debate in support of the position which has been put by the Premier.
Mr Kierath: The rising scar!
Mr McGINTY: I amn happy to support the Premier because I know she has the unanimous,
100 per cent support of members on this side of the House, which is significantly different
from what one can say about members sitting opposite.
It is a pity that the words used by the Leader of the National Party are niot reflected in the
motion before us. He spoke of the principle involved, and I have no argument with him on
the principle; that is, that Parliament has a significant role to play in matters raised by the
Auditor General and it is not appropriate simply to leave the matters raised by the Auditor
General to be dealt with by administrative action by Ministers or by the Government. I agree
with that, but unfortunately the motion does niot say that. In my view the motion is
misleading and unbalanced, and quite frankly that is in fairly stark contrast to the very
reasoned position put by the Leader of the National Party.
A perfect example is to be seen in the opening words of the motion -

That this House notes with concern the first report of the Auditor General for 1992
and in particular the areas which indicate -

(a) continuing lack of attention to financial management in Government agencies
mentioned in previous Auditor General's reports;

That is simply wrong, and that, unfortunately, is where this motion falls down. It is
inmportant to look at what the Auditor General did say in his report. I will quote from page 1
of the report, where it says very publicly for everyone to see -

T'his report, by its nature, focuses on the exceptions and unsatisfactory findings
disclosed government-wide and within individual agencies. While these issues are of
concern and warrant specific remedial action, I remain firmly of the view chat the
overall standard of financial and public administration practices and procedures in
this State are satisfactory.

So we start from a satisfactory basis) which is certainly not the impression that the Leader of
the Opposition's motion endeavours. to convey to this House and to the people of Western
Australia. Thbat is really where it starts to fall down. As the Auditor General then went on to
observe -

Nonetheless, there is room for improvement in a range of areas;
Quite frankly, that is no different from what I would expect from an Auditor General, or any
auditor going trough any books of any corporation in this State. Auditor Generals and
auditors would not be necessary if they were not pointing out deficiencies and shortcomings.
Mr Bloffwitch: Auditing should not go on for years and years. You would confirm that.
Mr McGINfl : Absolutely. I give the member for Geraldton a specific instance which
indicates that this motion is misleading regarding the majority of Government departments.
This is a very serious point. I instance the situation within the Building Management
Authority, a body with an expenditure of $260 million a year. In the last 12 months this
instrumentality has handled 119 000 invoices.
Mr Cowan: Is the day labour force still there?
Mr McGIN: Yes, and it is getting better and doing well! By any measure the BMA is a
major organisation with major financial ramifications. In 1987-88, the Auditor General in
his report on the BMA provided a 60 page management letter which outlined where the
accounts were qualified. Basically, he reported that the financial and information technology
within the BMA was inadequate and the situation was out of control. Again, in the following
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year die audit was qualified; however, in 1989-90 the report was unqualified. This reflected
the work of the responsible Minister, the chief executive officer and the diligent public
servants within the BMA who turned the show around to bring the financial system under
control. This report contains no mention of the BMA.
Mr Bloffwitch: Excellent.
Mr McGINTY: What does t member say about the motion he is supporting. We note with
concern than the motion refers to a 'continuing lack of attention to financial management in
Government agencies mentioned in previous Auditor Generals' reports".
Mr Court: Last year you promised to do certain things, but the same departments come up in
the report. Nothing has been done.
Mr McGINTY: The example I gave indicates that that is not true; the motion is wrung and
misleading. The Auditor General's report gives us the basis on which we proceed. The
example of the Building Management Authority represents a concerted action taken in order
to overcome the very serious difficulties within that department. The Auditor General's
report under discussion contains no description approaching that of the situation at the BMA
in 1988. The audit committee established within that department developed a great strategy
of financial and information technology directives which managed to turn the situation
around. That is what must be done when responding to the Auditor General's report when
he or she identifies a problem, we must get on with the job of correcting it and ensuring that
it does not recur.
Mr Macinnon.- Why are you afraid of being accountable to this Parliament?
Mr McGINTrY: The Leader of the Opposition is pathetic! Who is afraid of being
accountable?
Mr Macinnon: You are.
Mr McGINTY: I just gave a classic example in which we were accountable; the Auditor
General identified a problem and it was fixed
Mr Macinnon: That is not what the Auditor General says.
Mr McGINTY: Yes, it is. In the case of the BMA, that is exactly true, as it is in these cases
in question. The Opposition motion is a broad-brush approach, and that concept is wrong.
Members opposite should go back to drafting school so that they can say in a reasoned way -
as the Leader of the National Party did - what they mean.
Mr Kierath: Did you go to drafting school?
Mr McGINTY: Yes, I did. I can express myself more ably and better than the member, he
should not worry about that!
Several members interjected.
Mr McGINTY: It is pleasing to see in the report a new focus emerging in the Office of the
Auditor General. It has the obvious job of any auditor, namely, identifying deficiencies and
shortcomings, which the Auditor General has done. However, this office also has the role of
performance auditing. We are seeing greater emphasis placed on obtaining value for money
through Government accounts and lookdig at strategies and providing performance indicators
which can be audited. This can result in long term efficiencies within Government
departments. This is as opposed to considering matters such as Homeswest recovering $5
from a tenant, or procedural irregularities regarding smaller and inconsequential matters. It
is not for the Auditor General to question the political and administrative priorities of the
Government; however, it is appropriate that he investigate and advise this Parliament arnd the
Government on ways in which those priorities can be achieved in the most economic way.
This approach is important to achieving real efficiencies and productivity improvements in
Government. Therefore, the approach of the Auditor General in this report is correct. It is
appropriate for the Government to take on board what he has reported, and to ensure that
remedial action is put in train; and as the Premier said today, that has already been done. The
recent record of the Government indicates that the problems raised in this report will be
rectified.
MR CATANIA (Balcatta) [3.36 pm]: In moving this motion obviously Opposition
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members did not take into account that last year the Public Accounts and Expenditure
Review Committee presented to this Parliament a report called "Follow-up Procedures".
This report clearly states what the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee does
when the Auditor General posts such qualifications to departments. If the Opposition had
followed the committee's report - if it had been diligent in its duties - it would have found
out that when the Auditor General qualifies certain departments, the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee gives the Minister three months to report on the matter. If a
Minister does not report in that time, the committee brings the matter to this House.
Mr Trenorden: That is slightly misleading.
Mr CATANIA: The member is a committee member and would know that that is a brief
summary of what happens. If the Minister has not acted on the advice of the Auditor General
or the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee, we can report the matte to the
Parliament, That has not taken place because in most instances the Ministers have acted on
the recommendations.
I would like to raise a number of other matters, but time is against mxe. However, the
standard of annual reports of all departments has increased dramatically. Concluding, the
motion is ill-informed and the Opposition should make itself more aware of the work done
by the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee.
(The member's time expired.]
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [3.38 pm]: I have the luxury of being able to use all the time
allocated to members in this section of the House.
Mr Court: That is a worry!
Mr DONOVAN: I thought the member might say so. I raise a point of difference and a
point of similarity with my friend and colleague, the Chairman of the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee.
Mr Catania: Perhaps you will say what I wanted to say.
Mr DONOVAN: Perhaps I will. The point of difference is that one could not look at the
terms of this motion and the report of the Auditor General without expressing a serious note
of alarn; it is clearly an alarming situation. On the other hand, the point of similarity I have
with the Chairman of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee is a matter
which has been overlooked in the debate so far. I am not sure whether the Premier
mentioned the point I shall raise, but I am await that the Leader of the Opposition referred to
our committee but did not mention the routine way in which the annual report of the Auditor
General comes into this place and then goes to the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee for investigation and inquiry. As appropriate, the committee then reports back to
the House with any recommendations as a result of its inquiries.
I have now served on that committee for three years, and there have been at least two annual
reports of the Auditor General to this place in each of those years. Follow-up procedures
referred to by the chairman of the committee have become a practice in that committee.
More to the point, it has become a much more effective practice than the full day's debate
that is called for in this motion because most of them have produced the changes sought by
the Auditor General. That is what it is all about from the Auditor General's point of view.
I heard the Premier on radio this morning discussing the same point. She said that we have
an Auditor General to expose the weaknesses in the system so that action can be taken to
correct those weaknesses. She was absolutely right. That is what the Auditor General in this
State has been doing since I have been familiar with his activities. It is the Public Accounts
Committee's job to support the Auditor General in that and to ensure that his
recommendations are carried out. I do not recall a recommendation of the Auditor Genera
with which the committee has not agreed.
Mr Trenorden: What about the report into the independence of the Auditor General?
Mr DONOVAN: We have agreed with him on that by and large; there may have been a
minor point with which we did not agree with him.
As I said at the outset, the Public Accounts Committee will be briefed by the Auditor
General on 29 April on this report which raises some alarming issues. That is a routine
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practice that we have got into as we further cement the relationship between the Auditor
General's Office and the staff and members of the committee. Therefore, this matter will
come to the committee in any event.
I remind members of another controversial issue in this State that illustrates my point.
Members may recall the report of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Cornmittee
on the Auditor General's firs: report for 1991. One of the major issues that the Auditor
General raised was the investment activities of the State Government Insurance Commission.
That was first raised in the 1987-88 report and the Auditor General recommended a
tightening up of the investment practices. He suggested that we look at Queensland's
Suncorp insurance company as a model for the SOIC to adopt to achieve that tightening up.
The committee put that position to the appropriate Minister and it became a recommendation
to this House. Whether that recommendation has been adopted I san not able to say.
However, I am sure that a phone call will establish it. That was the process adopted in
response to the Auditor General's exposure of that important issue a: that time. There was
no fuss and no panic. It happened in a quite routine way.
I do not mean to down play the importance of the issues that have been raised by the Auditor
General on this occasion. They relate particularly to the Industrial Lands Development
Authority and the Asset Management Taskforce, the public hospital system and a couple of
other issues. My point is that those weaknesses are important, If there is more to it than a
weakness, I am sure the committee will discover chat. If it is a matter of practice weakness,
we will support the Auditor General in our recommendations to this place in the routine way.
Given the experience of that process, those recommendations will be acted upon by the
Ministers concerned. If they are not and are ignored or dismissed out of hand, this place will
be able to bring the Minister to account. Thai would be the end of that process.
In summary, I share the concerns expressed in this motion about the importance of the issues
raised by the Auditor General. I do not support the call for a special day's debate because we
have a routine set of processes in this State between the Parliament and Auditor General
through the Public Accounts Committee to deal with these matters. That will happen as it
has happened in the past. I am sure that in that sense the responsible Ministers will be
brought to account and the appropriate action taken.

Division
Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (23)
Mr Ainsworthi Mr Cowan Mr McNee Mr Trenorden
Mr CJ. Barneu Mrs Edwardes Mr Minson Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Blotfwitch Mr Gmayden Mr Nicholls Dr Tunbull
Mr Clarko Mr Kierath Mr Shave Mr Wiese
Dr Constable Mr Lewis Mf Strickland Mr Bradshaw (Teller)
Mr Court Mr Macinnon Mr Thompson

Noes (25)
Dr Alexander Mr Grill Mr McGinty Mr Troy
Mrs Beggs Mvrs Henderson Mr Pearce Dr Watson
Mr Catania Mr Gordon Hill Mr Read Mr Wilson
Mr Cunningham Mr Kobelke Mr Riebeling Mrs Waidns (Teller)
Mr Donovan Dr Lawrence Nr Ripper
Dr Edwards Mr Leahy Mr DiL. Smith
Dr Gallop Mr Marlborough Mr Thomas

Pairs
MrBlaikie Mr Taylor
t& He= Mr Bridge
Mr Omnodel Mr Graham
Mr Wait Mr PJ. Smith

Question thus negatived.
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ACTS AMENDMENT (GAME BIRDS PROTEMTON) BILL
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, on motion by Mr Pearce (Minister for the Environment),
read a first time.

Ar to Second Reading
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Minister for the Environment) [3.51 pmj: I seek leave of the
House to proceed forthwith to the second reading.
Leave denied.

MOTION - OMBUDSMAN TO REPORT ON PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION INQUIRY DEFICIENCIES

Women's Information and Referral Exchange-Western Women Financial
Services Pry Lid

Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.
DR WATSON (Kenwick - Minister assisting the Minister for Women's Interests)
[3.52 pm]: Given the nature of the allegations that surround this motion, I welcome the
opportunity to participate in this debate arnd, as members are aware, I formally seconded the
motion. The motion will allow considered assessment of the complaints that have been
made.
When I joined the Ministry last year, I immediately faced a situation where an alleged
criminal, Robin Greenburg, had been using the Women's Information and Referral Exchange
to meet her own ends. It followed the devastating collapse of the Western Women group
which hurt many investors, most of whom were small investors, On 8 April 1991 1 initiated
the Public Service Commission's inquiry with the following terms of reference, which have
not been canvassed today -

To review those policies and practices at WIRE in relation to:
(i) on site and referral services provided by WIRE; and,
(ii) procedures adopted for dealing with inquiries from the public;
particularly with regard to financial counselling and investment information.

It is interesting that those terms of reference have been referred to by the same media
commentator as both too broad and too narrow.
The Public Service Commission's investigators reported that it was understood that the
relationship between WERE and Western Women was to be a major focus of their inquiry.
The report released in June 1991 answered those terms of reference. Those people who have
read the report would know that there was never any suggestion that WIRE had links with
Western Women. Members who have read the Public Service Commission's report - there
are very few - would know that there is no doubt that the Western Women group was given
preference in being able to operate counselling services ftrm WIRE's premises. This
occurred because of Western Women's willingness to provide budget and debt management
counselling - a service which was much sought after by many women in the community and
still is. Greenburg and Western Women preferred the community to have the impression that
they had exclusive rights in the area of financial advice. It was the view of the Public
Service Commission's investigators that in hindsight those arrangements were probably ill-
advised. All of that is set out in the report.
The Public Service Commission's report included recommendations which I considered
should be implemented as a priority; all of them have been implemented. We also wanted as
little disruption as possible to the day to day services which are offered to the community by
WIRE. That process of implementation and review has been ongoing. Another review was
conducted by the manager of the Office of Women's Interests and WIRE. The Public
Service Commission's report and the subsequent implementation of its recommendations
have not been enough to satisfy some members of the community, including members of the
Opposition, some media commentators, and, of course, some of the people who invested in
Western Women, particularly women.
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Not all investors went through WIRE. A minuscule number of investors in Western Women
did so per route of WIRE. However, it does not detract from the fact that I understand how
angry and distressed those people are. A cloud is hanging over WIRE and it is restricting the
community's ability to access the services it provides. It provides a tremendously important
service to the Western Australian community. particularly women. It should be remembered
that not until the Labor Government was elected to office in 1983 had women ever been
listened to.
Mr Trenorden: That is an outrageous statement.
Dr WATSON: It is true, and it was not until then that the wishes of women were acted on.
Numbers of consultations have been held and many of the needs of women have been
accommodated by way of the policies of this Government. Previous conservative
Governments did not pay attention to the needs of women and I do not think the current
Opposition would be any different. Members opposite heard the Premier, in answer to a
question asked by the member for Floreat, give this Government's commitment to continuing
the services WIRE provides. We are looking at a number of strategies to enable us to
provide those services through WIRE that will take the women of Western Australia into the
1990s.
Many issues have been raised today and I will refer to the issue which concerned the content
of the report. I advise members that all reports go through the process of a number of drafts.
Neither I nor any Minister has ever sought to influence what went into that report. My only
concern was that the recommendations, if implemented, could be measured to indicate the
difference they made. That has happened. I was responsible for the terms of reference and,
as has been said previously, I am responsible for the day to day running of WIRE.
Extraordinary behaviour has been exhibited by the committee in another place. It is hoped
that the proposed inquiry by the Ombudsman will help to clear up this matter once and for
all. I know the inquiry will be undertaken professionally and objectively and that it will
examine the issue properly, which will be in contrast to the way in which the issue has been
dealt with by that committee. I commend the motion to the House.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [3.59 pm]: When we were
debating this motion prior to moving to questions without notice and to a matter of public
importance, the Leader of the House jumped to his feet and started talking about how
members of the Opposition parties had missed the point and were not looking to the real
reasons behind the need for an inquiry into the Women's Information and Referral Exchange
or the Western Women fiasco. He was very wide of the mark. He claimed that we were
perhaps looking to find reasons to take the issue to specific individuals on the Government
benches. I do not deny for one moment that if we get an opportunity to demonstrate to the
public the incompetence of a Minister we will do so, but other principles deserve to be
addressed and in this particular instance some of them have been taken up by the Leader of
the House and he has said we are not addressing them. How can any member of the
Government claim that we are not doing our job when in fact the Government must bear full
responsibility for what happened with Women's Information and Referral Exchange and the
Western Women group? I have no doubt that if the checks and balances which exist had
been put in place and applied by the Government this would never have occurred.
I will give the Minister assisting the Minister for Women's Interests one instance: A woman
who claimed she was a financial adviser and that she had some sort of licence. Somebody in
WIRE could have made an inquiry about that licence and whether the financial counselling
that was being given was correct. In addition, t people who acted on that advice should
have been asked by WIRE to forward any funds for investment to a trustee, not directly to
Western Women Financial Services Pty Ltd. Not only should WIRE have been responsible
for investigating any referral body with which it had an association, and in this case a very
close association, but also the banker, which happens to be the R & I Bank, should have been
aware of what was happening. In this instance the bank was receiving cheques directly into
an investment account rather than a miust account. H-ow could the bank have responsibly
allowed that woman to withdraw the money into her own personal account? Some checks
and balances could have been very clearly identified and action could have been taken.
However, the problem - and I suggest that this might be a reason the Minister assisting the
Minister for Women's Interests is a member of the Cabinet - is that in some Western
Australian political circles and in some public sector circles a network -
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Dr Watson: Are you trying to say "the sisterhood"?
Mr COWAN: If that is what the Minister wants to call it. I suggest that the Minister is in the
Cabinet because she has direct entree into that group of people.
Mrs Beggs: That is utter nonsense. Dr Watson is in the Ministry because she was elected by
the people in her electorate and then she was elected by her colleagues.
Mr COWAN: I know nothing about the operation of Caucus but I would suggest that at the
time of the shake up of the Ministry the word was probably put out that Dr Watson, who is
now the Minister assisting the Minister for Women's Interests, had to be included in the
Cabinet.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I suggest that perhaps the Leader of the National Party should
show us how this is in any way relevant to the motion.
Mr COWAN: Absolutely. The motion concerns an inquiry to be conducted by the
Ombudsman because of the very serious allegations made about the report of the Public
Service Commission and in addition to that the evidence which has been produced through a
Select Committee of another place.
Or Watson: Which was leaked.
Mr COWAN: Irrespective of whether the information was leaked, and it might have been
leaked to the messenger or the carrier, that Select Committee is conducting an open inquiry.
The committee has not leaked it, someone else may have. I can assure Dr Watson that the
Government has used leaked information on certain occasions, so she should not talk to me
piously about information that might have been leaked. The proposed inquiry has been
brought upon the Government in precisely the same way as the Royal Commission into
Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters. We were not going to have a
Royal Commission. The retiring Ombudsman said that there should be a Royal Commission
and the Premier said, "No, there will not be one"; three days later she said theme would be a
Royal Commission. In this case the Government has been hurt by media reporting of what
happened in WIRE. It has been hurt by the evidence that is coming forward that something
has happened to the Public Service Commission report. That evidence has also indicated
clearly a lack of responsibility, not only by the person who ultimately must accept the
responsibility, the Premier, but also by the Minister assisting the Minister for Women's
Interests, and finally by the people in WIRE because they did not properly carry out their
duties in investigating the financial counselling that would be given to women in this State
by Western Women Financial Services. That is why we need to look at the structure by
which people are appointed to the Ministry and their connection with the various statutory
authorities or agencies which are put in place by Government, sometimes with the approval
of Parliament. The camaraderie that exists between those people produces the environment
that causes these things to happen. It was in exactly the same environment that the WA Inc
scandal began. We had a Government and a Public Service with career public servants who
had been proud to be public servants and for whom I have a great deal of respect. However,
somewhere in the hierarchy of things the Government made a number of political
appointments and somewhere along the way those people managed in one way or another to
influence decisions, directions and actions that should have been taken by the public sector to
the extent where it no longer provided the checks and balances that one would normally
expect under a Westminster system. That is why the appointment of this proposed inquiry
has very serious consequences.
Dr Watson: Under your logic you could never be the Minister for Agriculture .
Mr COWAN: I will give the Minister a guarantee.
Dr Watson: You will not, because we will be here in 1993.
Mr COWAN: There will not be any politicisation of the public sector to the extent it has
been applied by this Government, and through its application the Public Service. Instead of
providing the checks and balances to Ministers and the necessary review of Governmnent
decisions, the Public Service has been completely compromised and those actions now no
longer occur. It irritates me when I hear members of the Government, particularly the
Premier and the Leader of the House, telling members of this House that they must improve
the standards in Parliament.
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Dr Watson: Indeed!
Mr COWAN: It is about time they made some contribution to that improvement, because
they do not; and it is also time that the Minister for Aboriginal Mffairs made a contribution to
that. The Government is also calling on us to continue - and the word "continue" is a bit of a
joke - to improve the accountability of Government to this Parliament. How can we possibly
talk about improving accountability when we have witniessed such farcical situations as that
which occurred with WIRE and Western Women's Financial Services?
Mrs Beggs: You have made very serious allegations in everything you have just said about
the Minister assisting the Minister for Women's Interests.
Mr COWAN: I certainly hope the Minister for Transport understands the seriousness and the
consequences of the Western Women fiasco. Western Women was able to get exclusive
access, for referrals for financial advice, to people who came to WIRE. That exclusivity
should have been subjected to the closest possible scrutiny by this Government, That did not
occur because we had people through the whole power base thinking exactly the same thing.
saying exactly the same thing and believing they could do nothing wrong.
Mrs Beggs: What you are saying is that the Minister assisting the Minister for Women's
Interests totally disregarded her oath. That is a serious allegation. You should be ashamed
of yourself!
Mr COWAN: I have no shame at all.
Mrs Beggs: Say it outside the Parliament.
Mr COWAN: Even if the Minister for Transport is talking about her morals, I do not think
that it bears any relationship to this debate. 'I am surprised, Mr Deputy Speaker, that you
have not told the Minister for Transport that she should confine her interjections to
something which would contribute to the debate rather than going on with a whole lot of
nonsense.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I do not need to be told how to do my job.
Mr COWAN: I am not suggesting that you need to be told how to do your job, Mr Deputy
Speaker, I am suggesting that the Minister for Transport needs to be told about the rules of
debate.
The DEPUTY SPEAKE-R: Order! I understand that the Leader of the National Party
initiated this discussion and I suggest that he get back to the motion, because it would be to
everyone's benefit.

Mrs Watkins: You must be angry because it's Thiursday afternoon.
Mr COWAN: I am angry because it seems that the Government is dismissing this whole
motion as unnecessary, but is going ahead with it anyway because it thinks it might provide
some political gains.
Mr Clairko: To dampen down the fire.
Mr COWAN: That is right, and that should not be happening. There are serious
implications in the capacity of a person like Robin Greenburg to have access to WIRE and to
gain the confidence of WIRE and the Minister to the extent that that person established
exclusive rights to the financial services being brought to the attention of WIRE, and for
which WIRE had a need to make a referral. It is one thing for a member of WIRE to suggest
that this person is the best person to do the job; it is another for that person to be accepted
without all the checks and balances that would normally be applied in the Public Service.
All I said was that Ministers have merely complied with that and probably encouraged that. I
said that the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs would probably have been in a position to do
that because of her previous involvement in encouraging that system. That is what I said and
if the Minister for Transport wants me to repeat it outside I will.
Mrs Beggs: Don't you forget what you saidL It will be on the Mansard record.
Mr COWAN: I have not forgotten what I said.
Mrs Beggs: You made a totally different comment. You should read the Mansard.
Mr COWAN: I do not have to read Mansard; I know what I said.
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COWAN: I do not want to delay the House, but I repeat that a number of comments have
been made during this debate which indicate that the Opposition parties are supporting this
motion. That is correct. The Opposition is taking up this issue because it believes it can do
the Government some damage. That is probably true. The Opposition would like to do as
much damage as possible. In fact, it would like to be able to show up the Government for
what it is; in the words of the Prime Minister, a fraud. However, the truth is that chat is not
the only reason or the most important reason. The most important reason is that the entire
Public Service in Western Australia has, over a period of time, been totally politicised to the
extent that the checks and balances that public servants are supposed to provide to their
Ministers no longer exist. If the Omnbudsnman can identify that fact and show how it
happened, what we have been saying about this Government will be -

Mrs Beggs: What will you say if he does not say that?
Mr COWAN: I am sure he will.
Mrs Beggs: If his report does not suit your expectations will you once again criticise the
report, as you have often done with reports when they have not suited your political
expectations?
Mr COWAN: Can the Minister for Transport name the last time I criticised a report?
Mrs Beggs: I am talking about the Opposition generally; I am not talking about you
personally.
Mr COWAN: I amn convinced that the Ombudsman will find enough evidence to show that
Ministers of the Crown, including the Premier, the Minister assisting the Premier and the
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs, did not exercise the diligence they could have in this case.
His report will also show that the responsibilities of the Public Service, WIRE and other
people were not diligently exercised. It has already been shown that the time Jag between the
first expressions of concern about what was happening and the decision to cake some action
will demonstrate that to be the case.
The one problem I have with this motion is that it deals only with the Public Service
Commission's report It should have been broader than that. However, I recognise that,
because it is being referred to an officer of this Parliament, perhaps the terms of reference
provided in this motion are appropriate. It would have been more appropriate had the inquiry
been more broad ranging and public. In that instance there would be a greater capacity for
this matter to be cleared from the books, because at the moment it is like every other issue
which has not yet been cleared - and I refer particularly to WA Inc: It will come back to
haunt the Premier, and I guarantee that we will use it time and time again to show the
Premier that she is not above all the things that have happened in the past because she was a
member of the Labor Party and of the Cabinet that was responsible for all that financial
mismanagement and politicisation of the public sector.
MR WIESE (Wagin) [4.21 pm]: I support the motion before the House. Many questions
need to be answered about this matter. However, I do not believe that this inquiry by the
Ombudsman will satisfy the people of Western Australia. Before I give the House the reason
for that statement, I must say that it is at least a step towards ensuring that there is some
investigation into this matter. There is absolutely no doubt that the people of Western
Australia are not satisfied that they have been told exactly what happened. They have grave
reservations about what was the role of the Government. I do not believe that the ternms of
reference of the inquiry to be conducted by the Ombudsman are sufficiently wide to allow
the following questions to be answered: How did Robin Greenburg get a job as an employee
of this Government in the first place? Why were inquiries not made into her background?
How did she move from being employed as a social worker to being in business as a
financial adviser? How did she ever get a financial dealer's licence? That must be one of the
most pertinent questions in the whole issue, and the people of Western Australia deserve an
answer. I believe that a financial dealer's licence must be issued and approved by the
Corporate Affairs Department. Did any Government Ministers support, either verbally or in
writing, an application from Robin Greenburg for a financial dealer's licence? Unless those
questions are answered publicly, the people of Western Australia will always have doubts
about whether we have got to the bottom of this issue and about the Government's role in
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this issue. In saying that I have reservations about the Ombudsman's carrying out this
inquiry, I have no intention of denigrating the ability of the Ombudsman or the position that
he holds. This matter needs to be investigated and brought into the public arena, yet the only
way that the Ombudsman can conduct his inquiries is in private. The Parliamentary
Commissioner Act states specifically in section 19(2) that -

Every investigation by the Commissioner under this Act shall be conducted in
private.

The fact that this inquiry will be conducted by the Ombudsman and will, therefore, be
conducted in private, will always leave open to question by the general public whether it was
an open inquiry and whether all the information was revealed. The Ombudsman Will be in
an unenviable position in conducting an inquiry of this nature. The Act contains two or three
pages of detail in respect of how the Ombudsman may conduct investigations. Section 19(4)
states -

If, at any time during the course of an investigation, it appears to the Commissioner
that there may be grounds for making a report on that investigation that may affect or
concern any government department or authority to which this Act applies he shall,
before making that report, afford to the principal officer thereof an opportunity to
comment on the subject matter of the investigation.

Section 19(5) states -
The Commissioner may, at any time during or after an investigation, consult any
Minister of die Crown who is concerned in the subject matter of the investigation.

Section 19(6) states that if the Ombudsman comes across a situation where he may report
upon matters which reflect upon a department or Minister, he shall consult that Minister
before forming a final opinion. That is perfectly acceptable, and should be the case, but it
puts the Ombudsman in a tricky situation, to say the least, when he prepares and submits his
report to dhe Parliament, because if he believes that there has been anything untoward, he
must consult the Minister who was involved
Section 19(7) states -

If, during or after an investigation, the Commissioner is of the opinion that there is
evidence of any breach of duty or misconduct on the part of any member, officer, or
employee of any government department or authority to which this Act applies -

(a) he shall report that matter to the principal officer thereof;, and
(b) he shall furnish a copy of the report to the Minister charged with the

administration of that department or the enactment by which the
authority is constituted.

Once again, the Ombudsman will face a very long consultative process before he can finalise
his report. The Ombudsman cannot seek any of the details of Cabinet proceedings because
section 22(1) of the Parliamentary Commissioner Act provides that -

A person shall not be required or authorized by virtue of this Act -

(a) to furnish any information or answer any question relating to
proceedings of Cabinet or of any committee of Cabinet; or

(b) to produce or inspect so much of any document as relates to any such
proceedings.

The Ombudsman will conduct an inquiry into a matter that has been hanging over the State
and over the Government for something like two years - perhaps three if we point to when
the matter was first flagged. It has undoubtedly been the subject of discussions and decisions
of Cabinet and the Ombudsman is expected to make an inquiry without access to one of the
major sources of information - the proceedings of the Cabinet.
We went through the same procedural motions in this place 12 months ago when the Royal
Commission was set up. We faced the same problems and made the same decisions to allow
the Royal Commission to have access to all that type of information. We did that because
the Government was totally committed - so we were told - to complete accountability. As
part of ensuring that accountability we changed the Royal Commissions Act so that the
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commissioners had access to all papers and information, and appearances by Cabinet
members. We are about to ask the Ombudsman to carry out an inquiry of a similar sensitive
nature, and of similar concern to the people of Western Australia. It is obviously of concern
to the Government because the Government brought this motion to the House, not the
Opposition. The Ombudsman will undertake his inquiry with his hands half tied behind his
back.
I have expressed my personal opinion, not that of the National Party. While it is good to
have an inquiry of this nature with the Ombudsman carrying out his dudies, that will not
satisfy the people of Western Australia because the Ombudsman will not be in a position to
carry out his inquiry in an appropriate manner. The Ombudsman will be put in the
unenviable position of taking his findings before the chief executive officers of the
departments concerned, and the Ministers concerned, before he can report. That will lead to
a lingering doubt in the minds of a great number of people in this State that the Ombudsman
has not been able to carry out his investigation in the appropriate manner. The fact that he
will not have access to the proceedings of Cabinet or its committees will deny him free
access to all information. That information should be available to him, so the inquiry will be
flawed before it starts. I sympathise with the Ombudsman for the position in which he has
been placed by the Government.
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [4.35 pm]: I am conscious of the time, and the
need particularly for some country members to return to their constituencies. I will not speak
for long in reply to the debate today except to make a few points: Firstly, the inquiry can
look very clearly at what has occurred in relation to the report. The Ombudsman is a fair and
reasonable assessor of that. He can examine the extent to which members of the Public
Service were influenced by their beliefs about the views or behaviour of ministers. That
should be an end to the matter. It is interesting that the Leader of the National Party wanted
to prejudge the outcome of the report, yet I was conscious in discussion earlier that there was
criticism of the Minister assisting because of what she appeared to have done in relation to
the Public Service Commission report. Members cannot have their cake and eat it too. If
they want to be critical of a Minister for that reason it is not reasonable for members to seek
to prejudge the outcome of the report. It may be politically convenient to do so but it is not
fair.
We need to see as a result of the process an agreement by all parties that once this matter is
concluded, that will be the end of the matter and appropriate action should be taken,
depending on the outcome of the report. I know members opposite are very keen to make
mileage out of this. The member who has just spoken wants us to believe that the people of
Western Australia are in concurrence with the Opposition when it attempts to say that
Ministers particularly have influenced the outcome of the report. I have given very clear
argument earlier today why that is not so; firstly, because there is no reason, no Motivation at
all on the part of the Minister, to seek to protect public servants who may have done the
wrong thing, or to seek to protect the volunteers within the Public Service who may have
done the wrong thing. There is no motivation at all to do that. Secondly, I said very clearly
that the Ministers involved in this area have sought to ensure two things: Firstly, that WIRE,
as a service, has provided for the women of Western Australia opportunities that they would
otherwise have been denied, opportunities for information, opportunities particularly for
legal assistance, and for dealing with matters of grave concern to them; opportunities that
have been ignored by the Opposition, even in debate today. There seems to be a view among
members opposite that it is fair and reasonable - and the Leader of the National Party said
this, as other members implied - to criticise a Minister on the grounds that he or she - and in
this case, she; and it is not without accident that the criticism has a bit of that flavour - has
taken action to ensure that a report is competently produced. That is what I did in relation to
the Public Service Commission. I sought advice from the Public Service Commissioner
when same of the information about political interference came to the fore. It is clearly the
case that he takes responsibility for the editing out of references to Mrs Hallahan, for
instance, in an earlier report. He said clearly that the documents that were tendered, quite
openly, to the Legislative Council committee are being quoted as a draft and final report.
The commissioner says clearly that many more rough drafts existed internally prior to this.
Changes were made progressively to them as information came to hand. That is die way that
most people proceed. They put the information together, they make preliminary drafts.
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They amend diem; they improve them, and finally, if they are satisfied with the document,
that becomes the final.
Mr Macinnon: Which one did you see?
Dr LAWRENCE: I am not sure which of the drafts I saw. I can tell the Leader of the
Opposition that I did not look at it in detail -
Mr Macinnon: You are good? The Premier saw so many that she did not know which one.
Dr LAWRENCE: - precisely because I did not want to endorse a report or even begin to
examine a report when in providing it the Public Service Commissioner said to me, "I have
to say to you that this falls short of a complete inquiry." The moment he said that to me, I
said, "Don't give me a report that falls short of a complete inquiry. Go away" -

Mr Macnnon: You said in the Mansard that you had studied the report.
Dr LAWRENCE: I did look at the report. I will come to this because I think it is important.
The Public Service Commissioner said to me that he had not had time to complete his
inquiries in the time available. What is the obvious response to that? It is, "Go away and do
it", which he readily did.
Mr Macnnon: What did you change between document A and document B?
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Dr LAWRENCE: This is becoming a habit of the Leader of the Opposition. He will now
pop up in another place and refer to the disgraceful standards in the Parliament. His standard
is to shout everybody down because he knows he cannot win his argument. He thumps the
table, raises his voice and interjects over members and consistently attempts to intrrupt
reasonable debate in this place. If members become impatient with him, they should not be
blamed.
The report to me from the Public Service Commissioner stated that references to Minister
Hallaban were edited out because they were irrelevant and did not alter the substance of the
report at page 18. In other words, he takes responsibility for doing that. He did not do it on
instruction from anybody. The only instruction that I or any other Minister gave the Public
Service Commissioner was to get the report right. If it is not right and if it is deficient in
some respects, that conclusion will be drawn by the Ombudsman. If members believe they
were being influenced, char will also be open for the Ombudsman to rind our. I am delighted
that the House wili support this motion because it means that members cannot now withdraw
from the conclusions that the Ombudsman will make, whether they satisfy them or no.
Equally, they may not satisfy me. I do not attempt to pre-empt them. However, I can say
that no Minister attempted to influence the content of that report. The Public Service
Commissioner has indicated clearly that he takes responsibility for the content of the report,
as do his officers. The only direction that was ever given to him and thereby to his officers
was that the report should be concluded and that conclusion should be comprehensive and
cover all those witnesses who wanted to make recommendations. That is the beginning and
the end of it.
Question put and passed.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE - SPECIAL
On motion by Mr Ripper (Minister for Community Services), resolved -

That the House at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 28 April at 2.00 pm.
House adjourned a: 4.43 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

HOMESWEST - RENTAL WAITING LIST, 1983-92
25. Mr CJ. BARNETT to the Minister for Housing:

(1) What was the total number of applications on the Homeswest waiting list for
rental accommodation as at 30 June for each of the years -

(a) 1983;
(b) 1984;
(c) 1985;
(d) 1986;
(e) 1987;
(f) 1988;
(g) 1989;
(h) 1990;
(i) 1991?

(2) What is the total number of applications
list for rental accommodation?

currently on the Homeawest waiting

(3) What is the total number of applications currently on the Homeswest waiting
list for rental accommodation for each of the Homeswest regions?

Mr McGINTY replied:
(1) (a) 8243.

(b) 10326
(c) 8 543
(d) 11190
(e) 13485
(f) 13 173
(g)
(h)

15 552
15 143

(i) 17 784
(2) As at 8 April 1992 -13 023.
(3) As at 8 April 1992 - 13 023.

Homeswest Regions
North Metropolitan - Mirrabooka
South West Metropolitan - Fremantle
South East Metropolitan - Cannington
Southern - Albany
South Western - Hunbwry
Central - Merredin
North Central - Geraldton
North Western - South Hedland
STATE

Rental Waiting List
4442
3 082
2570

353
686
323
497

1 070
13023

HOMESWEST - SMITH, RON OR SMITH CORPORATION
Merriwa Land Possession

28. Mr C.J. BARNETT to the Minister for Housing:
(1) Did Mr Ron Smith or the Smith Corporation secure land for approximately

300 residential blocks from Homeawest at or in the vicinity of Merriwa. which
is adacent to Mindarie?
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(2) Has Homeswest received full payment for this land?
(3) If not, does Horneswest have secure tidle to this land?
(4) (a) If not, is there an outstanding liability to the R & I Bank of Western

Aumtrlia Ltd;
(b) if so, how much is the liability?

(5) If not, has Homeswest taken action to resume possession of the land?
Mr MeGINTY replied:
(1) No.
(2)-(5)

Not applicable.
EMPLOYMENT, VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND TRAINING, DEPARTMENT

OF - EXTERNAL STUDIES COLLEGE COURSES 1991-2
198. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister representing the Minister for Educatian:

(1) How many courses were offered by the external studies college of the
Department of Employment, Vocational Education and Training (previously
known as Technical and Further Education) in -

(a) 1991;
(b) 1992?

(2) How many of these courses were filled to capacity in -
(a) 1991;
(b) 1992?

(3) Have advertisements appeared at metropolitan colleges regarding the
availability of subjects or courses through external studies?

Dr GALLOP replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) Approximately half of the courses offered by the TAFF. External
Studies College - TESC - are fully available in t external mode. The
rest comprise parts of courses only -
(a) fully available - 62

partially available - 61
(b) fully available - 58

partially available - 54
(2) (a)-(b)

Courses provided by the ThSC do not technically have a
maximum capacity. The college exercises some flexibility in
meeting demand in excess of that which is planned for, by
redirecting resources from areas with lower than expected
demand, or by placing candidates on waiting lists until students
complete the course.

(3) All TAPE colleges are provide with information on subjects and
courses available through the TESC. College staff, who assist with
student enrolments. advise students about the external study mode
option in cases where a student cannot be accommodated at the
college.

WINDPOWER - ESPERANCE GRID
Power Production Percentage - Targets

287. Mr COURT to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:
(1) When was windpower first fed into the grid at Esperance?
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(2) What has been the percentage of power produced by wind on an annual basis
since it was introduced?

(3) (a) What were the original targets to be achieved-,
(b) what ame the current targets set for windpower?

Dr GALLOP replied:
(1) The Esperance windfarmn comprising 6 x 60 kW - 360kW - wind generators

was commissioned in April 1987.
(2) 1.5 per cent to two per cent of the power supplied in Esperance.
(3) (a) The original target was that annual utilisation of the 360 kW system

would be 30 per cent.
(b) There ame no current overall targets set for windpower. However,

tender documents for a new 2.5 MW Esperance windfaxm, will be
issued shortly with a target capacity for that station of 36 per cent.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - PREMIER; TREASURtER,
MINISTER FOR THE FAMILY; WOMEN'S INTERESTS

Powers to Enter Private Homes with no Warrant or Court Order
299. Mr NICHOLLS to the Premier, Treasurer, Minister for the Family; Women's

Interests:
(1) (a) Which departments or agencies administered under Statutes for which

the Premier has Ministerial responsibility, have the right to enter a
person's home without a wan-ant or court order

(b) which Act(s) provide this right?
(2) How many times have these powers been used in the previous 12 months?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1)-(2)

I am aware that this question has been asked of every Minister and am not
prepared to direct my department or ocher departments and agencies to divert
scare resources to the considerable research required to answer this question.
If the member has a concern about a particular matter it should be addressed
to the relevant Minister.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - MINISTER FOR FUEL;
MICROECONOMIC REFORM; PARUJAMENTARY AND ELECTORAL REFORM

Powers to Enter Private Homes with no Warrant or Court Order
304. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister for Fuel and Energy; Microeconomic Reform;

Parliamentary and Electoral Reform :
(1) (a) Which departments or agencies administered under Statutes for which

the Minister has Ministerial responsibility, have the right to enter a
person's home without a warrant or court order,

(b) which Act(s) provide this right?
(2) How many times have these powers been used in the previous 12 months?
Dr GALLOP replied:

Please see Premier's response to question No 299.
GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - MINISTER FOR

PRODUCTIVITY AND LABOUR RELATIONS; CONSUMER AFFAIRS
Powers to Enter Private Homes with no Warrant or Court Order

305. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations; Consumer
Affairs :
(1) (a) Which departments or agencies administered under Statutes for which

the Minister has Ministerial responsibility, have the right to enter a
person's home without a warrant or court order
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(b) which Act(s) provide this right?
(2) H-ow many times have these powers been used in the previous 12 months?
Mrs HENDERSON replied:

Please see Premier's response to question No 299.
GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - MINISTER FOR MINES;

FISHERIES; MID-WEST
Powers to Enter Private Homes with no Warrant or Court Order

306. Mr NICHOLLS to the Mlinister' for Mines; Fisheries; Mid-West:
(1) (a) 'Which departments or agencies administered under Statutes for which

the Minister has Ministerial responsibility, have the right to enter a
person's home without a warrant or court order,

(b) which Act(s) provide this right?
(2) How many times have these powers been used in the previous 12 months?
Mr GORDON HILL replied:

Please see Premier's response to question No 299.
GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - MINISTER FOR

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS; MULTICULTURAL AND ETHNIC AFFAIRS; SENIORS
Powers to Enter Private Homes with no Warrant or Court Order

310. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs; Multicultural and Ethnic
Affairs; Seniors:
(1) (a) Which departments or agencies administered under Statutes for which

the Minister has Ministerial responsibility, have the right to enter a
person's home without a wan-ant or court order,

(b) which Act(s) provide this right?
(2) How many times have these powers been used in the previous 12 months?
Dr WATSON replied:

Please see Premier's response to question No 299.
GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - A17ORNEY GENERAL;

MINISTER FOR CORRECTIVE SERVICES
Powers to Enter Private Homes with no Warrant or Court Order

312. Mr NICHOLLS to the Mnister representing the Attorney General; Minister far
Corrective Services :
(1) (a) Which departments or agencies administered under Statutes for which

the M[inister has Ministerial responsibility, have the right to enter a
person's home without a warrant or court order,

(b) which Act(s) provide this right?
(2) How many times have these powers been used in the previous 12 months?
Mr D.L. SMITH replied:

Please see Premier's response to question No 299.
FAMILY PLANNING ASSOCIATIONS OF WA (INC) - A CO-ORDINA TED

COMMUNITY APPROACH TO PROMOTING ADOLESCENT SEXUAL HEALTH
PROJECT

Submission Tabling
33 1. Mr McNEE to the inister for Health:

With reference to question 2214 of 1991, would the Moinister table the detailed
submission/s ftom the Family Planning Association of Western Australia to
the Western Australian Health Promotion Foundation for the project A Co-
ordinated Community Approach to Promoting Adolescent Sexual Health
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which resulted in a grant of $136 000 of taxpayers' funds and was briefly
outlined in the 1990-91 Healthway Annual Report, page 44?

Mr WILSON replied:
The member's interest in obtaining access to the Family Planning Association
submission should be directed to the Family Planning Association or the
Health Promotion Foundation.

EDGELLS WORKING PARTY - POTATO INDUSTRY INQUIRY
Completion Date; Membership; Recommendations

349. Mr WATT to the Minister assisting the Minister for Stat Development:
(1) Has the Committee known as the "Edgells Working Party" completed its

investigations into aspects of the potato industry?
(2) Who were the members of the Committee and what organisations did they

represent?
(3) Has the Minister yet received the Committee's findings and

recommendations?
(4) If so, what are the principal recommendations?
(5) If he has received the report, but will not make the details public at present,

when will they be made public?
Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1)-(5)

Please see answer to question No 225, as provided by the Minister for State
Development.

ADVANCE WESTERN AUSTRALIA FAIR - GOVERNMENT FUNDING
Departmental Responsibility; Commercial Contractors Selection Basis; Representations

Reporting Mechanism
390. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:

(1) How much has the Government budgeted to cover the costs of the Advance
Western Australia Fair which is to be held 15 - 17 May, 1992?

(2) Which Government department is organising the Fair?
(3) On what basis have commercial contractors such as those providing food for

the event been selected or engaged?
(4) What is the mechanism through which any representations to Government

from this Fair will be reported?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) At this stage a budgeted amount of $550 000 has been allocated through the

Western Australian Family Foundation. This figure is likely to be reduced as
more sponsors are keen to join the Advance Western Australia Fair.

(2) The Office of the Family.
(3) A consultant has been engaged to facilitate the selection of suitable

contractors such as for the provision of food, security, etc. Quotes were
obtained and a selection was based upon the adequacy of the quote and
previous known performance at similar conferences.

(4) The Advance Western Australia Fair will bring to a conclusion a process set
in train in October 1990 when I launched the Community and Family
Commission chaired by Mrs Ruth Reid. At that time I said that a conference
would be held to provide information to the people of WA on the outcome of
the consultations. The Advance Western Australia Fair will inform people of
the issues raised and offer a response. That response will come in a number
of forms and will be provided largely by the functional departments
concerned with those issues. In a sense, the reporting will be to the people
and will draw to an end one phase of my commitment. At the same time the
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fair will address issues - some for the first time - and so generate some public
debate on issues raised by the consultation process. These matters will be
reported by the Office of the Family to me. The form of this report is the
subject of discussions.
I must say that this fair represents a challenging opportunity for the
Government, and indeed all members of Parliament - to show an affinity with
the participation and democratic processes to be modelled in May. I urge all
members to go along - to participate in the sessions, to have their say in the
soap-box and to meet the citizens of this State on equal footing as they discuss
a range of key topics. Government has said we will listen and this fair
demonstrates just one more way that we are open to views of the people.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

NECROPHILIA - PREMIER'S REFERENCE TO OPPOSITION MEMBERS
Reconciliation

77. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:
How does the Premier reconcile her reference in this morning's debate to
necrophilia in relation to Opposition members of Parliament in that -
(a) such language conveys images that fill all Western Australians with

revulsion; and
(b) use of such language by the Premier demeans her office and

contradicts her own cause for members of Parliament to maintain high
standards of debate?

Mr Pearce: It is better than using the term "lies, lies, lies" as your former Deputy
Leader of the Opposition did all mowning.

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
I ami franidy -

Point of Order
Mr LEWIS: The Leader of the House implied that the former Deputy Leader of the

Opposition bad been telling lies ali morning.
Mr PEARCE: I said quite clearly that the term is better than the term "lies, lies, lies"

which the member for Nedlands - the former Deputy Leader of the
Opposition - had been using al morning. Although you, Mr Speaker, were
not in the House I advise that I let it go on four or five occasions and finally
sought withdrawn]. Thbe member for Nedlands then withdrew a term that he
had been using all morning. I did not accuse the member for Nedlands - the
former Deputy Leader of the Opposition - of willing lies. I simply drew the
attention of the House to the fact that he had been using the term himself all
morning.

The SPEAKER: It is unparliamentary in this place to refer to any other person in this
place as a liar or to say that he or she is telling lies. Everybody knows that
but, having said that, I have on occasions, depending on the flavour of debate,
allowed the word to slip by. On this occasion the Leader of the House has
drawn the attention of the House to somebody having used the word- He has
not indicated that chat person is telling lies or is a liar and, therefore, I cannot
ask him to withdraw and I will not do so. However, having said that, I advise
members that it is better not to use the word at all. We are all reasonably
intelligent people and I think members can find alternative words to use.

Questions without No tice Resumed
Dr LAWRZENCE: I am amazed at the thin skin of the Opposition, as shown in the

debate this morning. As the Leader of the House has indicated, members on
this side of the House sit and cop it during most debates, whether or not the
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comments are relevant to the matter in question. I drew the attention of the
House this morning by the use of a colourful metaphor and for members
opposite -

Several members inteijected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I draw the attention of members of the Opposition to my

comments earlier this week. On Tuesday question time was dreadful. I had a
mind to cut Wednesday's question time short, but behaviour was so good on
that day that not only was it extended, but also theme were very many more
questions and answers than normal. The choice is one for members to make:
Continue to interject like that and question time will cease immediately, or
stop interjecting in that manner and we will have a lot more progress in
question time.

Dr LAWRENCE: Members must understand the distinction between an allegation
about the particular behaviour of a member or members and the use of a
metaphor. I hope members opposite understand what a metaphor is and do
not have to go rushing away to look at their dictionaries in order to discover
the meaning of the word. I would think enough members attended secondary
school or even primary school to understand a metaphor. In my metaphor,
which is something frankly members should understand, I was drawing
attention and will continue drawing attention to the fact that the Opposition as
a matter of policy lives in the past, looks over its shoulder, and constantly tries
to revisit matters that have already been dealt with. That is a function of a
metaphor, to draw attention by use of a simple phrase such as that, which has
a concrete meaning, to behaviour that resembles it. That is frankly what I was
doing and it is quite proper to use language of that kind in a colourful way. I
will acknowledge colourful language but the criticism implied in the language
is directed to the general behaviour of members of the Opposition.

Mr Macinnon intrjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: I can see what the Leader of the Opposition is trying to do. He has

watched what may have happened in Federal Parliament on occasions, but if
he wants to look at the balance of insults in this place which are not
metaphorical but direct they come from the Opposition benches.

Government members: Hear, hear!
BY-ELECTIONS - ASHBUJRTON

Complaints About Cam~paign Activities
78. Mr LEAHY to the Premier:

Has there been any complaint about campaign activities in the Ashburton by-
election?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
The only complaints I am aware of have come from the Opposition and I am
not aware of any formal complaints having been lodged despite the fact that in
the 24 hours or so following the Ashburton by-election - a result which the
Labor Party was thrilled about, and we now have a new member in this
House - the Leader of the Opposition was trying to divert attention from the
fact that he had suffered as leader the most catastrophic defeat in this State.
The Opposition may wish for obvious reasons not to focus on that, but I
would think that members opposite would do well to examine their
performance in that by-election and to ask whether they can live with that
result. The Leader of the Opposition tried to suggest that the Labor Party had
conducted dirty tricks. What do they amount to? He has said that allowing
people to vote, encouraging them to vote, enrolling them and assisting them to
get to the polling booth is adirtyutick. As far aslIamconcerned the
enfranchisement of people in this State regardless of colour, race, age or status
is an important part of any democracy. The second complaint the Leader of
the Opposition made was in relation to the goods and services tax, that
somehow the Government misrepresented the GST.

1205



1206 [ASSEMBLY)

Mr Clarko: It did.
Dr LAWRENCE: If members opposite believed that, it was their cask to draw

attention to that in the electorate.
Mr Lewis: So I can tell all die fibs in the world and it does not matter?
Dr LAWRENCE: If the members of the Opposition believed that to be the case it

was up to them to run a campaign to show why they believed the Government
was wrong.
That point has been taken up in a place which is fairly remote from here. The
Opposition should not complain about die Labor Party's selling its own
policies, and the fact that others have drawn attention to it. The editorial
writer in the Sydney Morning Herald noticed the extremely poor performance
of the Opposition and its inability to sell the goods and services tax package.
He described the performance of the Leader of the Opposition as lacklust
and made the following observation -

.. Labor survived the by-election because it based its attack on
Liberal policies on "falsehoods". But why wasn't he promoting the
Liberal Parry policy so effectively that it couldn't be undermined by
what the Labor Party said?

That is a good question by the leading writer of the Sydney Morning Herald
and one which Opposition members should ask themselves. Can they afford
to have a policy which cannot be sold and which no-one can sell, particularly
die Leader of the Opposition?

RAILWAYS - ELECTRIFICATION
Promotions and Advertising Costs

79. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Transport:
(1) Can the Minister advise the House the estimated cost of weekend promotions

and associated advertising concerning the electrification of the metropolitan
rail system?

(2) Which Government department or agency will bear the cost?
(3) Why was it necessary to advertise this apparently momentous occasion in at

least three different sections of today's issue of The West Australian?
(4) Does she consider that a half-page advertisement - estimated to have cost

more than $3 000 - in which Transperth thanks another Government authoity
namely Westrail, for its role in the electrification is a responsible use of
taxpayers' money?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
(U-(4)

Does the Government not get under the Opposition's nose? When the
Opposition was in Government it had no transport policy and closed railways.
It still has no policy.

Mr Peare: Its policy is Jet people walk.
Mr Lewis: Do you have a policy?
Mrs BEGGS: Yes, the Government has a very good policy; it is there for everyone to

see and includes extension of the northern suburbs railway line, building a bus
port -

Point of Order
Mr COWAN: I asked a question and I would like it answered. I do not think the

answer is in die justification of the northern electric railway.
Mr Pearce: If you ask a silly question, you cannot be too choosy about the answer.
The SPEAKER: Order! Firstly, before the Leader of the National Party made the

point of order I was coming very close to making a decision that it would be
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the last question answered today. However, I have now changed my mind and
ask once more for cooperation. Secondly, the Leader of the House is no
longer the Minister for Transport and the Minister for Transport should be
allowed to answer the question for herself. Thirdly, the Leader of the
National Party may well have a point of view, but I chink the point has been
made.

Questions without Notice Resumed
Mrs BECGGS: I take the point. This is a momentous occasion. The promotion

associated with it is warranted.
Mr Cowan:- Who is paying for it?
Mrs BEGGS: It is a cost against the electrification, as I understand it. I will provide

the details if the Leader of the National Party wants them. I do not know the
exact cost I have been very supportive of the promotion of the total railway
electrification, just as I am for any promotion which encourages people to use
public transport.

Mr Cowan: Does it mean that other Government agencies will take half a page in a
newspaper to say. "Good on you"? Is that a responsible use of taxpayers'
money?

Mrs BEGGS: We could argue about the merits of chat if the Leader of the National
Party likes. It is important to recognise that the electrification has been a
major transport program and has been supported totally by the community. It
is an example of how the private sector and Government can work very
closely together to ensure that a project is carried out efficiently and within
budget The community can point to the project as an example of visionary
planning for the metropolitan area. The more publicity and opportunity there
is for the public to become involved in it, the better it will be. The people of
Western Australia, particularly those in the metropolitan area, will come out
in droves on Saturday because they are excited about the project and they will
congratulate the Government for its foresight.
WALKERS-ASEA - COUNTERTRADE COMMITMAENT

Electric Railcar Contract - Current Position
80. Mr TROY to the Minister assisting the Minister for State Development:

I refer to the Minister's announcement this week about countertrade
performance and Saturday's planned official opening of the electrification of
Perth's railway. Would the Minister outline the current position of
countentrade commitments which formed part of Walkers-Asea successfully
securing the contract of supply for the 21 x 2 car EMU sets for the suburban
rail system?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:
I will need time to obtain the information to answer that question. Companies
have counterirade commitments in Western Australia or obligations to the
State totallig in the order of $192 million. I cannot specifically say what is
the commitment for this project but I will be happy to obtain that information
and provide it to the member.

WOMEN'S INFORMATION AND REFERRAL EXCHANGE - LEGAL REFERRALS
WITHDRAWAL

81. Dr CONSTABLE to the Premier
My question relates to a report in The West Australian of 25 March 1992 in
which the Premier is reported as stating that WIRE would not offer legal
referrals as long as it remains a Government agency.
(1) Does the Premier agree that, since 60 per cent of all inquiries to WIRE

are legal matters, this is a major area of concern to women?
(2) That being the case, why has she withdrawn legal referrals from the

activities of WIRE?

1207



1208 [ASSEMBLY]

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

Given the allegations which have been made about that organisation and the
possibility that other Government departments and agencies, including WIRE,
may be in a position in future that has in this case been applied to WIR, ir is
important that we examine the extent to which they are exposed to
unnecessary risk. They are exposed to unnecessary risk as long as legal and
financial advice or referral is given. For that reason, and until we conclude an
examination into the matter, ir is imperative, not only for WIRE but also for
other agencies and organisations, to examine, firstly, the extent to which they
use volunteers and, secondly, the extent to which they are, in principle,
exposed to risk in the interests of the taxpayer. That is the most prudent
course of action and the Government will be examining alternative means of
providing those people who need it with appropriate and inexpensive legal
advice.

ABORIGINES - INITATION RIES
United Nations Declaretion on the Rights of the Child Article 24

82. Mr GRAYDEN to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:
(1) Is the Minister aware of article 24 of the United Nations Declaration on the

Rights of the Child, which states that parties shall take all effective and
appropriate measures with a view to abolishing traditional practices
prejudicial to the health of children, and article 37, which states that no child
shall be subjected to torture or other inhumane or degrading treatment or
punishment?

(2) If so, how does she reconcile these conventions with her support for the
barbaric initiation mutilations which are being performed on Aboriginal
children throughout Western Australia?

Dr WATSON replied:
(1)-(2)

[ have answered this before in a variety of ways and in a variety of forums. I
know the member is concerned about this matter, but he is not asking the right
questions in the right ways. His concerns are about health. Aboriginal people
have survived perfectly well for well over 40 000 years in Australia using
traditional practices. In fact, we can relate their poor health today to what has
happened in the past 200 years. Use of the United Nations convention on
indigenous people is the way in which Governments ensure that their policies
are in tune with international thought on these conventions. This is a sensitive
issue and a practice that the member for South Perth, members opposite and I
can speak on with little authority because we are not initiated Aboriginal
people.
FIGHTEACK PACKAGE - $5 BILLION HOLE REPORTS

83. Mr CATANIA to the Premier
Is the Premier aware of reports of a $5 billion hole in the Opposition's
Fightback package?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
I am aware of the recent debate on this matter in this place, including remarks
made by members of the National Party and those with country constituencies
suggesting that part of the Fightback package will provide a substantial break
to farmers in particular and to rural people generally because of the reduction
in Commonwealth fuel excise charges it would bring about. It needs to be said
that if one looks at the total package that statement can be described as a hoax.
I cfraw the attention of member to an article which appeared in The Western
Farmer, which is not noted for its support of the Labor Government's
policies, and which was written by David Kelly under the heading "THE
GREAT GST fuel price furphies". Mr Kelly very carefully goes through a set

1208



[Thursday, 9 April 1992] 10

of arguments which outline precisely what would happen in the event of a
GST being implemented and fuel excise being abolished.
It is important for country people to understand - and clearly they did in
Ashburton - that there is a severe warning for most people contained in that
package. Federal Treasury analysis shows clearly that 60 per cent of farmers
would be worse off. That is a message that responsible members of the
National Parry in particular should take to their constituents. The Western
Farmer article goes through the key issues and furphies in the GST package
and states -

The problem remains with the Coalition's approach to roads that we
don't know what we would be getting, nor exactly where the money
would finally come from.

The problem is that it leaves a shortfall in funding. If that $5 billion fuel
excise tariff is removed road funding will be short by $1.75 billion. That is a
minimal estimate. Consolidated revenue would be down as well. Thai is an
extraordinary outcome. Therefore, where will road funds come from? That is
something on which the national Leader of the Opposition has clearly slipped
up a number of imes. He keeps waving vaguely in the direction of charges
that may be applied at some later date. The rub is, if this were to be applied
courtesy of the Fightback packages, senior and junior, it would result in a
$1.75 billion deficiency in road funding in this country.
The Leader of the National Party, in particular, seeks to draw attention to the
fact that we do not spend enough on roads at present If this package were
implemented, the situation would be far worse. I urge members to read this
article in The Western Farmer as it is an important analysis of the situation. It
continues later -

..we will end up subsidising roads as well as other government
expenditure: from our food taxes.

Which does not make a lot of sense -

That might be a change from subsidising government expenditure
from our road taxes - but it's not progress.

I agree.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - GAS FIRED
POWER STATION

Alternative to Collie Power Station Consideration
84. Mr MINSON to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:

(1) Has the State Energy Commission of Western Australia or the Government
continued to consider the gas fired alternative to the Collie power sdtation?

(2) If yes, what is the projected tariff comparison between SECWA's gas model
and the current Mitsubishi-Transfield proposal?

Dr GALLOP replied:

The Government has made clear on a number of occasions its position on this
subject, as indeed have I. The preferred position of the Government is to have
a coal fired power station, for two important reasons: Firstly, we have
security in relationship to coal and to the delivery of power in this State for a
long time because coal fired power stations can be in operation for a
contracted 30 year period, based on the extensive coal resources that we have
in this State. Secondly, we have available to us the knowledge that that power
can be delivered to us over that period of rime at a good rate for this State.
Therefore, the thinking of this Government is quite clear. We want to make
the coal option work, and we wili work overtime to ensure that that happens.
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GOODS AND SERVICES TAX - BASKET OF GROCERIES
Hewson, Consumer Affairs Ministry and Australian Bureau of Statistics Comparison

85. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for Consumer Affairs:
How do the cements of the basket of groceries surveyed by Dr Hewson
compare with the contents of the basket used by the Western Australian
Mlinistry of Consumer Affairs and the Australian Bureau of Statistics?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:
I am pleased to respond to that question. Some time ago, I brought to the
attention of the House the fact that if we applied a 15 per cent goods and
services tax to the basket of goods that we used in our Price Check survey, we
would get an increase of over 10.1 per cent, and I was intrigued to know how
that would compare with Dr Hewson's basket of goods and his calculation
that the increase would be 4.8 per cent. I was interested recently to get a
complete breakdown of the contents of the basket used by Dr Hewson, and I
thought members might be interested to know that in that basket of goods
Dr Hewson had $22.63 worth of cleaning agents, compared with $5.56 in the
ABS basket of goods. He had $20.89 worth of personal items - deodorants,
toothpaste, and those sorts of things - compared with $4.60 in the ABS basket.
He had $13.32 worth of dog food, compared with $6.22 in the ABS basket.

Mr Mnson: He had a big dog because he had a law and order problem!
Mrs HENDERSON: He may have had a big dog, but the family was obviously

undernourished because when it came to meat, for example, Dr Hewson's
basket had $7.19 worth of meat compared with $37.84 worth of meat in the
ABS basket. Dr Hewson had $1.99 worth of fruit for a family for two weeks,
compared with $9.48 of fruit in the ABS basket. Dr Hewson had $5.64 worth
of vegetables for two weeks, compared with $10.96 in the AB3S basket.
Dr Hewson had $7.79 worth of dairy products - milk, cheese, butter, and so
on - compared with $18.78 in the ABS basket. Dr Hewson had $2.62 for
bread for two weeks for an avenage family, compared with $9.36 in the ABS
basket. Forty per cent of Dr Hewson' s basket comprised cleaning goods. It
may be that the family that Dr Newton surveyed was a very clean family, but
it was suffering from severe malnutrition and from a lack of basic foodstuffs.
If anyone wants to talk about dirty tricks in the OST debate, they ought to talk
about Dr 1-ewson's so-called average family's basket of groceries.

HOSPITALS - COUNTRY
Maternity Wards - 20 Births Per Annum Closure Policy

86. Dr TUJRNBULL to the Minister for Health:
(1) Can the Minister confirm that it is Governmnent policy to close maternity

wards in country hospitals which record less than 20 births per annumn, as has
happened at Boyup Brook?

(2) On what grounds is that policy based?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1)-(2)

I would like to check the details precisely, but I do not think that is
Government policy. I do not think that 20 is the number of births set as the
number considered safe for practitioners to maintain their quality of practice.

Mr Cowan: Who makes that decision?
Mr WILSON: I am about to say. Those requirements are not set by the Health

Department. The requirements to assure that health practitioners -

Mr Cowan: Is that specialists?
Mr WILSON: That is general practitioners and nurses involved in the procedures.

The guidelines are established by the professional colleges. In this case, that
would mostly be the Australian College of Anaesthetists. I am aware of
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debate between that college and bodies such as the department of general
practice at the University of Western Australia and the Rural Doctors
Association. However, they sre disputes between professional bodies whose
advice is sought and normally complied with in respect of the establishment
of safe standards where the application of anacatheties is involved with risky
procedures - and all operational procedures are risky. That is as I understand
it. I would query the limit of 20beds -

Dr Turnbull: What about 30?
Mr WILSON: I would query that number also. I would need to check on that. That

is the basis upon which the standards are set.


