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THE SPEAKER (Mr Barnett) took the Chair at 2.15 pm, and read prayers.

PETITION - PLANNING

Leeman Foreshore - Objection
MRt CRANE (Moore) [2.20 pm]: I have a petition which reads as follows -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned, residents of Leeman and Greenhead object to any construction
or development of the Leeman foreshore which would destroy the environment and
break down the fragile beach area.
Mistakes have already been made in bulldozing an area considerably larger than
originally allocated for sea search and rescue operations. We believe that such
operations could be enhanced by re-siting them on the block which is currently a
boatyard. Such re-siting would still allow visual access to the ocean, would facilitate
better parking, and create less congestion on the sea front, thereby protecting the very
limited beach and foreshore.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 243 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 94.]

PETITION - WORKERS' COMPENSATION ACT
Chiropractors - Signing Incapacity Certificates

MR PARKER (Fremantle - Deputy Premnier) [2.23 pmnj: I have a petition addressed in the
following terms -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned, request that in the interests of injured workers chiropractors be
given the legal right to sign incapacity certificates for patients attending them under
the provisions of the Workers' Compensation Act.
Your petitioners humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest consideration and
your petitioners, as in duty bound, will every pray.

The petition bears 45 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.

[See petition No 95.]
PETITION - GONZALES. ALEX

Whereabouts Determination - Church of Scientology
MR RIPPER (Ascot) [2.24 pm]: I have two related petitions. The first is addressed in the
following terms -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned, citizens of Australia, strongly recommend that the Government



should intervene to determine the whereabouts of Alex Marcello Gonzales who, we
are reasonably informed, has been with the Church of Scientology. His father's
desperate action to secure his son's safety should be reviewed with sympathy and the
humane pardon which it deserves.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 698 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.

(See petition No 96.]

PETITION - CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY

Psychological Practices - Inquiry
MR RIPPER (Ascot) [2.25 Inml: The second petition is couched in the following terms -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of
Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned, respectfully call upon the Hon. J.M. Berinson, Q.C., M.L.C.,
Attorney General, to initiate an investigation over the psychological practices of the
Church of Scientology which has led to the disappearance of l8 year old Alex
Gonzales of Cloverdale.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 591 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 97.]

PETITION - FARM FRESH WHOLESALERS

Relocation - Support

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [2.26 pm]: I have a petition which reads as follows -

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

We the undersigned support the relocation of Farm Fresh Wholesalers to their
proposed site at the corner of Chester Pass Road and Catalina Road, Albany.
We understand that the relocation will provide customers with: -
*New spacious and modem facilities.
*Safer and unrestricted parking.
*Better access to the major road system.
*Convenient shopping just as close to Town Centre.
*Greater employment opportunities.

We register our disappointment at the delay in Town Planning Approval for retailing
at the above site.

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

The petition bears 5 100 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly, and may the town planning Minister take note at his peril.

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

[See petition No 98.]
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SPEAKER'S STATEMENT
Television Cameras - Presence in Chamber

THE SPEAKER (Mr Barnett): Before calling for any more petitions, it has been brought to
my attention chat some members were not informed that television cameras were to be in
operation today. I issued an instruction that everybody in the House should be informed that
cameras would he in operation for only the first 15 minutes of today's sitting. I apologise to
those who were not informed.

PETITION - WORKERS' COMPENSATION ACT
Chiropractors - Signing Incapacity Certificates

MR THOMAS (Welshpool) [2.27 pm]: I wish to present a petition couched in the
following terms -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned, request that in the interests of injured workers chiropractors be
given the legal right to sign incapacity certificates for patients attending them under
the provisions of the Workers' Compensation Act.

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

The petition bears 65 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.

[See petition No 99.]

STANDING ORDERS - SUSPENSION - ROTHWELLS. LTD
Statements - By the Premier

On motion by Mr Pearce (Leader of the House), resolved with an absolute majority -

That Standing Orders be suspended insofar as is necessary -

(a) to enable the Premier to make a statement concerning Rothwells
Limited and to permit debate relating to that statement; and

(b) to enable a motion to be moved without notice in relation to the
Premier's statement.

ROTHWELLS LTD
MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands - Premier) [2.32 pm]: In October last year world
financial markets faced the most serious crisis since 1929. Such was the climate generated by
that crisis that no financial institution could assume that it would not be affected no matter
what its real financial position or strength. That crisis presented the State Government with
the most difficult decision it had faced since taking office. That decision would be made
against the background of a crisis that began in New York on 14 October 1987. On 19
October 1987 the Australian market recorded its biggest one day fall. By the end of the
month an estimated 40 per cent had been wiped off the value of the Australian market. It was
in that context, one of near hysteria and panic, that the State Goverrnment was informed that
one of the nation's biggest merchant banks, Rothwells Ltd, faced a potentially fatal liquidity
crisis. Over a period of days the Government was informed of the details of the crisis facing
Rochwells and of a rescue package involving a number of leading Australians who were
prepared to commnit funds to Rothwells if the State was prepared to provide support in the
form of a guarantee facility.

Mr Hassell: And some of whom have apparently withdrawn their funds.

Mr PETER DOWDING: I know that it is difficult for the member for Cottesloe not to gloat,
but perhaps he could at least hear my statement. It was put to the Government that its
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participation was crucial to the plan because of the confidence it would help restore to the
fragile finiancial environment.

After advice on the position of Rothwells, which was provided by Wardley Australia
Limited - the organisation underwriting the rescue package - and an examination of the
merchant bank's audited accounts, the Government advised that it was prepared to consider
the proposal. The Leader of the Opposition has indicated in many interviews that it was the
hardest political decision he had ever been forced to make. How much harder was the
decision for the Premier of the day and his Government, who did not have the luxury of
simply walking away from it? Clearly, the easiest decision for the Government would have
been to say no, but the consequences of that decision need to be examined. Most deposits at
Rothwells were characteristically short term working capital. They were principally
associated with small businesses for whom an asset or capital freeze arising from a
liquidation would have had a serious impact. It is estimated that that would have placed
about 1 400 jobs at risk. At the time of the crash Rochwells conducted 80 per cent of its
business in Western Australia. It was a lender to some 400 companies. In terms of
employment effects, the collapse of Rothwells would have been felt most severely in Western
Australia: Job losses would have spread widely throughout the community. Rothwells
attracted funds from a wide range of smaller investors across the full spectrum of industry
sectors. They included small engineering firms, transport companies, builders and
manufacturers. It is estimated that the employment losses from those clients could have been
as high as 2 200. Similarly, Rothwells attracted funds from a range of larger corporate
investors, and potential job losses flowing from that sector could have been up to 2 420.
Quite large sums were lodged with the bank by schools, hospitals and welfare groups, and
there could have been a considerable reduction in employment within those groups. There
would have also been consequent downstream effects on services provided by those
organisations, as indicated by multipliers for welfare service industries. The job impact in
that sector was estimated to be 470 in total. A number of local government authorities had
funds invested with Rothwells, and it is estimated that up to 230 jobs could have been at risk.
That would have affected local authority road programs, in particular. The total number of
jobs at risk could have been as high as 7 000. Employment in service clubs and unions would
have contracted by about 150, leading to similar reductions in the short term service and
welfare work provided by those groups. The cost of increased unemployment benefit
payments is difficult to estimate, but there is no doubt that the collapse of Rothwells would
have had a significant impact in this area.

As I said earlier, a noticeable feature of the funds deposited at Rothwells was the range of
investors and the fact that many accounts were relatively small; for example, a breakdown of
investors shows that individuals held more than 90 per cent of accounts in Rothwells. Of the
remainder, churches, charitable groups, local government authorities and other organisations
such as sporting groups were included. A significant number of church based, charitable and
local government organisations held funds with Rothwells. Had the company collapsed
immediately following the 1987 share market crash it is certain that many of those groups
would, out of necessity, have applied to the State Government for funds to continue their
welfare programs as well as to ensure their own existence. There is no doubt that a
considerable proportion of the work carried out by charitable, service and welfare groups
would have, through necessity, fallen to the Government. Similarly, church based schools
and hospitals may have contracted their operations, placing additional demands on the State.
In addition, the inevitable increase in bankruptcies among small investors would have led to
increased demands on Government, welfare and industry assistance schemes. It is estimated
that additional demands on Government funds from those sources could have totalled
$60 million to $70 million. That is a figure which falls within the range of losses that the
Government now expects to incur. Those are the very tangible consequences had Rothwells
been allowed to collapse at that time. The fact is - and this has been identified by financial
observers many times in the past few days - that a liquidation of that magnitude in the
financial sector could also have shaken confidence in other institutions and threatened their
stability. Had that occurred and led to a rnn on other non-bank institutions, it is impossible to
calculate the consequences.

Just how fragile the financial environment was at that time was illustrated by the events
following the completely unfounded mumours that circulated about the stability of a major
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Perth bank. After millions of dollars were withdrawn from that bank in one day -

withdrawals which stopped only when the Reserve Bank spoke out - The West Australian
observed the following -

As the ramifications of the share crisis spread, many businesses will strike trouble and
some may indeed fall. But unless sanity returns, the current rumour-rnongering could
become self-fulfilling, even where well-managed companies are concerned.

The following appeared in The Western Mail -

The massive slump in the international share market has seriously damaged
Australia's corporate sector and caused massive uncertainty about the future.

Clearly, given the climate at that time, the collapse of Rothwells may well have been only the
tip of the iceberg. It is a matter of record that the Government agreed to provide a guarantee
facility to Rothwells to the value of $ 150 million. It did so for three reasons: To maintain
confidence in financial institutions; to save a large number of small to medium WA
businesses which relied on Rorhwells for finance; and to protect community organisations
and local government authorities, which had $60 million to $70 million deposited in more
than 200 accounts in Rothwells. The Government did so only after it had received guarantees
that the then principal of Rozhwells, Mr Laurie Connell, had backed the rescue with all his
personal wealth.

The Government has always known that politically the decision to join the October 1987
rescue would be a difficult one to live with. Today, with the value of hindsight, that decision
has gathered many more critics. It is worth looking at some of the comments made a year
ago about the Govemnment's decision. For instance, an Opposition member of the Legislative
Council, when asked if he thought the Governiment had any choice but to help, said, "My
personal opinion is no. If Rothwells had tumbled on Monday morning the domino effect
would have been absolutely horrendous . .. they were faced with a unique situation that has
never happened in our society or in the financial world in Western Australia before. Now, if
steps like this hadn't been taken it is my belief today there would have been many businesses
out of business and in fact some financial institutions would have had a similar run on them
as did Rothwells." The Leader of the Opposition agreed that something should have been
done for Rothwells. He said, "Alan Bond, Laurie Connell and others who put their money on
the line, I think they are to be congratulated.' He said also that he did not believe Rothwells
had been mismanaged. The Executive Director of the Confederation of Western Australian
Industry, Mr Bill Brown, said about the Government's involvement, "This seems to be a
prudent exercise in damage control and not for the sake of the particular company but for the
sake of the wider community." The comments of the financial commentators reflected the
seriousness of the situation. Max Walsh, on "The 7.30 Report", said, "There was a risk of a
crisis of confidence, in Perth in particular, and as we saw in that report there are a significant
number of people who doubtless were quite important employers in Perth, and dependent
upon finance from Rothwelis to keep going, and so it could have had a domino effect right
through the Perth business community." An editorial in The West Australian of Tuesday, 27
October 1987 when commenting on the possible effect of a Rothwells collapse said, ". .. and
that would have been little short of disastrous for business and the WA economy as a whole."
So while that newspaper questioned the Government's role in helping troubled private
businesses, it said that the Government had acted, "for the best of reasons - and wisely in the
final analysis."

It is now clear that the October 1987 crash had a much more devastating effect on Rothwells
than anyone thought at the time. The more than $200 million comnmitted by leading
Australians as part of the October rescue package appears to have been swallowed up. The
Government was advised that its $150 million guarantee facility would be unlikely to be
called upon. Only a full investigation by the liquidator will reveal the full detail of what
happened; and that investigation is being held. However, by earlier this year, Rothwells
appeared to be benefiting from a restructuring of the company, and the consolidated financial
statements for the half year ended 31 January 1988, and released in March, showed the
company to be in a sound position. In the meantime, the Government, having committed
itself to a two year obligation to Rothwells, was again asked to assist when Rothwells faced
liquidity problems. It was against that background that the SOIC undertook financial
transactions under bills of exchange to a value of about $50 million in Rothwells between
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November and January. 1 should say at this paint that that $50 million is in effect the
$50 million referred to in some media reports in the last week, which incorrectly implied that
the SGIC had injected that amount into Rothwells during the past few weeks.
Mr Speaker, while it is now possible with that wonderful weapon of hindsight to say the
Government should not have allowed chat exposure, the decision was made on a commercial
basis. To not have done so could have exposed the entirety of the Government's
$150 million guarantee as a result of what seemed on commercial information to be a
liquidity problem. However, about two weeks ago the Government was informed that there
were now severe liquidity problems. In response to that advice, and as the only responsible
course of action in the circumstances, the SOIC sought independent legal and financial
advice. That detailed advice took, by necessity, several days to finalise. We believed in the
interim that we had no option but to allow the SOIC to try to protect its original investment.
As a result, and as I have already explained publicly, I authorised the SCIC to make a deposit
to Rothwells of $12.5 million on 28 October. That $12.5 million forms pant of the SGIC's
exposure to Rothwells of $88.8 million. It was during this period that SECWA accepted an
offer from Western Collieries; to make a $15 million advance payment for the purchase of
coal.
Mr Thompson: Did those organisations do that willingly or were they told to do it?
Mr PETER DOWDING: Let me finish. The offer from Western Collieries was initially put
to the SEC on 10 October. The arrangement eventually agreed to was made on a commercial
basis favourable to the SEC, and a payment was made to Western Collieries. The Opposition
has sought to make out that the SEC was buying coal that it did not need. The fact is that the
SEC had a contract to take the coal, and in this case was merely paying in advance in return
for commercial benefit. There has been considerable publicity about where the payment
went. As far as the Government is concerned, SEC paid Western Collieries. If there are any
doubts about what subsequently happened, they will be resolved in the detailed examination
of the affairs of Rothwells that is currently taking place.
I now turn to the question of the withdrawal of the Government's $150 million guarantee
facility. The wonderful thing about being in Goveinment is chat we are damned if we do and
damned if we do not: Having taken the political flak for providing the facility, we now find
we are being criticised for withdrawing it. We were assured that Rothwells could carry on
without the guarantee facility. Much has been made by the Opposition of a meeting attended
by myself and Mr Grill, the Minister for Agriculture, at Rothwdlls on 20 October. As I said
at the time, we discussed the withdrawal of the guarantee. The Opposition has used emotive
and headline grabbing terms like "secret" and "late night". The meeting was not advertised,
like many meetings held by che Leader of the Opposition. However, it was not a secret
meeting. The meeting was at night because that was the only time I could make it.
The Government was placed in an almost impossible position in the two weeks before
Rothwells sought the appointment of a provisional liquidator. It was trying to protect its
exposure at a time when Rothwells was seeking lines of credit to enable it to continue. At the
same time, che Opposition was seeking, inside and outside of Parliament, details about the
Government's position, and to denigrate Rothwells.
Mr Lightfoot: The Deputy Premier was the one who came out and said Rothwells was in a
grave situation.
Mr PETER DOWDING: The member for Murchison-Eyre will get the timing right shortly.
It is unfortunate that che comments made by the Leader of the Opposition, the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition and the member for Cottesloe went far beyond legitimate requests for
information. It should be remembered that we offered to brief the Leader of the Opposition
so he could be aware of the damage the Opposition's comments were causing to the prospects
of protecting the investments of not only the SOIC but also several hundred small investors.
Mr Hassell: The company was bankrupt and you were helping it for political purposes.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The relish with which the member for Cottesloe and the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition have enjoyed the collapse of Rothwells is almost beyond belief. As
responsible members of the community it is impossible not to regard what has happened as a
tragedy in any terms. My refusal to provide further assistance to Rothwe~ls ought not to give
those people an opportunity of enjoying the tragedy which is unfolding.
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On 2 November Rothwells sought the appointment of a provisional liquidator in the Supreme
Court of Queensland, and the SOWC supported that application. At the same time I made it
clear that the Government would not take part in any further rescue of Rothwells. I have not
yet had any congratulations from the Opposition on that score, but I accept that that decision
contributed to Rothwells having to close its doors. Until Rothwells' assets are realised, it is
impossible to say with any certainty what the losses will be, but I am confident, on the advice
I have received, that it will be considerably less than the $150 million exposure the
Government originally committed itself to.

Our independent advice is that in the worst case, losses could total up to $ 100 million, and
that worst case figure includes the possibility of the Government's $150 million guarantee
facility being called upon, but I do not believe this will happen. At the time the provisional
liquidator was appointed, neither the Government nor its instrumentalities had any cash
deposits in Rothwells. The SOIC had an investment of $88.8 million. This investment and
any losses resulting from it should be considered in the light of the SOIC's unaudited profit
figures for 1987-88 of $137 million.

The R & I Bank, in its normal course of lending activities, lent Rothwells $17.5 million
which was secured. The R & I has since said it will move quickly to collect this amount, and
expects to recover the money fully by realising securities. The Government Employees
Superannuation Board has issued a statement saying that it had traded in Rothwells shares
since 1985. Its current shareholding of 1.44 million Rozhwells shares was valued at
$1.05 million at 30 June this year. At the same time the board had shares valued at about
$500 000 in companies which could be affected by the failure of Rothwells. The board
pointed out that its total exposure to Rothwells and companies which may be affected by the
failure of Rothwells; of about $1.5 million needed to be considered in the context of an overall
investmient portfolio of about $500 million.

It is common knowledge that the Opposition believed that it needed the collapse of Rothwells
to have any chance of winning the next State election. While it would be nonsense to blame
Rothwells' demise entirely on our political opponents, there is no question that their actions
contributed substantially to a breakdown in confidence and the ability to examine financial
solutions to the problem.

As I mentioned earlier, I offered the Leader of the Opposition and his colleagues a briefing
when it became clear just what effect the Opposition's attack was having on Rothwells. it is
also well known that the Leader of the Opposition rejected that proposition and sought
instead to continue the debate at a political level at a time when efforts were being made by
others to limit the financial impact on investors and those businesses which relied on
Rothwells.

Given our political opponents' strategy, it is hard to blame them for their current enthusiasm
at the Rothwells' tragedy. It is not surprising that we should see some political opportunism
at a time like this. But I note that the Opposition has changed tack on several occasions in the
past few days in a bid to gain as much political mileage as possible. For instance, it started
by blaming my predecessor, and then panicked because that ploy was gaining some currency.
It criticised Rothwells and those associated with the company, and then worried that the
Government was not being blamed. But the most cynical of all was happily to allow the
suggestion that it may block the Budget. Such an action would be not only unprecedented
and irresponsible but quite ridiculous. We can only speculate on the consequences that such
a cynical action would have on a range of vital Government services such as power, water
and sewerage, and on the employment of such people as police officers, nurses and teachers.
The Leader of the Opposition now seems to concede this, and has backed down from his
enthusiasm for this position. The fact is that the 1988-89 Budget, which is currently before
the Parliament, is unaffected by the State's exposure in Rothwells. The endleavours of our
Liberal opponents in the upper House this time would be even more cynical than their
constitutional vandalism a decade ago.

At a time when there is much damaging publicity for the State about the collapse of
Rothwells, it is worth looking at the economy of the State of Western Australia. The facts are
these: 44 000 jobs have been created in the past year. Industrial disputes are at their lowest
level since 1979. New housing construction - the highest rate in Australia - is almost
60 per cent above the national average. Last year 22 000 houses were built. The investment
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rate per head of population is double that of any other State, and exceeded $3 300 million last
year. The unemployment rate at 6.4 per cent is the second lowest in Australia; the lowest in
seven years. The youth unemployment rate is the lowest in Australia.

Let us look at a comparison between Western Australia now under Labor and when the
Liberal Government was in power. The rate of industrial disputes has been cut by 60 per
cent. Employment is up at 156 900 jobs. The unemployment rate has dropped from
10.4 per cent to 6.4 per cent. The value of building approvals has increased threefold.
Inflation, at 7.2 per cent, is down from 9.5 per cent. Investment is up 30 per cent. The youth
unemployment rate is down from 24 per cent to 14 per cent. The State public debt liability
has been cut by $8 000 million.

At least the Opposition is shocked by that. In the last three years of the previous Liberal
Governiment, rates and charges increased by an average of 20.7 per cent per year, which was
twice the rate of inflation. Since then, under Labor, rates and charges have increased at an
average of 5.4 per cent per year which is less than the rate of inflation and less than the
growth of average incomes. There will be no increases for families this year, although water
has increased for a small proportion of big users to encourage conservation.

Mr Speaker, the Opposition has called for some form of inquiry into the collapse of
Rothwells. The Government agrees that there is a need for a full investigation and it is
interesting to note that it was the SGIC which supported the application last week for the
appointment of a provisional liquidator. There can be no more vigorous examination of the
financial affairs of a company than the liquidation process. The provisional liquidator - or the
liquidator - is an officer of the court, in this case the Supreme Court of Queensland. His
investigation will provide an exhaustive examination of the events leading to the collapse of
Rothwells. During this process the liquidator has a strict obligation to provide information to
the Court and report on various matters such as breaches of the law. On 14 December the
provisional liquidator is due to make his first report to the Court. It would be inappropriate to
interfere with this formal legal process.

I have asked the liquidator to include in his investigation the circumstances surrounding the
rescue of Rothwells in October 1987. This will include advice on the financial position of
Rothwells at the rime and the advice on its condition given to the Government. In addition,
the National Companies and Securities Commission has been monitoring and continues to
monitor the position closely. The Government gives an unequivocal commitment that if
during and after investigation by the liquidator there is a need for further action, it will be
taken.
Mr Speaker, I do not expect the Opposition to cease criticising the Government's decision
last October to provide the $150 million guarantee facility or subsequent actions. However,
there is no question that the creditors of Rothwells, including the SCIC, will be worse off if
the Opposition continues to be motivated by political gain alone. We are willing to face the
criticism that comes with a tragedy such as this. However, in a situation where many people
have been hurt financially and many more face the prospect of losses, I urge the Opposition
to recognise that there is more at stake than politics and to act in a responsible manner.

Mr Speaker, yesterday I announced an important strategy which will increase public scrutiny
of Governmnent investment activities. This is a 15 point accountability and enforcement plan.
The centrepiece is a five member Commission on Accountability which will be set up under
the chairmanship of Sir Francis Burt, the former Chief Justice of Western Australia. Its
membership will include the Executive Director of the Confederation of WA Industry, Mr
Bill Brown; the Under Treasurer, Mr Ross Bowe; the Auditor General, Mr Alan Smith: and at
least one further nominee from the private sector. The Commnission is only the first of a
series of steps which will result in the most comprehensive exam-ination ever undertaken of
the accountability procedures covering Government investments.

Mr Speaker, we already have in place an extensive range of checks and balances ranging
from the requirement to report to parliament and including the new Financial Administration
and Audit Act. However, we recognise that following the October share market crash many
people's concerns in this area have increased and there is a need to restore public confidence
in the Government's investment decisions. We are committed to addressing these concerns
in the frankest way possible. The aim of the Commnission on Accountability will be to satisfy
the need for greater public scrutiny while taking into account the acknowledged commercial
sensitivities.
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The brief given to the Commission is:

To review existing procedures and recommend guidelines to protect the public
interest and improve financial management and accountability in respect of
government investments with particular reference to departments and authorities with
a significant investment role.
To call for and consider reports from all such departments or authorities on their
current investment policies and practices, and to make such further enquiries as are
necessary to carry out the review.

To recommend any necessary legislative, administrative and/or procedural changes.

To report to the Premier as soon as practicable.

In addition to establishing the Commuission, I announced yesterday other measures. We are
to advance the initiatives being taken by the State Government Insurance Commission and
the Government Employees Superannuation Board to act on independent investment
management advice, to consider active and passive equity management, and to rearrange
investments in accordance with external independent advice. The SCIC has been
restructuring its investment portfolio for the past 12 months to achieve a better mix of fixed
interest securities, equities and properties. In June, Australian Index Money Managers Ltd
were commissioned to implement an investment policy. The GESB is already well on its
way down this path.

The powers of the Attorney General will be extended to all Government agencies, including
WADC and GESH 's Investment Trust Fund - set up, members will recall, at the suggestion of
the Liberal Government. This will increase the ability of Parliament to review and comment
on the whole range of Government activities.

The Corporate Affairs Department, in conjunction with other relevant bodies, will examine
the standards of reporting and conduct of deposit taking institutions and the need for altered
or further legislation. Deposit raking institutions such as building societies, credit unions and
merchant banks fall within the State's area of responsibility. Recently, the consequences of
inadequate performiance by the Teachers Credit Society, Rothwells Ltd, and the Swan and
Fremantle Building Societies have been obvious. The Corporate Affairs Department will
establish a deposit raking institutions monitoring unit to provide advanced warning and
surveillance of financial difficulties of deposit taking institutions. As a further measure the
Corporate Affairs Department will report on the auditing standards as currently applied to
deposit taking institutions. There will be a major boost to the investigative resources of the
Corporate Affairs Department. The Department has 20 investigating officers and this will be
increased to a total of 26 investigative officers.

The review of WADC and Exim which is required by the legislation will start soon to ensure
both corporations are fulfilling their objectives. The Government included in the Acts that
set up both corporations the requirement that their operations be reviewed. The investment
powers of all Government agencies will be examined with a view to the abolition of these
powers in appropriate circumstances. A number of departments and agencies currently have
the capacity to manage and invest funds in various ways. The Governiment will review this
capacity in all such departments and agencies.

The Registrar of Financial and Co-operative Institutions will come under the jurisdiction of
the Corporate Affairs Department to stiffen investigative and surveillance powers. The
Registrar currently reports to the Treasurer. However, it is considered that this position
would sit more appropriately with the regulatory and monitoring functions of the Corporate
Affairs Department. The equivalent function in South Australia and Victoria is attached to
those States' corporate affairs agencies.

The offence provisions and duties of officers under the Building Societies and Credit Unions
Acts will be reviewed. The penalties, proceedings and responsibilities of officers' provisions
in the Building Societies and Credit Unions Acts have been reviewed and will be
strengthened. Penalty provisions in both Acts will be aligned wit the Companies (Western
Australia) Code, as will the responsibilities of officers. Moreover, proceedings for offences
under the Building Societies Act will be capable of being instituted within three years after
the rime at which the offence is alleged to have been commnitted or, with ministerial consent,
at any later time.
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The National Companies and Securities Commission has sought State legislation to assist its
investigation process. The Government has agreed to expedite the legislation. Amendments
to the Companies and Securities Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill 1988 will
enable the NCSC to hold meetings by telephone or closed circuit television and to delegate
hearing powers to one member only. They will also extend current secrecy and disclosure of
interest provisions to futures, and extend current provisions dealing with secrecy, restrictions
and notification of dealings in securities to all Corporate Affairs Department officers.

We will invite the Perth Stock Exchange, the Law Society, representatives of professional
accountancy institutions and the Chamber of Commerce to join the Corporate Affairs
Department to review the Second Board on the Perth Stock Exchange and capital raising
processes in Western Australia.

There has been particular criticism of the quality of information provided to investors, the
ability of companies to list cash boxes, which have no specific project in mind, and
allegations of insider trading and market rigging. The scope of the Trustees Act will be
reviewed. Officers of the Treasury and Corporate Affairs Department will examine the
criteria for prescribing companies for authorised tmustee investment status.

Finally, Mr Speaker, I again give a finn undertaking that the Government will take whatever
action is necessary to ensure that the events surrounding the collapse of Rothwells are fully
and adequately investigated. As I said earlier, there can be no more vigorous investigation
into this mailer than that which will be conducted by the liquidator. The Government is
committed to taking appropriate action following consideration of any interim or the final
report by the liquidator appointed to examidne the affairs of Rothwells Limited.

It is of the utmost importance, not only to the people of Western Australia, but to the business
community of this State in particular that the affairs of Rothwells be liquidated in an orderly
manner. That is achievable only if the liquidator is given the authority to proceed without the
constant political interference that seems to have emerged from the Opposition over recent
time.

Mr Court: The only political interference is from the Labor Party.

Mr PErER DOWDING: I think the Opposition, which sees the collapse of Rothwells as a
political plus for itself, is ignoring the tragedy that it brings to business in Western Australia.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PETER DOWDING: I remind the Opposition that this has come about because of the
refusal of the State Government to provide further assistance.

MR MacKINNON (Murdoch - Leader of the Opposition) [3.14 pm]: The tragedy of the
Rothwells collapse is that it took the Rothwells collapse before the Premier made one
significant statement to this Parliament containing any details whatsoever about that affair,
despite the fact that the Opposition has assiduously pursued the Government, the Premier and
the Deputy Premier and Minister for Economic Development and Trade, and not Rothwells
or any other private company in this Parliament.

The importance of the Premier's statement - and although I have had a little less than an hour
to read it, that was enough to make sufficient comment on the contents - is firstly what it does
not say and secondly for its attempt to mislead. One need look no further than the first page
of the statement where the Premier said -

Over a period of days. the Government was informied of the details of the crisis facing
Rothwells and of a rescue package ...

The statement goes on with the Government indicating that it was prepared to support the
guarantee facility. Mr Speaker, I wish to remind you, the Premier and other members
opposite that the Opposition was given less than three hours to make a decision on this
mailer. The Opposition was provided with no information but we happened to know the
answers to several questions which we put on that issue and were told untruths. For that and
a whole range of other reasons the Opposition decided not to support this action because the
Government could, and should, have taken alternate courses of action. I remind the House
that the Opposition came in for a lot of criticism at that time, as it has since, from many
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quarters but the truth and the strength of that decision was never better evidenced than over
the last few weeks.
If members turn to page six, they will see how the Premier again attempts to twist the truth,
even at this late stage, where be says -

Even the Leader of the Opposition agreed that something should have been done for
Rochwells. He said:

"..- Alan Bond, Laurie Cannelf and others who put their money on the line, I
think they are to be congratulated."

He also said that he did not believe that Rothwells had been mismanaged.

That statement underlines a couple of important points: Firstly, that Alan Band, Laurie
Connell and Rothwells have not been the bunt of Opposition criticism or comrment; it has
been this Government. What Mr Bond and others do with their money is their business; as I
said at that time, if they wanted to mount a rescue plan, that was their business, but if the
Government of this State was to commit taxpayers' funds, that was a different affair. Hence,
the justification for our comnments at that rime and since. I also indicated at that rime that I
had no knowledge as to whether Rothwells was mismanaged or otherwise. I still do not
because I am not privy to that information.

If members look at page eight, they will find the third area which I wish to comment on. This
in fact is probably the most important statement the Premier made and underlines exactly the
point the Opposition has been making week after week. The section reads -

In the meantime, the Government having committed itself to a two year obligation to
Rothwells, found it was being asked to assist when Rothwells again faced liquidity
problems.

It was against that background ...

That is, earlier this year after the guarantee was in place. The statement continues -

..that the SGIC undertook commercial transactions under Bills of Exchange to a
value of about $50) million in Rothwells between November and January. I should
say, Mr Speaker, at this point that $50 million is in effect the $50 million referred to
in some media reports in the past week which incorrectly inferred that the SOIC had
injected that amount into Rothwells in the past few weeks.

The importance of that statement is that the Government, having been asked for assistance,
conmmitted the SGJC to that assistance. That is what the Premier says. So much for the
independence of the SGIC. Firstly, the Premier admitted the Government was called on for
support and provided it through the SOIC; secondly, subsequent to that the Opposition
questioned this Governiment not once but several times, asking whether the Government had
provided extra support for it through the SGIC, Western Australian Development
Corporation, Exim and others. The Premier and the Deputy Premier refused to answer. That
underlines the point the Opposition has made - no accountability and a complete refusal to be
accountable to this Parliament, which is the very place in which the Government is supposed
to be accountable for its actions. The most important part of that statement indicates why
WA Inc is alive and well; the SGIC is still there, and the Government is still directing it. The
Government is still not prepared to face the fact that it should be accountable to the most
important committee of accountability in this State - the Parliament of Western Australia.

The fourth comment by the Premier, which I totally reject, was that "the Opposition was
seeking, inside and outside of Parliament details about the Government's position and
seeking to denigrate Rothwells". The Government has not produced one quotation which
indicates that the Opposition acted in that way.

Mr Parker: I can give hundreds made by the member for Cottesloc.

Mr MacKINNON: Not in relation to Rothwells.

Mr Parker: Yes, they were.

Mr MacKINNON: For the Premier to say that he invited the Opposition to a briefing is
ludicrous. I have not received a letter from the Premier.
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Mr Peter Dowding: You admitted you had been invited and would not accept the invitation.
Mr MacKIh4NON: The Premier offered an invitation across the Chamber of this Parliament.
I indicated then, and I repeat now, that the questions we are asking are not those which we
want to look at in a secret meeting place. We ask those questions on behalf of the people of
Western Australia because those people are entitled to know that the Government was
providing extra support in addition to the $150 million guarantee, at the request of
Rothwells - by the Governmnent's own admission and in secret.

A? page 13 of the statement the Premier makes the suggestion that the Opposition may block
the Budget. He stated -

The most cynical of all was to happily allow the suggestion that they may block the
Budget.

Why would we block the Budget? The Leader of the National Party will confirm that that
matter has not been considered by us and has not been placed on any agenda. During his
statement, the Premier could not point to that matter either. The comment was another
attempt to mislead.

The Premier also stated that it is common knowledge that the Opposition needs the collapse
of Rothwells to have any chance of winning the next State election. I refer the Premier to the
poils which have taken place since January this year and have been published regularly.
Consistently the polls have shown why the Opposition leads the Government, and why we do
not need the financial collapse of any institution to win an election. The Opposition believes
in putting forward a credible and positive point of view to the people of Western Australia.
To claim that somehow or other we rejoice at the Rothwells' collapse means also that every
taxpayer in this State, including me, will fund that rescue. It will mean that the incoming
Government. which I will be proud to lead, will be limited in its ability to deliver services to
the people of this State. The allegation made by the Premier must be completely denied, as
would any allegation or suggestion that the demise of Rothwells was in any way the fault of
the Opposition. The Deputy Premier is the only person to comment publicly on Rothwells'
financial situation - and for that, his leader reprimanded him.

The Premier's comments about liquidity and other matters will be covered In a motion which
I intend to move. Nothing the Premier has attempted to explain in this statement has changed
the Opposition's stance prior to attending Parliament today. I categorically reject the threat
made by the Premier which reads -

However, there is no question that the creditors of Rothwells, including the SGIC,
will be worse off if the Opposition continues to be motivated by political gain alone.

The Opposition rejects that threat and will not remain silent. We will continue to pursue the
matter, as it is our responsibility to do so. We will continue to question the Government
about its failure to be properly accountable to the Parliament of Western Australia, a place in
which the Premier does not wish to place arny trust. The Premier does not place any miust in
the people of Western Australia and he continues to attempt to cover up the facts. The
situation has not changed since the Premier's attempt last night and today to paper over the
ever widening cracks in his Government. The statement made by the Premier confirns the
Opposition's worst fears.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) (3.26 pm]: The Premier has just
delivered the first instalment of what undoubtedly will be many instalments of what could be
best described as the acceptance of a $ 100 million mistake. The Government has a clear task
before it in allaying the fears of the public regarding the entire Rothwells saga.

First, I will return to the initial rescue mournted by this Government and supported by the
National Party in October 1987, and contrst that with events since that time. In 1987,
notwithstanding the haste with which the rescue operation was mounted by the Bond
Corporation and the Government, an attempt was made by the Burke Administration to bring
much of the detail of that rescue package to the public. A briefing was offered to the Leader
of the Opposition; an immediate opportunity was taken by the Premier to make as much
information as possible available to the Parliament at the time the Government committed
itself to the $150 million guarantee. Quite clearly, Mr Speaker, the advice upon which the
Government acted has proved to be incorrect. The speech given by the now Deputy Premier
regarding the original rescue made quite clear that Mr Connell would put up his entire
personal fortune.
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Mr Peter Dowding: lHe has done that.

Mr COWAN: Yes, I acknowledge that he has. He could have walked away from'the
situation and put up nothing.

Secondly, the entrepreneurs brought together by the Bond Corporation would provide funds
amounting to between $160 million and $180 million.

Mr Peter Dowding: Not as a deposit. They went in as preferential shareholders. That is the
critical issue.

Mr COWAN: Right. Of course, the Government then put up its guarantee but the advice at
the time from the now Deputy Premier made clear that the personal assets of Mr Connell
would be the first to be lost if Rothwells went into liquidation. The second would be the
money put up by the businessmen.

Mr Parker: That is right.

Mr COWAN: Finally, would come the guarantee.

Mr Parker: That is right.

Mr COWAN: In addition it was all done subject to the figures provided being audited.

Mr Peter Dowding: And they were.

Mr COWAN: I understand that the Government also had advice from the consultants,
Wardileys.
Mr Peter Dowding: Those audited accounts were issued.

Mr COWAN: All of that information made available to the Government has been proved
wrong because very clearly the Government was facing the exercise of the guarantee.

From there, let us contrast the operations of the Burke Administration with the operations of
this Government. Firstly, we saw an attempt to retire a guarantee by the Government's
investing $175 million in a petrochemical plant. Initially, that was denied, but finally the
Government admitted that it was attempting to retire the guarantee by investing in a
petrochemical plant. It said that it had this wonderful asset in which it had a 44 per cent
share. It told us that we should all be grateful that it had retired the guarantee.

Mr Peter Dowding: That is not correct.

Mr COWAN: It is correct although the Premier denied it until the last minute.

Mr Parker: It is not true. We read out the statements made in the initial Press conference in
July.
Mr COWAN: I did not read the same reports that the Government issued because quite
clearly the Government initially denied any connection between the investment in the
petrochemical plant and the retirement of the guarantee,

Mr Peter Dowding: That is not correct. If you look back through the records you wWU see
that is not correct.
Mr COWAN: Rather than carry on with this debate by answering interjections, I would be
delighted if the Premier proved that by presenting me wit some wntten statement showing
That, right from the very beginning, the Government made it very clear to the public of
Western Australia, to the Opposition, and to the National Party, that it was seeking to retire
the $150 million guarantee that it issued to the National Australia Bank for Rothwells by
purchasing the $175 million worth of shares in a petrochemical plant.

Mr Peter Dowding: We are not saying that. We are saying that that would have the
consequence of retiring it.

Mr COWAN: If the Premier can show me that he made a statement that it even had a
consequence of doing that, I would be pleased.

I amn Trying to demonstrate that the second rescue operation has been shrouded in secrecy.

Mr Macinnon: As has the third.

Mr COWAN: Whatever. I am talking about the first in 1987 arnd lumping together every
other action by the Governmient as the second rescue operation.
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Since then the SGEC has either been invited, directed, or instrnucted to invest in Rothwells
upwards of $88.8 million.

Mr Parker: That is not right. The $50 million, as the Premier said in his speech, was invested
between November and January last year.
Mr COWAN: What is the total exposure of the SGIC to Rothwells?

Mr Parker: An amount of $88 mill ion.

Mr Peter Dowding: Including the $12.5 million which [ took responsibility for and before
that $50 million which was invested at some earlier time.
Mr COWAN: I would like to get heavily involved in the next debate so I do not want to go
deeply into this matter. However, I want to make the point that there was a degree of secrecy
surrounding the subsequent rescue operation of Rothwells and it is that secrecy that caused
this Government so much political strife.

In the first instance, the Government invested in the petrochemical plant to retire the
guarantee. It then denied that that was the real purpose behind its actions. The second point
is that the SGIC now has an exposure of $88.8 million to Rothwells Lcd and most of that
investment has been shrouded in secrecy. Finally, we have learnt that the R & I Bank also
has a $17.5 million exposure to Rothwells. I guess we will never know more about that
because it will not be in the bank's interests to indicate the level of security it has over the
$17.5 million. I acknowledge that we will never find out because the bank will need to
protect its clients.

Mr Peter Dowding: I have told you what the bank said.

Mr COWAN: I accept that. However, it does not alter the fact that the R & I Bank has a
$17.5 million exposure to Rothwells.

Mr Peter Dowding: But secured.

Mr COWAN: The bank says it is secured and I hope it is.

Mr Peter Dowding: The bank says it is secured and I don't doubt the bank.

Mir COWAN: Once upon a time there was an institution called the Teachers Credit Society.
It claimed it had liabilities of $50 million. What is The latest count on that?

Mr Trenorden: An amount of $119 million.

Mr COWAN: That is my point.

Mr Wilson: That is a reflection on the R & I Bank.

Mr COWAN: Maybe it is. What I am trying to say is that, despite the fact that the
Governent did as much as it could to get good advice on the Rothwells' rescue and made
that advice available to the public, the advice was wrong. There was no openness or
accountability about the subsequent rescue attempt of Rochwells. For that reason the
Government has been rightly accused of being secretive about the management of taxpayers'
funds and the way it tried to rescue Rothwells Ltd.

However. I return to the interjection about my reflecting on the R & I Bank. The fact is that
the advice to the Government in 1987 was wrong, the advice that was given to the
R & [ Bankc in 1987 about the Teachers Credit Society has been proved to be wrong and the
advice given to the R & I Bank that its security over the $17.5 million could also be wrong. I
do not see that as being a reflection on the R & I Bank. If the Minister chooses to see it that
way that is his problem.

Mr Peter Dowding; I don't think it is correct, either.

Mr COWAN: 1 sincerely hope that the ft & I Bank has that security.

Mr Peter Dowding: You have no grounds for even suggesting that it has not.

Mr COWAN: I just gave the Premier two grounds.

The point I am trying to make is that the first rescue was made in as open a manner as
possible and with as much information as could be provided being provided to the public and
to this Parliament. Subsequently, it has been shown the advice on which the Government
acted was incorrect. We cannot blame the Government for that.
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Mr Peter Dowding: I don't know that you can even say that, because the point that we have
been trying to make to you is that the advice last year and the advice in the accounts was that
the business was solvent but it bad liquidity problems. Those liquidity problems, for a
deposit raking institution, don't hurt its solvency. That is the point.

Mr COWAN: Does the Premier know that about $700 million has been put into Rothwells
since the Government's first rescue? ,
Mr Peter Dowding: But you were saying that the advice was wrong then. Maybe it was; we
have no way of knowing that, but they are audited accounts.
Mr COWAN: I think I have made the point. About $700 million has been invested in
Rothwells. We could safely assume that between $270 million. and $290 million of that $700
million are Government funds. The Government will get back $100 million.
Mr Peter Dowding: If you were exposed to $150 million and your loss is within that
umbrella -

Mr COWAN: I listened to the Premier in dead silence.

Mr Peter Dowding: I am sorry. [ thought you were making the point.

Mr COWAN: I have been trying to make the point that the first rescue had with it some
openness and the offer of as much information as could possibly be provided. The
subsequent actions of this Government have been shrouded in secrecy or in denials. As
examples, I offer the following: First, the investment in the petrochemical plant;, secondly,
the SOIC's exposure to the value of $88.8 million; thirdly, the R & I Bank's exposure to the
value of $17.5 million. We could go further. [ am not so sure this relates as much to the
Rochwells rescue as to the capacity of Rothwells actually to purchase Western Collieries.
What happened to the $15 million that finally made its way to Western Collieries only
yesterday? These questions merely raise doubt in the minds of the public about the
Government's competence to manage public funds. That is the Government's problem; it is
not mine. I

My final point is that the Government has set about the task of establishing a Commission of
Accountability. As a watchdog, I am sure it will play a very useful role in ensuring the
Government is accountable. However, everybody in the Parliament knows that it is really an
admission of failure because if the Government really wanted to be all of those things that a
Government should be, there would be no need for a Commission of Accountability. The
openness and accountability of Government is paramount and to say that such a commission
has to be established is an admission of failure.

Mr Peter Dowding: I do not accept that for a minute.

Mr COWAN: That is the way I see it.

The Premier in his statement made a comment about the blocking of Supply. That is not a
question for the National Party. We would never undertake to block Supply. I confirm that
while [ cannot recall accurately what was said at a Press conference called by the Leader of
the Opposition on Friday afternoon, the National Party would never block Supply. As the
Leader of the Opposition stated very clearly, it was not a subject for discussion between the
Liberal Party arid the National Party at any meetings we have had subsequent to the question
that was put to me on Friday afternoon. There is no question that the National Party would
always allow a Government to continue to govern. We would never deny Supply to any
Government.

MOTION - ROTHWELLS LTD

State Government - Failure to Explain

MR NMacKINN()N (Murdoch - Leader of the Opposition) [3.43 pm]: I move -

That this House censures the Government of Westemn Australia for its failure to
properly explain to the people of Western Australia, despite having had ample
opportunity to do so, the full derails behind:

(a) the extension by the SGIC of funds to support Rothwells Limited after the
Government had had full knowledge of the precarious financial position in
which Rothwells Limited was placed;
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(b) the full value, extent and reasons for the involvement of the R & I Bank in
their support for Rothwells Limited to the extent of $17.5 million;

(c) the full nature and extent of the security extended to Government institutions
for the funds extended to Rothwells Limited;

(d) the reported payment of $15 million to Western Collieries for the early
delivery of coal which payment in fact was,
(i) approved by the Government, and

(di) received by Western Collieries over two weeks after it was paid by the
SEC;

(e) the BLF withdrawing funds from Rothwells Limited, when many other
depositors were unable to do so;

(if) the extension of the Governiment's $150 million guarantee, the advice received
by Government and from whom, as to its ongoing effect on the guarantee, and

(g) how the losses incurred by the State will be met -

and as a consequence calls on the Government to immediately act to appoint a special
investigator under section 291 of the Companies Code to instigate and inquire fully
into the Rothwells Limited collapse and report and act upon that report as required by
law.

It is best to begin this debate today by talking about the events of 20 October. The Premier
can put any connotation he likes on a late night meeting, but the facts are that it was a secret
meeting, it was intended to be a secret meeting, and that it would have retained its secrecy
had I not asked a question in the Parliament on the following Tuesday about the attendance of
the Premier and the Minister for Agriculture at that meeting.

Mr Peter Dowding: I note that I did not deny it.

Mr MacKINNON: [ think that the Premier could not recall it, in much the same way as he
could not recall who the directors of Rothwells were. He has selective memory lapses.

I remind the House that in attendance at that meeting were the Premier, the Minister for
Agriculture. and Tony Lloyd, among others. The meeting followed some extreme difficulties
experienced by Rothwells that day. One of the most important pieces of information relating
to the motion is that the Premier was advised that night that the Rothwells Limited lawyers
had advised Rothwe is not to take any more deposits of money that day, so precarious was its
position. That was the legal advice Rothwells received on 20 October. The same meeting
was advised that the Goverrnent's guarantee was alive and well and in place. I will ask
questions later about who provided that advice; it would be interesting to know. Following
receipt of that advice, the Premier decided to mount the third rescue.

Mr Lewis: Fourth.

Mr MacKINNON: There have been so many, [ have lost count. I think the fourth rescue was
the $15 million.

The facts concerning the first part of the motion are clear. The Premier knew on 20 October
that Rothwells was in difficulty and that its lawyers had advised the company not to take any
more deposits that day, so precarious was its position. Despite that information, the Premier
continued to commit funds. The $15 million from the State Energy Commission that
miraculously turned up late last night went the next day. The next week, $12.5 million went,
Whatever connotation the Premier wants to put on it, the $50 million in bils was rolled over,
was retained within Rothwells. So the Premier, despite all that information and knowledge -
I remind you, Mr Deputy Speaker, that he is a lawyer by profession, one who should know all
of the intricacies and details of these matters - still comnmitted the funds. The most
astounding statement in this affair is that made by the Premier on 4 November in which he
was reported as having said that the Government had warned depositors. He claimed that the
Rothwells depositors had ignored many warnings. If that is the case, the Premier had more
information than any other person in Western Australia but he still committed many more
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taxpayers' funds to Rothwells. Remembering that he had full knowledge and still committed
the funds, I also refer to an interesting question in relation to that warning that depositors may
well have taken heed of.

That occurred on 28 September. I will refer to that warning when I touch on the matter listed
under item (e). The important point to remember under this first part is that this Premier
comminted funds after he knew that the advice received by Rothwells from its solicitors - as
he was advised that night, along with the Minister for Agriculture, another lawyer - was that
the company should take no more funds. It was technically, on that date, insolvent and it was
only because the Government together with others, I assume, the next day injected funds into
Rothwells that it could continue to trade. That deserves censure by this House, the
Government having done that - as the statement indicates - with at least the two Ministers
from this House - the Premier and one other - having fulfl knowledge of the position of
Rothwelis at that time. In relation to that we need to ask, finally, why were there no
explanations given about that mailer? Even today, when the Premier made his grandiose
statement to the Parliament, there was no comment whatever about that, it was still kept a
secret.

The second important question is who advised the Premier and the Minister for Agriculture at
that time? Who was providing the legal advice to the Government that evening? The
Minister for Agriculture is not prepared to indicate that.

Mr Grill: You will get an answer in due course.

Mr MacKJNNON: The Government continues to be silent on a most important matter. Was
Crown Law consulted during all of that time? My information is that in all probability it was
not. Was Crown Law consulted? A strange silence has descended over the Government.
We can only assume that the Crown Law Department, which is supposed to advise the
Government on these matters, was not consulted but, like everybody else, was kept in the
dark. It was not to be trusted - even the public sector was not to be trusted! Despite that, the
truth has eventually come out.

The second matter relates to the R & I Bank. I do not wish to jeopardise the Rt & I Bank or
pry into its confidential matters, but I think we are entitled to know when, how and why it
became involved and, as the Leader of the National Party asked, what in fact was its security.
There was no public explanation that the R & I Bank was involved until the actual collapse of
Rothwells. I had no knowledge of that, none at all, and I do not think anybody else did until
it was revealed in the newspapers as a consequence of the collapse. Again, why the secrecy,
and why was the failure of this Government to account maintained?

Thirdly, what securities are there, which is something the Leader of the National Party asked
about in his recent contribution in relation to the Premier's statement? What securities did
the SGIC have in place? If the Government was called on for support earlier on in the year
and then secretly provided that support via the SOIC, why did it not at that time take better
security for those funds? Why was it that those bills were then lodged largely unsecured -
secured, as I understand, only over the bill itself and the company? The company, as we
know from examination, in most cases did not have the ability to service those funds and had
not had the ability for quite some time. The Goverynent, knowing all that - and this is
implied in the comments made by the Premnier in his speech today - required the SGIC to
deposit that $50 million without, it seems, any security. I again remind you, Mr Deputy
Speaker, that all of the support I have been talking about was in addition to the $150 million
guarantee.
1 turn to point (d). Perhaps one of the strangest episodes of the whole Rothwells saga was the
$15 million. Let us look at that $15 million and ask a few questions about it. That payment
was made on 21 October, the Friday after the secret midnight meeting. It was made on the
authority and instruction of the Minister for Agriculture in his acting capacity at that time.
He instructed that payment to be made against the advice of the SEC. I guess a cheque was
then made out to Western Collieries. We have to accept their word on that. However, who
accepted the cheque? None other than the inimitable Tony Lloyd, a director of Western
Collieries, but only a director. It would be interesting to know whether he was charged with
negotiating on behalf of Western Collieries.

Mr Court: It did not appear to be that way on television on Sunday night.
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Mr MacKJNTNON: Reading between the lines of what Mr Herbert said, the board had not
authorised Mr Lloyd to enter into any negotiations, or to receive the cheque. The second
question is whether he was a signatory for cheques at Western Collieries and, if not, how did
he arrange for it to be paid somewhere else, and where did it go? It was lost until last night.
Who got all of the interest on that investment? On our calculations, on the short term money
marker that $15 million would have earned $110 000 in interest during that time. Who has
that money?

Mr Parker: Don't ask us, ask Western Collieries.
Ms Mac KII'NON: The Premier and the Deputy Premier still have the gall to sit there and
say, "Don't ask us." It was the Deputy Premier who, in the words of Ms Herbert, authorised
the payment of $15 million without a valid contract to deliver, and Western Collieries would
not have delivered, they would have sought the recovery of the $15 million or not delivered
the coal. The Deputy Premier, as the Minister responsible. says. "It is none of our business."
It is only $15 million. Where did the money come from? Did the Minister then issue another
cheque? Has $30 million been paid out, Mr Minister?

Mr Parker: Thirty million what?

Mir MacKINNON: Did the Minister pay $15 million to Western Collieries yesterday?

Mr Parker: Absolutely not.

Mr MacKINNON: Where did it come from?

Mr Parker: According to Mr Herbert, the Deputy Managing Director of CSR. the ful text of
what he said is that the money was put into an account on behalf of Western Collieries in a
financial institution. He said yesterday evening that the $1L5 million had now been returned
from that financial institution. We have not paid out any money.

Ms MacKJNNQN: Let me remind the Minister of a couple of facts in relation to that
$15 mrillion. The first thing that most of the directors and chief executives of Western
Colieries; knew about that cheque was on 28 October after I asked questions in this House as
to whether that payment had been made. It was paid on 21 October. but no one other than
Tony Lloyd knew that it had been paid until a week later, not one of them! The Minister
says. "it is none of my business." but he paid $15 million to a director of the company who
purports to have the authority. We doubt that he did have that authority. The board did not
know about the cheque; management did not know about that $15 million, which is in some
bank account somewhere earning interest. and the Government does not care, yet its contracts
were in doubt.

Mr Peter Dowding: Are you saying the management of Western Collieries was not aware of
the request by Western Collieries?

Ms MacKINNON: Information published and available in those transcripts is that Western
Collieries management. other than Tony Lloyd. was unaware of the payment of the
$15 mnilion.

Mr Peter Dowding: Of the request?

Ms MacKINNON: Of the payment.

Mr Peter Dowding: What about the request?

Mr MacK.LNNON: Of the payment.

Mr Peter Dowding: What about the request?

Mr MacKINNON: I do not know about the request because I am not privy to that
information.

Mr Peter Dowding: Do you know Western Collieries requested SECWA -

Ms MacKINNON: Who in Western Collieries?

Mr Peter Dowding: The Managing Director of Western Collieries.

Mr MacKINNON: How could he? He did not know until a week later that it had actually
been paid the $15 million.

Ms Peter Dowding: That is a real surprise!
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Mr MacKINNON: Let us develop that argument for the Premier, because he wants to
develop it. Apparently the Managing Director of Western Collieries had written to make
some sont of arrangement in relation to the early payment for coal. The SEC subsequently
miraculously paid $15 million to a director who did not write to it in the first place. The
person who made the approach in the first place did not hear about it until a week later. Is
that not a strange way to do business? I would have thought so. Then those people go on
television and say, "We have not seen the money." Let us see what the Deputy Premier
himself said about that $ 15 mnillion. On 27 October, after I had raised the matter in this
Parliament, he was questioned about it and he was reported as follows -

The deal was confirmed last night by the Acting Premier, Mr Parker, although he
denied it was part of the Government's rescue of the troubled Rothwells Bank.

He denied it was paid on the 2 1st after this midnight meeting and authorised by the Minister
for Agriculture.

Mr Parker: Where is that mentioned?

Mr MacKINNON: It is here in The West Australian of 28 October in an article headed
"Rescue 'not involved' in big coal deal".

Mr Parker: I was on "The 7.30 Report" on Thursday night.

Mr MacKINNON: That was on 27 October.

Mr Parker: On that program I acknowledged that the money had been in pan to help the
liquidity of Rothwells. [ do not know how you can say I denied it.

Mr MacKINNON: The Minister is saying that Kent Acort is telling a lie. I am not saying it;
I am reading the newspaper report.

Mr Parker: I was on television -

Mr MacKTNNON: Let me read it again. It reads -

The deal was confirmed last night by the Acting Premier, Mr Parker, although he
denied it was part of the Government's rescue of the troubled Rothwells Bank.

Mr Parker: Why don't you get the video?
Mr MacKINNON: I am only quoting what Mr Acott reports the Minister as saying:'

Mr Parker: Do you agree that I said on'television -

Mr MacKINNON: It was pant of the rescue, was it?

Mr Parker: I am telling you.

Mr MacKINNON: Was it part of the rescue?

Mr Parker: You said just a minute ago that you were there. What I said on "The 7.30
Report" was that it was part of a commercial arrangement between the SEC and Western
Collieries, but, of course, it had been designed to improve the liquidity of Rothwells. At that
rime Western Collieries was a wholly owned subsidiary of Rothwells. I said that on "The
7.30 Report" for the millions of people who watched that program.
Mr MacKINNON: I thank the Minister for that admission. The article continued to report
the Deputy Premier as follows -

"There is no doubt that Rothwells will benefit and that the cash will be useful to
them," Mr Parker said.

Where did the money go? If it was designed to improve the liquidity of Rothwells, as the
Deputy Premier has just said - that is why the Government did the deal - where did it go?.
The Minister then said, "I do not care where the money went." Where did it go?

Mr Parker: It was paid by the SEC to Western Collieries, at that timne a wholly owned
subsidiary of Rathwells.
Mr MacKINNON: The Minister said, "I do not know where it went; [ do not care." Why
was the $15 million paid in the first place?
Mr Parker: It was paid; at the timne a cheque made out to Western Collieries was delivered to
Western Collieries,
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Mr MacKINNON: I think Tony Lloyd will have to answer a lot of questions about that
matter. If the NCSC does not ask him and the directors of Western Collieries some questions
about that, I shall be amazed.

Mr Court: The Deputy Premier says it was done to improve Rothwells' liquidity;, the
liquidator could be called in, and he keeps the money.
Mr MacKIN4NON: Exactly. But where did the money go? It did not go to Rothwells; it was
paid ostensibly to assist Rothwells' liquidity, but now Western Collieries has the money, so it
could not have gone to Rothwells. Where did it go?

Mir Court: lHe said it went to a financial institution.

Mr MacKJNNON: Who has the interest of $1 10 000 on the money in the meantime? I think
it is a job for the fraud squad or somebody to investigate.

Mr Parker: Payment was made in Western Collieries' name:, it was in that account and
presumably Western Collieries had the interest.
Mr MacKLNNON: It would be interesting to find out one day.
Mr Court: The liquidator, the SEC and CSR spent all day trying to work the thing out.

Mr MacKINNON: Western Collieries did not know it had the money until a week after it
was paid. Extraordinary!

Mr H-assell: Tony Lloyd knew; he had the cheque.

Mr MacKINNON: He was the only one who knew. Who else knew?

Mr Parker: The managing director.

Mr MacKINNON: He did not know until a week afterwards when th-- information was made
public.

Mr Parker: The managing director wrote the letter.

Mr Court: I thought you said it was the magic dragon.

Mr Parker: The managing director.

Mr MacKINNON: When did he know he had been paid the $15 million? He did not know
until a week afterwards when the information was made public on 28 October.

Mr Parker: The managing director wrote the letter.

Mr MacKINNON: He knew on 21 October?

Mr Parker: As far as I know he did.

Mr MacKINNON: The Minister is quite sure of that?

Mr Parker: So I have been told, according to the correspondence.

Mir MacKINNON: The Minister is not prepared to say. I can say categorically that the
managing director did not know that his company had been paid $15 million until he read
about it in this newspaper article on 28 October.

Mr Parker: It is surprising, since it was he who asked for the payment.

Mir MacKJN'NON: That is the very point I am making. If he asked for it in terms of an
earlier contract, why was the deal done with Tony Lloyd, and why did the managing director
not know about it until a week after the payment had been made?
Mr Court: If the matter had not been raised on television I wonder where the money would
be today.

Mr MacKINNON: I wonder whether the Deputy Premier is being treated like other people in
Western Australia, as was depicted in the cartoon on the front of The Australian. The Deputy
Premier is the mushroom in this Government, and he is the one who has been asked to carry
the can.

Turning to the Builders Labourers Federation, many people in Western Australia, including
Sandra Russell-Floyd and others, are shaking their heads in dismay and wondering why it ts
that the BLF and others got their money out of Rothwells and they did not. How is it that the

4594



[Tuesday, 8 November 1988] 49

Government was prepared to allow one of the biggest rogue unions in Australia to withdraw
its funds from the $12.5 million which the Premier authorised placing in the bank on that
day? On Friday, 28 October, when the $12.5 million authorised by the Premier was
deposited in Rothwells, the BLE withdrew its money. The Premier of Western Australia was
prepared to put in $12.5 million to help out his union mates, but he was not prepared to do
anything about any of the other depositors.

Many questions remain unanswered about the Government guarantee of $150 million. After
today's statement by the Premier the position with respect to that guarantee is not one iota
clearer. I quote from page 17 of John Hamilton's book, Burkie -

It was left eventually to Tony Lloyd and Treasury officers to draft the Government's
$150 million guarantee letter to the National Australia Bank. Signed by Burke, the
letter went off shortly after 10 pm.

That is really all we know publicly about the matter. That is when the letter of guarantee was
signed. Can the Deputy Premier confirm there was more than one letter? No confirmation!

The first question which remains unanswered, even today, is the lorn the guarantee look.
The second question, which is very important, is on whose advice the guarantee was sought.
According to John Hamilton's book Aurile, Tony Lloyd and Treasury officers drafted the
Government's guarantee. I would have thought that Crown Law officers should have been
there. If Crown Law officers were not there, why were they not? Whose legal advice was
relied on to provide that $150 million guarantee?

The Government had known about the need to provide for it for two or three days. The
Premier indicated that in his comments today. Whose advice? What about the National
Australia Bank's commuents on the "Sunday" television program? Mr Clark seems to think
that the guarantee is pretty secure and is in place. Why can that guarantee not be tabled? The
Government can no longer claim that it is commercially confidential. Have we a release
agreement? I asked that question several times, but it was not answered. There has been no
indication about whether the Government negotiated a release agreement and, if so, the
nature of that agreement. On 26 October the Deputy Premier indicated there were some
discussions about an obligation remaining for some months after the withdrawal of the
facilities - that is, the guarantee - and that the Government's advice was that the facility had
been retired. From whom did the Government get the advice?

Mr Parker: From lawyers.

Mr MacKINNON: From whom?

Mr Parker: From a range of lawyers.

Mr MacKINWON: From Crown Law?

Mr Parker: From a range of lawyers -

Mr MacKI[NNON: Not from Crown Law.

Mr Parker: I did not say not from Crown Law. I said from a range of lawyers.

Mr MacKI[NNON: Was Crown Law included? Was the Solicitor General included?

Mr Parker: Firstly in the Premier's statement he commented on that in order to be absolutely
up front about any prospects of the guarantee being called on in that way. That is why he
cited the maximum figure of $100 million if the guarantee is called on. However, our advice
remains, as the Premier indicated, that prospects of the guarantee being called on successfully
are very limited indeed. That is what I said on 26 October.

Mr MacKINNON: Who provided that advice? The Minister said Crown Law did not and
nor did the Crown Solicitor.

Mr Parker: From very substantial liquidation solicitors - solicitors specialising in the
liquidation area.

Mr MacKINNON: It is important to note that Government officers are being avoided. it has
been kept out of the purview of Government officers who are not to be trusted by this
Government. We are not to be trusted either; the people of Western Australia are not to be
trusted with any information at all. They are to be kept in the dark. What is the position?
Where are we? This has been asked of me by several people and I think referred to by the
A64I71-4
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Leader of the National Party. We thought that the guarantee would rank much further down
the list.

Mr Parker: It does.

Mr MacKINNON: Where does Mr Connell rank in all of this? Has he not pledged all of his
personal assets? When do they get called on?
Mr Parker: Lang before the guarantee.

Mr& Peter Dowding: You can see from the paper that they are being called on now in a variety
of ways.

Mr MacKINNON: It will be interesting to see what happens.

Mr Parker: Mr Connell's assets are well in front, as are other shareholders' funds.
Mr MacKINNON: All of Mr Connell's assets?

Mr Parker: As far as we know.

Mr MacKINNON: We will see.

Mr Parker: The Premier has said that all his assets are being called.
Mr Hassell: That was over debts of his private company. Nothing to do with saving the
taxpayers of this State from this guarantee.
Mr MacKINNON: I have not seen any'"For Sale" signs on too many of Mr Connell's
properties yet; time will tell.
Several members interjected.
Mr MacKINNON: I am not interested in Mr Connell's position, other than that this
Government has given a very clear commnitment that he had pledged all of his personal assets.
If the taxpayers are to be called on, I hope that the commnitment given by the Deputy Premier
and this Government is accurate.
Mr Pearce: Why don't you wait until the liquidator's report, and then you will see.

Mr MacKINNON: On top of this, the $64 question is: Where we will find the money to pay
for these losses? There is $119 million in Teachers Credit Society, but we have to find an
awful lot more for that.
Mr Pearce: That is untrue.

Mr MacKINNON: How much more do we have to find for the Swan Building Society?
Mr Pearce: How much more for the Teachers Credit Society? You said that we had already
paid $119 million and that we would have to pay more.

Mr MacKINNON: I did not say that at all. The Minister for Transport should listen more
closely.
Mr Pearce: I listened to you very accurately.
Mr MacKINNON: I did not say that at all. How much more do we have to find and where
from for the Teachers Credit Society? That is still unknown. The latest estimate was
$119 million. What is the exact position? What is the latest position?

Mr Peter Dowding: The position has been finalised in respect of that.
Mr MacKINNON: The Swan Building Society, Petrochemical Industries Company Ltd - we
have committed $175 million to that, and the Deputy Premier continues to refuse to tell us
where the money will come from to pay the interest on that. On top of that we have a
potential loss - in the Government's words - of about $ 100 million. Where is it coming
from? There was no explanation today from the Premier about that - or any measures
designed to give an indication to the people of this State, who after all will have to fund the
debt. The consequences are quite clear. The Government has attempted all the way through
this affair not only to bypass the Parliament but to bypass even Government officers in the
administration of their duties. However that attempt has failed because this Parliament has in
fact disclosed all, and the time has well and truly come for the Government to stop trying to
hide the events.

4596



[Tuesday, 8 November 1988] 59

We believe that the only way we will get to the bottom of this matter is to have a proper
inquiry launched by the Government and by the Attorney General under section 291 of the
Companies Code. I wrote to the Attorney General this morning suggesting that; I sent a copy
to the Premier. I have already received advice rejecting that suggestion. That is how quick
the Government is to give an indication about that -

Mr Hassell: They don't want an inquiry.

Mr MacKINNON: The Government does not want an inquiry because it would be totally
outside its control and would stop what would be a far ranging inquiry - and a proper
inquiry - into the affair. The advice we received, which we sought from a reputable firm. -
Mallesons Stephen Jaques - indicated that the Attorney General has the power. The Attorney
General confirmed that by rejecting our approach. The advice also indicated that the scope of
this investigation could be extremely wide by reason of the definition in section 6 of the
meaning of the word "affairs" of the corporation. That is what we want. We do not want a
narrow inquiry by the provisional liquidator or liquidators, which will only look at Rothwells
and its liquidation. The liquidator has been asked by the Premier - and members will note
those words very carefully - to look only at the affairs relating to when the guarantee was
extended to Rothwells; the Premier has not asked the liquidator to examine events after the
extension of the guarantee. That is, during the whole time of his Premiership. He has not
asked the liquidator deliberately to look at those areas. He has only asked the liquidator to
look at that area where the guarantee was first extended. Of course that is the area which a
special investigator could examine; not just Rotbwells, but all of the aspects relating to this
affair would be under the purview of that particular investigator, with the full authority of the
Companies Code and with proper report being made and totally out of control of the hands of
the Government, the Opposition or anybody else. It would be a skilled report that would not
stop all the other procedures and processes going on. There have been precedents set before
for it to occur -

Mr Hassell: Contemplated by the Act as a proper procedure in the circumstances. That is
what it exists for.
Mr MacKINNON: Deliberately put into the legislation, as the member for Cottesloe said, for
that purpose. However the Government has rejected that, indicating that it would do
everything possible to ensure that it is cleared up. The Government has shown demonstrably
by its actions that it continues to refuse to do so.

Let me conclude with a couple of funkier comments. Firstly, the need for the inquiry is
unquestioned. It has been called for by political commentators across Australia. It seems
that the Deputy Premier and the Premier have a fixation about the Fairfax Press; not just the
Fairfax media but virtually every media group in the country is calling for an inquiry to be
made. However, the Government wants to reject such an approach and is not prepared to
entertain an inquiry which could get to the bottom of the matter. Secondly, the Government
at a Press conference yesterday gave the game away completely when the Premier said that
the perceptions are what must be addressed. It was not the fact that it made mistakes, and not
the fact it should apologise for losing millions and millions of taxpayers' dollars, but that the
perception of all these things is what must be corrected. No doubt there will be some glossy
brochures and a series of television ads whiich will try to change these perceptions.

Mr Count: I wonder which photo they will use; the cameo or the square one?

Mr MacKINNON: I am not sure.

That is what the Government was on about yesterday; it referred to perceptions and not to
reality. The bottom line is that this Government is not prepared to trust the people. The
statement made yesterday had a glaring omission because if this Government was dinkumn
about accountability, it would have made a comm-itment to freedom of information
legislation, which the Opposition has already made. The Government is not prepared to trust
the people with that legislation, although it might make such a comm-itment before the next
election in its desperation. To date the Government has soundly rejected the trust placed in it
by the people. In reality, the only chance this Government has to survive is to come clean
and face reality. The Government should put its money where its mouth is.
In conclusion 1 quote from the Premier's letter dated 26 February in the publication called
"Building On The Burke Years", which is another one of the Government's glossy
pamphlets. The Premier said -
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The challenge to build on the Burke years is an enormous one to all of us.
I hope the Government does not keep building on his debts, or else we would all go broke
very quickly. The Premier continued -

My commitment is to continue to develop and improve the policies initiated under
Brian Burke's leadership ensuring that the aspirations of ordinary Western
Australians and their families are fulfilled.

Now we get to the punch line as the article continues -

The openness and innovation of the past five years will continue to be the hallmarks
of the State Government while I'm Premier.

That is the bottom line. That is what got this Government into trouble; it has not been open
and honest and has not honoured that commitment. Until such time as it does it will continue
to face the real problems that it has in the electorate at present. This has not been due to the
actions of the Opposition, but has been as a result of the actions of the Government itself. It
is a problem of its own making and a problem that only it can solve.

MR COURT (Nedlands - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.27 pm]: The Liberal Party
and the National Party combine to support this censure motion against the Government, and
to support the statement calling for the appointment of a special investigator to look into what
has taken place in the Rothwells saga. The special investigator would be appointed under
section 291 of the Companies Code to investigate and inquire fully into the Rothwells
collapse, to report, and to act on the report, as required by the law.
It is disturbing to hear that the Goverrnent will not agree with the appointment of that
special investigator when the system has a mechanism in place for this investigator to be
appointed for this particular purpose. Over the last week we have witnessed the Government
getting itself into a quagmire of problems. Irs public relations machine has examined how to
get the Government out of this mess and has examined ways to try to fool the public. The
Government has admitted that it has a problem and decided to try to get out of it. The PR
machine, with the 70 or 80 journalists - or whatever the count is these days - yesterday came
up with the package which is headed by the Commission on Accountability. It is clear that
the Government desperately tried to come up with a gimmick to try to allay the fears of the
public.

Mr Taylor: Are you saying that the former Chief Justice was involved in that gimmick?

Mir COURT: Just listen to what I have to say. I have nothing against the people involved
with this commnission.

Mr Taylor: Well, do not call it a gimmick then.

Mr COURT: The Government has come up with what I describe as a gimmick because the
proper place for the Government to be accountable is through this Parliament. The
Government is responsible and accountable to this Parliament and to keep coming up with
these committees and funny little things to try to hide the problems that the Government has
got itself into is an absolute disgrace. The reason that the Government has run into such
problems is because it decided to ignore and bypass this institution. Fortunately, we have a
Westminster system of Parliament and, although the Governiment. may not like it, an
Opposition exists and it is its responsibility to make sure the Government is accountable to
the taxpayers of this State. We have been carrying out our responsibilities and we have spent
five years uncovering the unsavoury dealings in which this Government has been involved,
and, at the end of the five years it does not matter what cornniee or whatever it sets up, this
Parliament will continue to put pressure on this Government to make sure that all the facts
come out.

Do members know what the Government admitted yesterday when it brought out this little
package? it admitted that this Governiment cannot govern any longer and that it is not fit to
govern.
Mr Parker: Nonsense!

Mr COURT: It admitted that the financial problems of this State were worse than even the
Opposition thought. It admitted that it lacked integrity in the community and that the
Government is bad and rotten. When the Premier stated that his Government is open and
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honest, people all over this State were choking. The Government has admitted that it has
shown favour for its cronies and friends. Now it has established a commission to tell the
public what they should be told anyway. We would not need anything other than this
Parliament in which all the facts can come out, if this Government used the Parliament
correctly. Members opposite know that this Parliament is the supreme authority for
accountability. It is too late for the Government to now say it has run into problems and it
has come up with a solution made up over the weekend. Thank goodness we have a
parliamentary system!

What a shambles we have seen in the past couple of weeks! The Government has been
totally ineffective because all it has concentrated on is damage control in relation to the WA
Inc dealings. While this is going on, the governing of the State will come to a standstill. This
is at a time when resource markets are very strong internationally and the Deputy Premier
should be signing up all sorts of deals to get valuable processing into this State. lHe has put
together the petrochemical deal which will be one of the biggest financial scandals this State
has ever seen. The Government has gone numb.

Mr Peter Dowding: What a load of arrant nonsense.

Mr COURT: The Government cannot comprehend the ennrmity of the scandal that it has
locked us into. I mentioned two weeks ago that all the Government backbenchers knew
about what was happening with WA Inc was what they mead in the newspapers and were fed
in the caucus room. It was like the cartoon of the mushroom as the audience and the
Government feeding it manure. It was a funny cartoon, Mr Speaker, I am glad you enjoyed
it, There is an interesting cartoon in tonight's newspaper, too.

Unfortunately, WA Inc is alive and well. T'he Premier said today that he hoped the
Opposition did not continue with its probing of what happened. I assure him that we will
continue to probe this Government about all of its dealings. I laughed when I heard the
Premier say that Rothwells' problems were due to the Opposition's comments. I think The
Australian summed up the matter well in an editorial which stated -

Instead, the Deputy Premier has the gall to blame WA Inc's imbroglio on the State
Opposition for daring to ask questions about the security of the taxpayers' money that
has found its way into Rothwells.

It is because of that questioning that the public is now beginning to understand what has gone
on. Finially the Government has been caught. We are witnessing the greatest political and
financial scandal in this State's history.

One of the features of the last five years of this Government has been its deception. I vividly
recall raising matters relating to Goldrock Investments Pty Ltd early in the life of this
Parliament; the Government quickly reversed its dealings in that matter and attempted to
cover them up. Unfortunately, that is typical of the dealings of this Government. The
Deputy Premier's statements seem to be getting him into a lot of trouble these days. We all
recall that he told this House a year ago at the time of the rescue of Rothwells that all would
be well. lHe told us that the $150 million guarantee was not at risk. He said -

We decided there was absolutely no prospect of the Government's being called on,
even if the worst Financial crash that one could imagine were to take place, with the
level of bad debts being such that those funds would be called on; in other words,
there was no prospect of 50 per cent of the borrowers from Rothwells being bad
debtors.

Mr Parker: That was our advice at the time.

Mr COURT: That was the assurance that we were given. The Goverrnent was briefed over
a weekend and decided to make that decision without proper financial advice.

Mr Parker: We had advice from Wardley 's.

Mr COURT: Did Warclley's give the Government advice about the extent of the bad debts?

Mr Parker: Absolutely.

Mr COURT: The Deputy Premier is now saying that Wardley's said that not more than 50
per cent of those debts would be bad.
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Mr Parker: Wardley's said more. I said in the Parliament at the time that Wardley's said that
the maximum number of bad debts would be 40. We took a more prudential view of it and
said that perhaps the number would be 100. 1 made the point in the Parliament at the time, as
the Leader of the National Party said, that the only basis upon which our guarantee could be
called on was if more than 50 per cent of the debts were bad debts. That was contrary to
Wardley's advice.

Mr COURT: We have now been told that $600 million out of $700 million is believed to be
bad or doubtful.

Mr Peter Dowding: Wait for the report. You can't say that without the liquidator's report.

Mr COURT: If Treasury officials had been involved in making these decisions - if the
Government had received advice other than the advice it was given - I believe it would have
thought twice about making the decisions it made.

On 2 November, the Deputy Premier, in an interview on the Des Guilfoyle program in which
he got stuck into the Fairfax Press, said -

..so I think it is very important to understand, that not one cent thus far of
taxpayers' funds has gone into Rothwells ...

Surely, the Deputy Premier does not believe that, does he?

Mr Parker: At the time it was true. Since then, Rothwells has gone into liquidation and we
have detailed precisely what is our potential risk. However, at the time I made those
comnments, that was absolutely true.

Mr COURT: I repeat, the Deputy Premier said -

... so I think it is very important to understand, that nor one cent thus far of
taxpayers' funds has gone into Rothwells ..

Mr Hassell: When did he say that?

Mr COURT: On 2 November. In the same interview he said -

.. that's the other thing - people assume that this money has gone into Laurie
Connell's pocket - not one cent of that $350 million went into Connell's pocket, all of
it went into Rothwells. ...

So, $175 million has gone into Rothwelis, yet the Deputy Premier said a few seconds earlier
in the same interview that not one cent of taxpayers' funds has gone -

Mr Parker: What a stupid thing to say. You are being pedantic.

Mr COURT: I am being pedantic! What about almost $50 million of Treasury funds that
went through the State Superannuation Board into Rothwells in January? What about the
$7 million that went through the SGIC from United Credit Union Ltd into Rothwells?

Mr Parker: What are you talking about?

Mr COURT: What does the Deputy Premier mean by asking me what I am talking about?
He knows only too well that hundreds of millions of dollars of taxpayers' funds have gone
into Rothwells. His credibility is at stake.
Mr Parker: We said what is in Rothwells. There is $88.5 million of SGIC funds and
$17.5 million of R & I Bank's funds which are secured. Those are the funds that have gone
into Rothweuls and we have announced that.

Mr COURT: The Deputy Premier admitted at that interview that $175 million had gone -

Mr Parker: That is not true.

Mr COURT: Then why did the Deputy Premier say it? I repeat -

.. that's the other thing - people assume that this money has gone into Laurie
Connell's pocket - not one cent of that $350 million went into Connell's pocket, all of
it went into Rothwells....

Mr Parker: What we were talking about was the money Connell had been paid for his share
in the petrochemical project. That was money that was paid to him by Bond Corporation.

Mr COURT: I will read what came before it. The transcript of the interview states -
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Well, I think there were other debtors of Rothwells, some of whom were waiting for
their funds to be paid back to them and that of course, led to most of that money -
that's the other thing -people assume that this money has gone into Laurie Connell's
pocket - not one cent of that $350 million went into Connell's pocket, all of it went
into Rothwells, ...

It was reckless for the Deputy Premier to state that not one cent went into Rothwells. That
was a stupid thing to say. The people listening on the radio would believe the Deputy
Premier and be reassured by what he said.

Mr Watt: People would then put their life savings in there.

Mr COURT: Yes, on those sorts of reassurances.

The Leader of the Opposition covered the matter of the $15 million paid to Western
Collieries. It is amazing that members opposite are not prepared to tell us what happened to
the $15 million. The Deputy Premnier said that it was paid to a fmnancial institution. The
people of this State are concerned that, if it was paid to a financial institution in which a
liquidator or receiver was operating, the Governent would have lost the money. [ think it is
very important that the Government explain clearly what happened to that money, because
the Government made that deal. It had a secret meeting late one Thursday night and tried to
find ways of putting more money into Rothwells. The public should know what took place at
that meeting.

Mr Lewis: It might have gone through the wash.

Mr COURT: Who knows where it went. Something very serious has occurred. The whole
thing stinks. We can tell these days when something funny is going on because. the
Government starts to give absurd answers to questions, or remains silent.
I move on to the petrochemical deal because it is important to realise that $157 Million was
paid to Bond Corporation. Is it correct that the money was paid to Bond Corporation?
Mr Parker: Yes.

Mr COURT: That money then found its way through to Rothwells; is that correct?

Mr Parker: You know very well the answer to that question. I will answer it when I respond
to you.
Mr COURT: The Minister has already answered it. He did so in a radio interview, in which
he said that the money did go in.

In the last couple of weeks we found that the SOIC, the R & I Bank and Western Collieries
were involved. All this money was going into Rothwells, yet a few days later the Premier
said that everybody should have known that the company was in trouble. It did not appear to
worry the Premier too much, as it did not deter him from putting in more money. I find it
absolutely scandalous that the BLF quite publicly was able to withdraw its money on that
Friday. It had to go to the court to get approval to move it to another financial institution. It
has now been disclosed that members of the public who tried to get their money out before
the BLF could not get it out. In other words, preferential treatment has been given to one of
the worst unions in this State.

Mr Peter Dowding: By whom? Come on! You are making an allegation without one
skerrick of information to justify it. What are you saying?

Mr COURT: I am saying that the Government was pouring money into the operation. It
would have tipped off its mates and told them to get their money out.
Mr Peter Dowding: That is absolutely untrue.

Mr COURT: Then why did the BLF get its money when people like the Russell-Floyds
could not get theirs?
Mr Parker: Because they went in afterwards.

Mr COURT: They went in before. [ take the matter further because members opposite are
talking with forked tongues. The Government put $175 million into Rothwells. What
happened to that money? Some of it went to pay off the guarantee. Where did the rest of the
money go? Who were the other people in the know who were able to get funds out of the
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organisation before the collapse came? Why did the Premier allow $175 million to go into
that organisation when, as he told us later, he knew it had serious financial problems?

Mr Peter Dowding: I said it had liquidity problems. Don't you understand the difference?

Mr COURT: It had a touch of the shorts, so the Government decided to put in $175 million,
thus enabling the Government to solve a political problem, the mailer of the $150 million
guarantee. The Government solved its political problem; I want to know who else was able
to benefit from that.

Mr Grill: A whole range of depositors benefited.

Mr COURT: Including the BLE?

Mr Grill: Possibly, yes. But not at the loss of that particular group of people you mentioned
a while ago.,

Mr COURT: Fortunately, there a-re sufficient mechanisms in place for all of these facts to
come out eventually. I wish there were a special investigator, such as we propose in this
motion.

Mr Peter Dowding: What's wrong with the liquidator?

Mr COURT: That is a good question. The liquidator will look into the operations of
Rothwells, but there is a need to look also into the operations of those businesses with which
Rothwells was associated.

Mr Peter Dowding: That is what he is going to do.

Mr COURT: He is going to look at Rothwells. He has been called in to look at Rothwetls.

Mr Peter Dowding: No. You are wrong.

Mr COURT: If a receiver or a liquidator were called in to look into other companies, another
iquidator or receiver would have to be appointed. The liquidator of Rothwells has the power

to look only at what is taking place in Rothwells.

Mr Parker: He has the power to look into every financial transaction involving Rothwells.

Mr Peter Dowding: You have not explained what is wrong with giving the court-appointed
liquidator the power to deal with these matters.

Mr COURT: The court-appointed liquidator can look into the operations only of Rothwells.

Mr Parker: Including all the financial transactions in and out of Rothwells.

Mr COURT: The difference would lie in the power of the proposed special investigator.

Mr Peter Dowding: Don't get excited.

Mr COURT: I am short of time.
Mr Peter Dowding: The liquidator can look at matters covered by paragraphs (a) to (g) of the
Opposition's motion.

Mr COURT: The Premier is wrong. The liquidator is controlled in what he can do in
association with Rothwells. This matter is far bigger than just the operations of Rothwells. I
suppose the Premier has been under pressure, because he has decided to resort to personal
abuse. A week before things hit the fan, the Government decided the Liberal Party would be
made the scapegoat for what had taken place. Yesterday, the Premier, on radio, said, "And I
saw Richard Court on the weekend being almost gleefuil at what had happened, gloating over
it," What absolute nonsense!
Mr Peter Dowding: You could hardly contain yourself.

Mr COURT: I make it clear to the House that I did not make any comments on Friday,
Saturday or Sunday. The Premier could not have seen me anywhere.

Mr Peter Dowding: The public saw you when you were so excited you looked as though you
were about to take off, you were bouncing up and down so much.

Mr COURT: The Premier has made it up. I am fed up with this sont of personal abuse.

Mr Peter Dowding: It was on Thursday night.
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Mr COURT: Now it has gone from the weekend to Thursday night! 1 amn fed up with the
way the Premier decides to make things up. The last thing we are is gloating and gleeful.
We are watching the worst financial and political scandal the State has ever seen. That is the
last thing over which we would gloat. I make it very clear that the Liberal Party and the
National Party have been extremely responsible throughout this whole matter. When the
Teachers Credit Society fiasco was occurring, members opposite tried the same tactic. They
decided to throw a bit of mud at people. They disclosed the personal banking details of the
then President of the Liberal Party and the then Deputy Leader of the Opposition. What a
scandalous performance that was! We are witnessing here a very weak attempt on the part of
the Government. The media knows only too well that we have taken a very responsible
position.

A lot has been written about the role in the matter of the former Premier, but not a great deal
has been mentioned about the former Deputy Premier, Mr Bryce. It is important to realise
that those two people were the architects of the WA Inc organisation. The former Deputy
Premier was directly involved in setting up many of the business dealings that are now
costing the State hundreds of millions of dollars.

Mr Peter Dowding: You want to direct your attention to someone else now, do you?

Mr COURT: The former Deputy Premier is a director of the R & I Bank. We believe it is
totally improper for a person who has had such a direct and close rote in WA Inc dealings to
be now in a position -

Mr Peter Dowding; What is your evidence for saying that there is anything in the former
Deputy Premier's political life that doesn't entitle him to be where he is?

Mr COURT: There is a pretty strong vested interest for the Labor Party to have people in
such positions when it is going through a period of turmoil. The Premier has tried to say that
WA Inc is dead. WA Inc is not dead while people like the former Deputy Premier, Mr
Edwards and Mr Lloyd are still involved in handling financial dealings.

Mr Grill: Where is the evidence that the RU' got preferential treatment?

Mr COURT: It is in the newspaper.

Mr Parker: No, it is not.

Mr Gril: You cannot back it up.

Mr COURT: On the very day the Premier put $12.5 million into Rothwells, Sandra
Russell-Floyd and her mother, Ema -

Mr Peter Dowding: That is not true.

Mr COURT: That is one case of $10 000 not being released on the Friday.

Mr Parker: It is not true that the Premier put the money in on that day.

Mr COURT: When did it go in?

Mr Peter Dowding: The SOIC asked for pernmission to make a further provision and I gave
that permission. I do not know what date that was.

Mr Macinnon: That is not what the Premier said before; he said that he authorised the
putting in of the $12.5 million to keep it going while he waited for further advice on the
matter.

Mr Peter Dowding: The SGIC asked for my authority, and I gave it.

Mr Parker: It was not on that very day.

Mr COURT: There is some confusion opposite as to what was taking place. I suggest that
members opposite look at the replies of some of the people who did not get preference over
the BLF. If the Minister for Agriculture wants to raise that matter, I think one of the most
deceitful and misleading things that took place in all of this is that the Government made it
clear to the public of Western Australia that with the Government guarantee in place all was
well at Rothwells. We had been told that the rescue was going well. When the Government
guarantee was withdrawn we were told it was because things were so strong at Rothwelis that
they no longer needed a Government guarantee. The public has been misled! They were led
to believe by members opposite that Rothwells had been properly rescued and that there were
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no problems about putting their money in there. I feel extremely sorry for those people
because it was not a financial institution that was misleading them but the Government of the
State. The Governiment of the State was deceiving people. A situation has existed aver the
past 12 months where the Government has handled this deception, and WA Incorporated is
certainly alive and well. We will continue our pressure to ensure that the Government
exposes its dealings. This Government is trying to say that we will lose only $100 million.
Again, it has not told the whole story about the $175 million or about all the other moneys
involved during the past year. When it does the public will start to understand the true story.
The Opposition has played a responsible role in this exercise. It has been probing this
Government's financial mismanagement of this State and it will continue to do so. All of the
grubby dealings of members opposite will be exposed. This Governiment had better pretty
smartly - whether it gets thrown out of Government or not - start addressing these questions
in a frank manner. Certainly, the way in which it has gone about deceiving and covering up
has done great damage to the reputation of this State. A leader in The Australian states -

The trail of deceit and financial disaster wrought by WA Inc will not be cleared by the
Dowding Government's belatedly pulling the plug on the merchant bank Rothwells,
although this is a necessary start.

It goes on to say that the activities of this Government are scandalous and that is why we urge
that this censure motion be supported and that the special investigator outlined be appointed
to look into the affairs of Rothwells and associated organisations.

MR PARKER (Fremantle - Deputy Premier) [4.53 pm]: In speaking in opposition to this
motion I indicate to the House that, like the Premier in his statement -

Mr Macinnon: The only bloke who had the guts to tell the truth.

Mr PARKER: What is the Leader of the Opposition saying? I think the comment has been
made several times, including the last time we debated this matter when it was made by the
member for Cotteslce, let alone anybody else, that I have been very frank about this matter.
Indeed, the Leader of the National Party made the same comment. All of the things that I
have said and done in this House have been designed to provide as much information as
possible consistent with the abilities of a commercial institution to operate successfully. Of
course, we are now in a very different situation where the commercial arrangements of an
institution are very much in the public domain because of the appointment of a provisional
liquidator by the Supreme Court of Queensland, so one is in a very different position from
previously in terms of what one is able to say because in the past that financial institution was
seeking to look after its own best interests and it is not possible for any organisation to do that
effectively when it is constantly under the glare of public scrutiny.

It was certainly not for the Government of the day to reveal publicly what it may or may not
know about that financial institution at a time when it is seeking to ensure its survival, and its
future. Some very considerable doubts need to be cast over this Opposition motion the first
of which - and I want to emphasise here the point made by the Premider by way of
interjection - is that the Opposition has not in any sense suggested any area of analysis of the
activities of ftothwells that cannot be dealt with by the provisional liquidator, or if the court
confirms the appointment, by the liquidator. In fact, that position is very capable of being
supported, if one goes through the various issues that have been raised by the Opposition in
this motion.

Fundamental to this motion is the proposition that there is some need to go further than has
already been gone; further than the appointment of the liquidator; further than anything that
the NCSC might do; and further than the Commission on Accountability to which the
Premier referred here today and in his Press statement yesterday. According to the
Opposition there is some gaping hole which will not be examined by any of those bodies.
Nothing could be further from the truth.

I will make a couple of points about accountability. First, while the Premnier has indicated
that this Government accepts that there needs to be greater accountability and has put in train
the mechanism for that to happen, that in fact is in the great tradition of Labor Governments
in this State, which have been the only Governments to put in place anything to do with
public accountability. The Public Accounts Committee, when it was first set up, had very
few teeth, powers or resources and was set up after a long campaign by the Labor Party. It
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has only been given teeth, powers and resources since we have been in Government. so the
Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee in its current form is a creation of this
Government and a result of the Labor Party continually campaigning for it.
We were delivered today a copy of the Ombudsman's report, another example of
accountability by public sector employees to the people they serve; again, a creation after
years of campaigning and one of the first acts of the Tonkin Labor Government. In fact, what
the Premier is proposing under the Commission on Accountability has been described by the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition asa gimmick. He said that he has no criticism of the people
on that commission but it is a gimmick. It is extraordinary that the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition believes that people such as Sir Francis Burt, Mr Brown and others would lend
their names to a gimmick.

NU Court: I said "your package".

Mr PARKER: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is trying to be pedantic and clever with
words, which is something he often accuses us of being, by saying that the commnission is a
gimmick but that there is nothing wrong with the people on it. I say to him that those people
would not have lent their names to this thing if they thought it was a gimmick because that is
not what they want to be in. To suggest that the former Chief Justice of this State, the
director of the confederation and other representatives on the commission would be prepared
to be part of something set up as a ginunick is an insult to those people.

Let us look at the sorts of things that the various people who have power over Rothwells at
the moment will be able to investigate. Let us deal with some of the issues that have been
raised here today. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition asked, for example, what happened
to the funds that Connell paid to buy the book of Rothwell's debts pursuant to the contract
approved by an extraordinary meeting of shareholders of that company in July. He said that
the $150 million was obviously used to repay the Government's guarantee. That is obviously
the case but, 'What happened to the other funds?" he asked. He said that that is one of the
things a special investigator would need to look into. One of the very fundamental roles of a
liquidator is to look at the financial transactions in and out of any company in advance of its
going into liquidation, because it is the financial transactions in and out of the company
which may give rise to some concern about the liquidity in certain circumstances and the
suspicion that things are not all well in the company. The purchase by Connell of
$350 million of the debt book, and the payments to the National Australia Bank and others,
are very much the sorts of things which the liquidator has to look at. He wants to see the
purpose of those payments. There is no suggestion, and there can be none, that that is an area
which will not be able to be reponted on.

The provisional liquidator is not someone we have appointed; he is not someone who reports
to us. He does not even report to our own Supreme Court, because Rothwells is registered in
Queensland; he reports to the Supreme Court in Queensland. The same financial
commentators who have been so critical of us in our role in this area have been quick to
praise both the appointment and the person of the provisional liquidator appointed by the
Supreme Court of Queensland. I have no reason to suspect, and I do not think anyone else
has either, that Mr Ferrier will do anything other than his job as provisional liquidator, if he is
confirmed as liquidator of Rothwells.

The second area he can look at is the nature of the assets of Rothwells. What are the assets of
Rothwells? Primarily those assets consist of loans receivable, either now or in the short term,
and in some cases medium and long term, depending on the nature of the loans. There have
been audited reports in relation to those. There was an audited report pre-crash, to which the
Premider has referred, which was carried out by the company's auditors. An audited report
was released at the half year 31 January 1988. That was carried out by the same firm of
auditors. Subsequently the NCSC asked the same firm of auditors to go back into Rothwells,
not just to do an ordinary audit, which could be expected of any company after the end of its
financial year as at the end of July, but to do a very ful and deep audit in order to be able to
report fully to the NCSC, which has extensive powers in these matters, on the nature of these
receivables and on any creditors Rothwells might have as well. I understand that report is
now mn the hands of the NCSC. Presumably the NCSC will have a considerable amount to
say on the nature of the book and on the nature of the overall solvency of Rothwells as a
company. That report is not public, not because we are keeping it
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from the public - we do not have it - but because it is in the hands of the NCSC Presumably
it will be made available to the liquidator, who also has a duty as liquidator to report to the
NCSC or to anybody else he deems appropriate anything untoward he might find in the
operations of the company. That audited report is in the hands of the NCSC, which has
extensive powers in the matter and can presumably make it available to courts, to
prosecutors, to the liquidator, or to anybody else. Both those areas cover the supervision and
scrutiny of Rothwells and all its transactions. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition asked
about other companies and payments made and received from them. All those payments,
whether to those companies which have been suspended in the last few days, like Beiltech, or
payments from them, or the nature of arrangements made with those companies, are included.
It was suggested in the Press in the last 24 or 36 hours that perhaps some of the loan
arrangements may have been on less than commercial terms. I am not aware of that; no-one
has made that point to me, although it was speculated on in the Press. This is capable of
being investigated by the liquidator, and he has very extensive powers in that regard. If he
believes that there is something untoward, he has powers at the very least to refer the matter
to the NCSC Under the corporate legislation very strict rules govern intercompany loans and
relationships between shareholders, directors, loans to and from companies and so on. All of
those things are very strictly regulated by national and State legislation, and the NCSC has
total power to do whatever it wants to do in regard to that. Indeed it has done so in respect of
other companies in the past.

The Premier has gone to some lengths to explain the nature of the arrangements made with
the SOIC, and I do not want to go over those again. No doubt he will speak again during the
course of this debate and he may wish to talk about that. Again some suggestion has been
mooted in the media, perhaps put there in the first place by the Opposition, that the
$50 million of SOIC bills to which the Leader of the Opposition referred in the House a
couple of weeks ago was some recent event. Those bills were bought by the SOIC, as the
Premier said, between November and January -

Mr Lewis: Did they have to be rolled over?

Mr PARKER: They were bought between November and January. They matured on varying
dates.

Mr Lewis: Were they rolled over?

Mr PARKER: I understand they were rolled at different times, and at different times I
understand they were there. The only point I am making is that this is not some new
$50 million put in there at the last moment; it has been there since November, December and
January this year. The Premier has frankly advised the House in relation to the $12.5 million
figure which he authorised and he has indicated the basis for that.

Mr MacKinnon: To enable the ELF to get its money out.

Mr PARKER: That is absolute nonsense.

Mr MacKinnon: If he had not put in that $12.5 million the BLF would not have got its
money out.

Mr PARKER: Let me deal with this issue of people getting their money out or otherwise.
The fact of the matter is that, as I said on the radio the other day, one would have to have
been blind, deaf, illiterate and living in some foreign country not to go to Rothwells in the
last few weeks after the Government very publicly announced its guarantee was withdrawn.
That was on 17 October. One would have not to have known what was going on in the world
not to take one's money straight out. There was a huge amount of publicity associated with
the financial difficulties of Rothwells. It would be impossible to conceive of much more
publicity being given to any matter than the publicity which was occasioned by the financial
difficulties Rothwells was experiencing. It would have been impossible for anybody to claim
not to know that the Government was seriously considering not further assisting Rothwells
long before the company ceased paying out depositors' funds. As I understand it, the
company ceased paying out deposiro~s on the Monday immediately prior to going into
liquidation. That was the first occasion on which the company was unable to pay out
depositors. Up to that time everybody who sought it had got his money out.
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Indeed one of the reasons people were seeking their money was that a run was being created
by comments made by, among others, members of the Opposition. That led to a very large
number of people withdrawing their money, which in turn precipitated the crisis. Anyone
who says he did not know until Rothwells went into liquidation that his money was not at risk
was one of a very small number of people who must not have read the newspapers, watched
television, or listened to the radio in the intervening two or three weeks. That might be their
attitude towards the issue, but it is not ours. I certainly feel very sorry for those people. It is
an extraordinary situation because for some time the Leader of the Opposition said that this
should be left to the devices of the market place and the Government should not be involved;
he said that the Government should get out and say, "No more, we are out of it." When the
Government does that - when we say, "No more; the Government is no longer involved and
is not prepared to be involved" - it gets crocodile tears from members opposite about people
who had their funds deposited in Rothwells. I feel sorry for people who had their funds
deposited in Rothwells. I hope the assessment being made, which is that there will be a very
high dividend payout for the creditors in Rothwells, will come to fruition for the sake of those
people. I hope we will be able to achieve an orderly work out of the arrangements in
Rothwells precisely so that those people can be paid as much as possible, if not all, of their
funds deposited there. I reiterate the comnments. made by the provisional liquidator, who
cautioned people against making assumptions about what the dividend payout from the
liquidation will be on the basis that he is by no means certain yet and thinks it is very unfair
on everybody for the Press and others to commnent on the potential dividend payments that
might be made.

However, to deal with one of the issues raised by the Leader of the National Party in that
regard. [ made it absolutely clear in this House in October last year that Connell's money is in
there as a subordinated loan. Connell pledged all of his assets to raise that $70 million, which
was referred to at that time and placed in there as a subordinated loan. Let me go through the
hierarchy of who is involved in a liquidation situation, so that everybody understands: The
first people who get their funds out - apart from the Commissioner of Taxation, people like
that and employees - are the secured creditors. That deals with the question of the
R & I Bank; the Leader of the Opposition said it was a great surprise to him to discover that
the R & I Bank had funds in Rothwells. It was somewhat of a surprise to the Goverrnment as
well because the R & I Bank operates completely independently of the Government and
always has done - and I hope always will - and makes its own commercial decisions and had
advanced, apparently on the basis of good security, funds -

Mr Lewis: That is why it bought Teachers Credit Society.

Mr PARKER: It bought the Teachers Credit Society debt on the basis of -

Mr Lewis: Because you told them to.

Mr PARKER: No. It bought the Teachers Credit Society debt on the basis of what was a
good commercial proposition for it - namely, that the Government agreed to underwrite any
losses that were made on the Teachers Credit Society. It did not decide to go in on its own
volition; the Government does not have, arid does not seek to have, any power to direct the
Rt & I Bank at all. The reason the R & I Bank went into the Teachers Credit Society situation
was because it had a commitment from the Government that any losses incurred over and
above the core value of the asset it was acquiring from the Teachers Credit Society would be
met in full by the Government. From its point of view, that was not a bad commercial
proposition. It is not true to say that the Government made the Rt & I Bank do- it; the
R & I Bank agreed to do it on that particular basis.

In relation to this matter, the Government certainly did not have any influence whatsoever,
nor did the Government even know what the exposure of the Rt & I Bank was, until such time
as it came to the crunch and we examined dining the course of the last week or so what the
various levels of exposure to Rothwells were. However, when we became aware of it,
because of its banking activities, we were also advised - and I believe absolutely - that it is
fully secured in respect of that and that the Rt & I Hank, as a bank in the normal course of
banking business, got a certain level of seurity, used that security and was prepared to
advance funds on the basis of that security. It is not the case that the R & I Bank is in any
sort of a difficult position. If the Rt & I Bank is, it is because of its own commercial judgment
and attitude about the security. To take the point of the Leader of the National
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Party, if there is some problem with that security, that is something which is very much pant
of the ordinary course of banking business.

The value of the security varies according to each of the creditors; to the extent that any
creditor has security, thax security would first be drawn on. If there is a deficiency in his
security, then what remains of the deficiency becomes unsecured against the pool of the
company's resources. Those people get their funds out, and then come the unsecured
creditors, There are no preference arrangements given to them. Of course it is possible for
the provisional liquidator to come to schemes of arrangements, to enter into all1 sorts of
proposals and deals, to sign with everybody who is involved in such a circumstance, and to
make suggestions about bow things might happen. However, in legal terms the unsecured
creditors come next; after that, it is the subordinated loans. That answers the point of the
Leader of the National Party. The subordinated debt in Rothwells comes after the unsecured
creditors. Finally, come the shareholders and their funds.

Mr Hassell: Are you saying that Connell will have to pay everything before the taxpayers
have to pay out one cent?

Mr PARKER: The moneys that Connefl has either put into Rothwells or the properties and
assets he has pledged in order to raise those funds-
Mr Lewis: Are they mortgaged?

Mr PARKER: I understand they are. Either the funds he has placed in there or the pledges
he has against properties which were used to raise those funds or secure them, or any other
securities he entered into for the purposes of raising those moneys wil certainly go before the
taxpayers' funds are called on.

Mr Hassell: You remember last year you said he had to put everything on the line, even his
wife's property?

Mr PARKER: I believe rime will show that is exactly what has happened. To take the point
of the Leader of the National Party, if there are no funds left over from paying out the
unsecured creditors, the subordinated debt just goes. If there are funds left over from paying
out the unsecured creditors - and let us hope there are - the subordinated debt is retired
according to that. After that comes the shareholders' funds. To again take the point of the
Leader of the National Party, in relation to the statement in October last year in this place, the
$160 million or $170 million referred to then is the money most at risk. I made that point in
exactly those words - that is, that the people who were putting their money on the line well
before our money, apart from the subordinated debt of Connell, were people investing in the
shares. Those people put their money into the company and that money is there in the form
of shares. The Press have commented as to whether the individual shareholders are still the
same. [ have never seen anything more irrelevant than that; it does not matter at all whether
the individual shareholders have subsequently sold off their shares. The important thing is
that the money they subscribed for those shares has gone into and remains in the balance
sheet of Rothwells. They may hold the shares, in which case the shares are of whatever value
is determined following the liquidation, which may be nil if there are insufficient funds. It is
important to understand that if there are any funds left over for shareholders, we will have got
every cent of Government funds out, because our funds come out well before any
shareholders' funds are even dealt with. That will happen with all the funds of the depositors
in Rothwells; all their funds will have come out as well. The shareholders will only get a
cent if every single cent of our funds and every single cent of unsecured creditors' funds
generally has been paid out.

Mr Lewis: Is there a good chance of that?

Mr PARKER: The Government believes there is every chance there will be a very high
dividend payout. We do not know, and it would be improper to suggest, and indeed the
provisional liquidator has cautioned nut just public figures but also the Press not to speculate
what the dividend figure will be. Our advice is that there is every reason to suspect that the
dividend payout could be higher rather than lower.

Mr Lewis: That is not a dividend. A dividend is made ftom profit.

A& PARKER: It is a dividend. I am afraid the member for East Melvile does not understand
the liquidation laws. In fact the tertminology is precisely that; it is known as a
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dividend. I suggest that the member for East Melville gets same advice on these things
before he makes silly comments like that. In relation to item (c), the provisional liquidator
has again indicated that he will make a full report to the Supreme Court of Queensland. That
report will detail all of the creditors and debtors of Rothwells and the security apportioning to
any particular credit or debt situation, and he will make it absolutely clear what the position
is. Let us be absolutely clear that the liquidator's report to the Supreme Court will reveal
everything that the Opposition wants to hear.

There has been a suggestion that the events leading up to the payment of $15 million were in
the hands of Mr Lloyd, Let me set the scene. At the time the arrangements were made
Mr Lloyd was the chief executive of Rothwells Ltd which was in turn the only shareholder in
Western Collieries Ltd. Mr Connell, Mr Lloyd and another person from Rozhwells, together
with other directors, were members of the board of Western Collieries. The managing
director of Western Collieries; Ltd was Mr Crawford. He wrote to the SEC on 10 October
1988 proposing that, within the confines of the SEC WA long term contract, SECWA should
give consideration to prepaying for some of the coal under terms and conditions that were
beneficial to SECWA and which would give it the advantage of present money values and
which was -

Mr Hassell interjected.

Mr PARKER: That letter was dated 10 October.

Mr Lewis: You set it up.

Mr PARKER: We did not set it up at all. It was sent on 10 October and received on [2
October. I do not know bow that could have been set up.

Mr Lewis: You would have to be joking.

Mr PARKER: I do not know how the member could suggest that that could be the case.

Mr MacKinnon. Who signed it?

Mr PARKER: David IL Crawford, Managing Director of Western Collieries; Ltd. Subsequent
negotiations -

Mr Macinnon: With whom?

Mr PARKER: I do not know the details, but I do know that negotiations involved Mr
Crawford. However, in the final analysis a proposal was put forward by the SEC to Western
Collieries Ltd by way of a letter advising -

Mr Macinnon: To Mlr Tony Lloyd?

Mr PARKER: Mr Lloyd was the chief executive of the holding company which wholly
owned Western Collieries. No-one is suggesting that there is anything sinister in that. The
letter was sent to him putting forward a proposition which did not go as far as Mr Crawford's
suggestion that $25 million of prepayment might be agreed to but rather suggesting that the
$15 million prepayment which was accepted -

Mr Macinnon: How is it that Mr Crawford did not know anything about all of this?

Mr PARKER: I do not believe that he did not. The $15 million prepayment was accepted by
Western Collieries and a cheque was made out by the State Energy Commission to Western
Collieries Ltd. and paid to Mr Lloyd, as has been said. At that time, Mr Lloyd was the chief
executive of the company which owned 100 per cent of Western Collieries Ltd. As far as the
SEC was concerned, if it provided a crossed cheque to Western Collieries Ltd, it could expect
that that cheque had gone to Western Collieries. I understand from comments that Mr
Herbert made publicly -

Mr Macinnon: To a holding company or to Western Collieries Ltd?

Mr PARKER: The cheque was made out to Western Collieries Ltd. Mr Herbert said that the
funds were deposited but has refused to say where. He said, however, that they were
deposited in an account in an institution in the name of Western Collieries Ltd.

Mr Macinnon: Spedley's.

Mr PARKER: It may have been Spedley's; I do not know whether it was Spedley's. I am
quoting Mr Herbert.
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Mr Peter Dowding: Mr Herbert did not identify the company.

Mr PARKER: No, Mr Herbert did not identify the company. The Opposition has suggested
a company, but Mr Herbert said that the money was placed in an account in the name of
Western Collieries Ltd. If what Mr Herbert said is right - I am relying on him because he is
the Deputy Managing Director of CSR - any interest which accrues would accrue to the
account in which the deposit was lodged; namely the account of Western Collieries Ltd. I
imagine that that is a fairly routine procedure.

Before seeking leave to continue my remarks, I wish to deal with one other aspect which is
not contained in this motion but which was referred to by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition in his speech; namely, the position of Petrochemical Industries Company Ltd. I
make it absolutely clear that that company has no ongoing relationship with its former
shareholders or with institutions associated with its former shareholders. It was suggested by
the Opposition that there was some link with Rothwells. The member for Contesloe
suggested that consultancy fees may have been paid to Rothwells or that some other
arrangement was made. I have said before in this House and I will say it again: There is no
continuing ongoing relationship between Petrochemical Industries Company Ltd and
Rothwells or, for that matter, Dempster.

Mr Peter Dowding: You watch them try to destroy it now.

Mr PARKER: The Opposition will now try, having achieved its goal to destroy Rothwells, to
do the same thing with Petrochemical Industries Company Ltd. The Opposition will say that
it is not after PICL, the project, or Bond Corporation; it is after the Governent which has a
44per cent share in Petrochemical Industries Company Ltd. However, that will not stop the
Opposition trying to trample on that institution or that great project in an attempt to destroy it,
denigrate it and undermine it.

I have absolute faith in that project. I believe it will be a very good project for this State. I
believe it will be profitable for the State, both because of the benefits it will bring to the State
and for the State as an investor in it. I know it will enable the Govermnent not only to gain
social and economic benefits for the State as an equity partner, but also to withdraw early the
subsidies that the State is paying to prop up the SEC because of the $7 billion fiasco in which
the former Government involved the SEC in L981 and 1982. I predict that this company will
be the Opposition's next target. The arrangements for that project are very sound. I believe
that those arrangement will stand the test of time if the Opposition allows it.

[Leave granted for speech to be continued.J

Debate thus adjourned.

[Questions taken.]

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.15 pmn

BILLS (3) - ASSENT

Messages ftom the Governor received and read notifying assent to the following Bills -

1 . Skeleton Weed and Resistant Grain Insects (Eradication Funds) Amendment Bill

2. Liquor Amendment Bill

3. Justices Amendment Bill

MOTION - ROTHWELLS LTD

State Government - Failure to Explain

Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.

MR PARKER (Fremnantle -Deputy Premier) [7.18 pm]: The comments I made
immediately prior to question time rela..ed to PICL and I think I have said enough about that,
although if people want me to I would be more than happy to respond to more questions
about PICL.

The fundamental point I was making before the dinner suspension was that the Opposition is
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claiming that somehow or other some area of the activities of Rorhwelis will nor be
scmutinised by the various inquiries that are under way. The fundamental position of the
Opposition is that the Commission on Accountability which the Premier has announced is
insufficient to deal with that because it will be dealing with Government accountability and
not with the collapse of Rothwells and other matters associated with that. The point I am
making to the House is that there are three areas of concern. One is accountability of
Government to the Parliament and the public, and that has been dealt with by the
Commission on Accountability; the second is the arrangements which need to be in place in
respect of Rothwells for its liquidation, the extent of its liability, the payments in and out, and
all the various transactions Rothwells has been involved with over a period, which obviously
is being handled by the provisional liquidator and on which he is required to report to the
Supreme Court of Queensland; and the third is any suggestion that Rothwells may not have
been acting in accordance with its charter or the corporate regulations in force from time to
time. That, of course, is a mailer in which the NCSC has the right. So there is no area of
activity from which the Government is either escaping or seeking to escape or from which it
is seeking to have Rothwells escape in this area. The provisional liquidator, or the NCSC, or
the Commission on Accountability will be able to report on all those matters. I think that is
fairly clear and I believe that I have dispensed with those suggestions by the Opposition.
Let me deal with some other matters that were dealt with by the Opposition as well. I did
start to deal with the Western Collieries Ltd issue, simply to say that the Government entered
into what seemed to be a quite sensible, prudent and not unusual commercial relationship.
Indeed, Mr Herbert - about whom the Opposition has spoken extensively and whom they
have quoted, and he has been extensively quoted in the Press as well - said he did not see
anything whatsoever wrong with the transaction, and that with two parties which had done
business with each other extensively over the years it was quite understandable that a
transaction of that sort should be undertaken. As far as I am concerned, that is a matter for
the SEC. Obviously the SEC takes the view that Western Collieries is obliged to provide it
with a certain volume of coal in advance. Mr Herbert, or a spokesman for him, has said that
as far as he is concerned the matter is now at an end, and I have no reason to doubt that. As I
drove back to the House this evening I heard a statement on the ABC which suggested that
Hon Gordon Masters in another place had made a comment about an option to purchase
Western Collieries. I do not know if that is what he said, but that is the way it was reported.
There were mortgages to CSR, and CSR has acted or purported to act pursuant to those
mortgages. I understand that CSR has reached an agreement with the provisional liquidator
about the way in which the mailer is to be handled in the future. There was certainly no
option in existence; in fact at the rime of the transaction Rothweljs was the sole owner and
sole shareholder in Western Collieries Limited.
Mr Macinnon: Not the sole director.

Mr PARKER: No.
Mr Macinnon: There was a board charged with responsibility for running the company and
that was not consulted in any way.
Mr PARKER: The purpose of my comment was to say that at that time it was not as though
some other shareholders were involved; Rothwells was the sole shareholder.

That brings me to the issue relating to the preferential treatment alleged to have been given to
the Builders Labourers Federation. Let me make it absolutely clear to the House: The HLF,
according to all the reports, withdrew its funds on Friday, 29 October.
Mr Macinnon: On the 28th.

Mr PARKER: On the Friday, whatever the Friday was. It had asked for the funds on the
previous Thursday. I have been told it was Friday and Thursday; I cannot comment on the
specific dates. It applied for the funds on the Thursday and received them on the Friday.
Mr Mac~innon: That is consistent with the newspaper report.

Mr PARKER: It may be, but it is not consistent with the comment made by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition, which was to the effect that other people who applied on the same
day did not get their funds at the time the BLF did. I am advised that while neither the
provisional liquidator nor the bank can comment on individual withdrawals, anybody who

4611



sought to withdrew his funds on the same day as the BLF and who had a right to do so was
able to withdraw them. On that day there were a number of other withdrawals,

Mr Hassell: Were you not involved with arrangements for the BLE to withdraw all its funds?

Mr PARKER: Absolutely not.

Mr Hassell: Which Minister was?

Mr PARKER: I am not aware that anybody was.

Mr Pearce: No Minister was.

Mr PARKER: There was extensive publicity at the time about the problems affecting
Rothwells. That was the day after. the debate in this Parliament where the member for
Cottesloe referred to the fact that Rothwells had failed and there was a lot of comment about
Rothwells on that evening news. Of course, as a result there had been a very considerable
run on Rothwells. That is why I made the point earlier that while I feel very sorry for those
people who still have their money in Rothwells, they could not have been paying too much
attention to what was being said in the Press and in the media of all descriptions about that
organisationt. So it is not true to say that the people to whom the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition referred were in a worse position than the BLF in the sense that they were not
paid out when the BIF was, because they came in afterwards. I am sure that anybody who
applied for his funds from Rothwells at the same time or on the same day - that is the
Thursday - and had a legal right to those funds, got them. Those are the comments. which
have been made to me. In fact other people apart from the BLF withdrew their funds on that
same day; they succeeded in getting their funds out.
[ dealt previously with the comment made both here in this motion and by way of comment,
particularly by the member for Cottesloe in the Press, concerning what is described as the
extension of the Government's guarantee. At one stage the member for Cottesloe said in this
House or in the Press - I cannot remember which - that the Government had entered into
some new, separate indemnity or form of arrangement with the National Australia Bank at
the time th 'e grant to Rothwells had been repaid, and that indemnity had been provided for us
to fuind any shortfall should the guarantee be called. What I have said is what the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition read out during the course of his speech, where he said that the
advice we have - and it remains our advice and very strong advice - is that there is little
prospect of that guarantee being called on either to the National Australia Bank or otherwise.

Mr Hassell: You said it had been released.

Mr PARKER: It has been. I answered that question on 26 October, as I recall the dates
mentioned by the Leader of the Opposition. I answered that question very carefully to make
it clear that our advice was, and remains, that there is no prospect of that amount being called,
because of the way in which the transaction was handled and because of the relationship
between the National Australia Bank and Rothwells. That is the very strong position that has
been put to us.

As I said in answer to a question, we could have said in our statement when we announced
the extent of the Government's financial exposure that that was our advice and we were not
making any provision for it. In fact we took the other route and said, "Everybody has told us
to reveal the full extent of any problems which may be faced by the Government. While it
remains very strongly our position that that amount will not be called upon, the figure of
$100 million is the maximum figure which takes into account what we regard as a remote
possibility of that amount being called on."

In dealing wit that I would like to touch on other comments made by the member for
Contesloe in the Press, in this case in the Sunday Times, where he has suggested that the
$100 million, $150 million and various other sums of money have to be added to come up
with what he regards as the total Government exposure. That is absolute nonsense. I have
not checked with either the Leader of the National Party or the Premier as to the aptitude of
the member for Contesloe for mathematics when he was at school with them. However, I can
certainly say that anything he learnt then he has subsequently forgotten because simple
arithmetic would show that the amounts the member referred to are plainly wrong. First, he
added $100 million to the $150 million. The $100 million figure takes into account the
calling in of the entire $150 million.
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Mr Hassell: There is the calculation.

Mr PARKER: I would be happy to look at it; 1 cannot see it across the Chamber, but if the
member brings it to me, I will deal wit it specifically.

The member said that $150 million would be the call on the National Australia Bank. The
$100 million exposure the Government revealed assumed as a maximum liability that that
$150 milion had been called, because what the member for Cottesloc forgets is that if the
$150 million is called successfully - that is a very big 'if' - it would also be available for
distribution by way of dividend to the creditors, of whom we are one. The net amount which
is taken back in is not $150 million at all, but very much less than that. That was how we
worked out the maximum liability of $100 million. If one takes in $150 million and the
dividend figure. for the sake of argument, is 60c in the dollar, putting aside securities - which
complicate the matter somewhat as to who gets which securities - one would be talking about
$85 million or $90 million of that immediately being repaid in any repayment, because that is
the dividend. Simple arithmetic suggests that this is not the case. The $100 million
maximum liability figure to which we referred, which incorporated the $88.5 million of the
SGIC exposure, also incorporated the $150 million potential, because nobody expects that
there will not be - and even the worst case scenario in terms of the current assets of the bank,
let alone the long term realisable assets of the bank suggests this - a dividend payout in the
very first instance alone of somewhere between 30c and 40c before realising on the longer
term realisable assets, including the very much written down realisable assets after the
auditor's report. It is simply not the case that one can add those two figures together.

In relation to the petrochemical plant, I said before the dinner suspension, and the Premier
referred to it in answer to a question, that the Government believes that now the Opposition
has attacked Rothwells and been at least pant of what caused that bank to fall, it will turn its
attack to the petrochemical project. Let me make it absolutely clear that the valuation we
have obtained for the petrochemical project shows that we have obtained very good value
indeed for that project and we have a position -

Mr Macinnon: It is $400 million and going up.

Mr PARKER: The Opposition is very deceitful because it keeps suggesting this at every
public opportunity, and when it is taken to task about it, it reverts to the $175 milion.
However, at every public opportunity, when no-one questions it too closely - when it is on
the radio or television or something like that - the Opposition talks about the $400 million
which has gone into the petrochemical plant. Of that $400 million, $225 million was paid not
by the Government but by Bond Corpo -ation. The Leader of the Opposition says he does not
care what Bond Corporation does with its shareholders' funds because that is its affair. The
National Companies and Securities Commission might have something to say about that, but
Bond Corporation, not noted as a major philanthropic institution, has decided to put up $225
million of its funds and its shareholders' funds in cold, hard cash for its share of this project.
Bond Corporation is not paying for nothing; the Government has put up $175 million for
something it believes is valued at least at that and which it believes, when every additional
obstacle is overcome towards getting this plant established and making it a successful
operation, will increase substantially in value, so much so that as I have said publicly we are
seriously considering expanding the horizons of the plant by investing in a PEC plant to
come onstreamn at about the same time as the overall plant comes onstream, both for
economic and environmental reasons. A number of people have been concerned about that in
relation to the plant. Studies are going on about that at the moment and we hope to be able to
determine the results of that fairly shortly. As far as that is concerned, the moneys we have
invested in the petrochemical project provide very great benefits to the State. I went through
those benefits in great detail when we debated the petrochemical project. Quite apart from
the benefits that will come to us as equity participants, there will be substantial benefits to the
State.

Let me deal finally with paragraph (g) of the motion which asks how the losses incurred by
the State will be met. The first point to be made is that the losses, if any, will not crystalise
for some time to come because the provisional liquidators will be first reporting -

Mr MacKinnon: I have heard that all before somewhere. That is, that the losses will
crystalise. From where did I get that?
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Mr PARKER: The Leader of the Opposition has probably heard it in a whole range of areas.
He is an accountant by profession and I am sure he crystalised a few losses in his time, at
least for taxation purposes.
Mr Macinnon: That was the Premier. He was in a tax avoidance scheme, not 1.
Mr PARKER: I would be very careful about that if I were the Leader of the Opposition
because as he knows the Premier was completely and absolutely exonerated from that; he was
given a refund of the amounts concerned.

Any losses which impact on the State are unlikely to crystalise for some considerable time, if
there are any at all. We have stated the absolute maximum figure to which we believe on all
advice - and we have had extensive advice in relation to this - we could be liable. Of course
within the next three weeks the provisional liquidator will be making a report to the Supreme
Court of Queensland about that. We will be as interested as most people, if not more so, in
that report. However, if there are losses and if there are losses of the magnitude we used as a
worst possible case, or if there are no losses - and the liquidator has cautioned people against
thinking that there may be losses; he suggested that at this stage it is still possible that there
may be a surplus of assets over liabilities, which means there will be no losses - they will
come to fruition as far as the State is concerned in some years' time. They will then be dealt
with in the normal way. For example, the Opposition was carrying on about how the
Teachers Credit Society was going to cost the taxpayers $300 million. I do not know whether
anyone recalls that, but the Leader of the Opposition went to the Press after the figure of
$119 million was talked about and said, "We are up for $300 million." He did not have a
skerrick of evidence to support that claim -

Mr Clarko: Will you tell us what it will be?

Mr PARKER: I think the Premier may well do that. It is in his area rather than mine.
However, I think the amount has been finalised and I understand that the losses incurred by
the State have been met in full, without any disruption to our program. However, while it is
not -

Mr MacKinnon interjected.

Mr PARKER: We are spending far more on housing children in classrooms under this
Budget than has been spent in any previous Budget. In real terms we are spending far more
on educational resources than any previous Government has done, both in terms of building
facilities and teachers. I can remember the trumpeting that went on when Ray O'Connor,
then Premier, announced that after seven years of not a single policeman being added to the
Police Force there were to be an extra 300 policemen over three years. We put in about 300
in the first year. That is because, contrary to the remarks made by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition in the debate earlier this afternoon, this State's economy is the fastest growing in
Australia, and growing at a rate which is the envy of every other State and many other parts
of the world.

The SEC, for example, is facing a growth in demand of I11 per cent - 11I per cent more
electricity is being consumed this year than was consumed last year. That is an extraordinary
figure for growth in demand. When I first became the Minister in charge of the SEC there
was zero increase in demand, and it has gradually built up to the stage where we have a huge
increase of 11I per cent. Since we have been in Government 150 000 new jobs have been
created, and that is what creates extra taxation. Even people like Kemp and Laffer who argue
for flat tax -

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! It is most unlike the two members to behave like that while
somebody is on his feet, and most unlike them to do it whilst I am on my feet. I would like to
proceed with the debate after the tea suspension in the seine manner in which it started before
the suspension. I thought it was going quite well then, and people were being quite civilised.
Although I was surprised, I was particularly pleased, so. perhaps we can continue in that vein
rather than the vein in which it has resumed.

Mr PARKER: Even people who believe in substantially lower taxation, like Laffer, Stone
and Kemp, agree that one of its great advantages has been to increase economic activity to
such an extent that more taxation comes from it. That is what has happened in Western
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Australia. We are getting more revenue because taxation has increased substantially because
the economy of the State has expanded substantially.

I am very proud of a tremendous, fundamental strength in the Western Australiay economy,
and the part this Government has played in achieving it - not just the Government, but the
private sector and everybody else. It is that fundamental strength, stabilised in part by our
actions last October, which has enabled the private sector in this State to go from strength to
strength, and the State Government to reduce substantially its total indebtedness during the
time it has been in office. It is the first time in the history of State Governments of Western
Australia that during the currency of a Government the State's indebtedness has actually gone
down overall, not up. I am very proud of the fact that that has enabled us to weather the
storms which these sonts of problems bring.

The Reagan Government has done the same thing in the United States of America. Ronald
Reagan's Government's taxes are growing dramatically, and so is its economy. He is
spending billions of dollars of taxpayers' funds in propping up banks in Texas, and other
parts of the United States. At the same time the taxation of ordinary people has not been
increased because the economy is growing so strongly. That is what is happening here in
Western Australia. We are able to maintain and enhance the essential services to the public
in Western Australia. We stabiised a situation last year which, at that time, met with general
approbation, and I believe what has been done has been for the benefit of the State.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe) [7.44 pmj: I rise to give the strongest possible support to the
motion moved by the Leader of the Opposition and seconded by the Leader of the National
Party. There are about five things I would like to deal with, but time will not allow that and if
I get through two of them I suppose I will be fortunate. One of the principal aspects that
needs to be approached in this debate is the attempt by the Government to escape from its
responsibility for the appointment of a special investigator under section 291 of the
Companies Act. I will come back to that.

The other feature of this debate is the vehement denial by the Minister for Agriculture, the
Deputy Premier and the Premier that the BLE was given preference in the payment of
$800 000 out of Rothwells bank before its collapse. There were pretty heated interjections
from the Minister for Agriculture, the Premier and the Deputy Premier before dinner and the
usual cries of "Produce your evidence". There is absolutely no doubt whatsoever that the
BLF was given preferential treatment over other depositors in Rothwells, and was allowed to
withdraw its funds and receive the benefit of those funds at a time when other people could
not get their money out of Rothwells.

Mr Parker: That is not true. I have just told you that is not true.

Mr HASSELL: The Deputy Premier keeps saying it is not true. The fact of the matter is that
because the BLE has been in trouble with the Victorian and Commonwealth Governments it
cannot move its deposits around without the consent of a court. In this case, I understand, it
was the Supreme Court af Western Australia. For some weeks - if not months - the BLF has
wanted to withdraw its funds from Rothwells, but the Government of Western Australia has
been urging the BLE not to do so, either directly or through Mr Tony Lloyd who is, of
course, appointed as the representative of the Government to run Rothwells. Never let it be
forgotten that Connell has not been responsible for Rochwells for the last 12 months; Mr
Tony Lloyd, the Government's representative, has been responsible for Rothwells, and the
Government of Western Australia has been running Rothwells.

Mr Speaker, there has been absolute panic in the ranks of Rothwells and the Government,
which has been deeply involved in all the arrangements for Rothwells' future - as evidenced
by the secret midnight meeting involving the Minister for Agriculture and the Premier at the
Rothwells' office - that if the BLF went to court - which it had to do publicly - and disclosed
that it was seeking permnission to withdraw its funds from Rothwells, that would cause
political problems for the Government. The Government, or its representatives, has been
holding the BLE at bay for a number of weeks.

Mr Grill: Absolute nonsense.

Mr H-ASSELL. It is not absolute nonsense, my friend.

Mr Pearce: Let us have some proof.
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Mr HASSELL: I will give the Minister proof. He must just hang on and I will tell my story
my way. I have got evidence from more than one source about what was going on and one of
those sources was the closest allies of the Government, and let there be no mistake about it.
Mr Pearce: Who are our closest allies?

NU HIASSELL: Hang on, and we will provide written proof. The BLF was held back, either
at the request of Mr Tony Lloyd or the Government, or both, from applying to the Supreme
Court for permission to withdraw its funds from Rothwells because of the fear -

Mr Taylor: Where is the proof?

Mr HASSELL: Stop behaving like a hyena. The Minister has got a lot of responsibility in
this matter, because he is the Minister assisting the Treasurer.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr HASSELL: The ELF has been given preference over other creditors in the withdrawal of
its funds. Let us trace this manoer through step by step. The first step, as I explained, was that
the ELF was held off from applying to the cowlt for a number of weeks because of concern
about the publicity that would ensue as soon as the BLF made its application to the court. Of
course, that would indicate on the public record, in a blaze of publicity, that the BLF had no
faith in Rothwells Ltd. As the Premier has explained to the House on a number of occasions,
Rothwells was only being held up by faith in recent weeks and anyone who knocked that
faith, which was generated by the Government's Ministers with their back to back deals and
urgings and the rest of it, was in for a bit of pressure. I keep meeting people who tell me they
had money in Rothwells and warned to draw it out, but they received a telephone call from
the Premier or a Minister.

Several members interjected.

Mr HASSELL: I can tell this House specifically that the Minister for Agriculture was
engaged in seeking to have a local authority in this State restore its funds to Rorhwells after
the October crash last year.

Mr Pearce: Which one. Name one.

Mr HASSELL: It was more than one. The Shire of Esperance was one - the Minister for
Agriculture tried to get that shire to put its money back into Rothwells after the October crash
last year.

Mr Grill: That is quite true.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister for Agriculture admits it. Now what do members opposite say?
At the very least, they should give a wry smile. The Minister for Agriculture admits that it
was more than one. Where is the Leader of the House now? He has disappeared. A minute
ago he was screaming out asking me to produce some evidence. The evidence is that a senior
Mlinister of this Government has admitted in this House that he was trying to get people to
put money into Rothwells. The Ministers of this Government bear a very heavy
responsibility to people who have lost money in Rothwells because of their various
endeavours, some successful, to get people to put money into Rothwells, to leave money in
Rothwells or to reinvest in Rothwells.

Several members interjected.

Mrt HASSELL: Let me come back to the ELF. I refer members to what was written in The
West Australian on 1 November, let us get the dates right because they are very important.
On Tuesday, 1 November The West Australian had a little break-out, as it is called in
journalese, in an article headed, "ELF's Rothwells withdrawal" which said -

The Builders Labourers' Federation made an urgent application to the Supreme Court
late on Friday to withdraw its members' money out of Rothwells Ltd.

The referral to, "late on Friday", was late on Friday, 28 October. Let us get that date clear.

Mr Parker: It made its application to get the money from the bank on 27 October.

Mr HASSELL: I thank the Deputy Premier for that information. The ELF asked Rothwells
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on 27 October and then it went to the court late in the day on 28 October. No doubt it was
seeking, on the Government's behalf or on Rothwells' behalf, to avoid publicity and that is
the reason it went to the court late in the day. The article continues -

BLF secretary Kevin Reynolds confirmed yesterday -

That was on the Monday -

- that the union had put the money into a cheque account with another bank at the
weekend.

For a start, it is amazing how, late in the day on Friday, it was able to get its money out of
Rothwells. It is also amazing that it was able to deposit the cheque and get it cleared over the
weekend of 29-30 October.
Mr Parker: They asked for their money on 27 October.

Mr HASSELL: Even though the Deputy Premier is using up my time he can keep saying
how it sought its money on 27 October.
Mr Parker: The point I am making is that anyone who sought his money on 27 October got
it.

Mr HASSELL: That is where we will differ. I will come to that. The article continues -
The BLE had to get the court's permission to move its money because of the long-
running legal battle over the $766,000 transferred to WA by the outlawed Victorian
BLF. The union had undertaken to keep at least $800,000 in an account at Rothwells
until the dispute had been resolved or until the court had approved the transfer of the
money.

Therefore, in the late afternoon of Friday, 28 October the court approved the BLF getting its
money out of Rothwells. It got it out of Rothwells and it deposited the money at another
bank over the weekend. Perhaps it was the Challenge Bank Ltd because it is open on
Saturday morning, but more important than that, the BLF was able to have - it may have been
a bank cheque - its cheque cleared.
Several members interjected.

Mr HASSELL: Maybe it was. Now, I want to tell the House the story of my constituent
who, after telephoning me at home last night, came to me this morning and told me about his
efforts, on behalf of a pensioner and another person, to obtain money from Rothwells on the
same dates.
Mr Pearce: I bet it is a fairytale.

Mr HASSELL: All right, it is a fairytale. The Leader of the House can get stuck into this
respectable citizen.
Mr Pearce: Tell me his name.
Mr HASSELL: Obviously I am not going to give the Leader of the House his name. Perhaps
he will tell me that I forged the letter which I am about to read to the House.
Several members interjected.
Mr HASSELL: If members opposite want to say that they can do so, but no-one will believe
them because this letter was handed to me this morning in my office at Cottesloe by my
constituent who telephoned me last night. The letter is dated 4 November and is addressed to
Mr Maurie Lyford, Ferrier, Hodgson & Co, GPO Box W2l06, Perth 6001 and reads -

Dear Sir,
ROTHWELLS - PROVISIONAL LIQUIDATION

Reference is made to our telephone conversation on Thursday, October 4, 1988.
Mr Parker: I presume it was 4 November.

Mr HASSELL: Yes. I am reading the letter as it appears. It continues -

I have decided to put in writing the position of the two persons on whose behalf, I am
acting, in relation to the above catastrophe. In the last two months, I was requested to
place on term deposit a sum of $5,000 for a pensioner. A lady also asked me to
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invest in Rothwelis her life savings before she left to visit her parents in London (the
amounts being $ 10,000 for 30 days and $50,000 for 3 months).

Acting on these persons' instructions, I visited Rothwells and spoke personally with
whom I was led to believe was the Money Market Manager. I asked her about
Rothweils' security, in the light of their financial problems after the crash. She
assured me that:

I .Rothwells was on an even footing financially.

2.That any loans were "more than adequately covered by funds and assets held by
Rothweils, and should the Bank close tomorrow everybody would be paid their
original investment.

3-The W.A. Government had placed money with Rothwells, and therefore, the
investnent would be secure.-
When I queried her about the reports in the Press and comments made by the State
Opposition, she replied that this was all designed to get at Rothwells. As events have
unfolded, the situation as reported in the Press, especially in the Financial Review
portrayed an entirely different scenario than that given to me by the Money Market
Manager at Rothwells. Therefore I resolve to withdraw all funds with the intention of
forgoing any interest owed should that be necessary.

Now we come to the crunch -

I again visited the Money Market Manager on Thursday, October 27 -

The day before the BLF obtained its money and the day which the Deputy Premier has
interjected at least seven times to say was the day the BLF asked for its money -

- and requested to withdraw all funds. The Money Market Manager explained that the
$10,000 had matured and a cheque would be mailed out to my address. She said I
could not withdraw the $5,000 and $50,000 as they were on term deposit. I expressed
my dismay as I indicated I wanted the original investment, not the interest.

She explained that I would need to write a letter to the Directors of Rothwells
requesting this. "in any case', she said, "the Directors were only requiring this
because it would stop any unnecessary panic because of the misinformation in the
press.
I asked whether any other small investors had requested withdrawals, and she said
there was no panic and few withdrawals, "The amount withdrawn on a daily basis was
well under $100,000".

The next day the BLF took $800 000 which, according to the Deputy Premier, it had
requested on that day. The letter continues -

She again emphasised that Rothwells had funds and assets to meet all its obligations.
I advised her I would write a letter to withdraw all funds. The letter was duly written
and hand delivered to Rothwells.

It was delivered on Thursday, 27 October.

Having read the letter, I will now explain it to the House. Of the moneys deposited at
Rothwells, $10 000 had matured and was payable. What did the lady at Rothweils say on
Thursday, 27 October? She said a cheque would be posted. Did Rothwells say the same
thing to die BLF on Friday, 28 October? Not on your life. Rothwells gave the BLP a bank
cheque for all the money, and the BIF banked it and got its money; but this unfortunate
pensioner did not. Do members know what happened?

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! I do not object to interjections which will obviously add flavour to
the debate. Interjections which are directed to the member for Cottesloc, or whichever
member may be on his feet at a later stage of the debate, in general terms winl be accepted by
rme provided they are reasonably civilised. However, I will not permit the debate to proceed
in the manner in which it just did. It is not acceptable for members who are not on their feet
to hurl abuse at other members across the Chamber.
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Mr HASSELL: Rothwells sent a cheque for the $10 000 which had matured. Do members
know when it was sent? it was sent on Monday 31 October and that cheque could not be
cashed. Five days later the cheque was not recoverable, but the cheque given to the BLF was.

Mr Parker: That client has a very goad case for action against his financial adviser.

Mr HASSELL: The person with whom I am dealing, who acted on behalf of people who
were friends of his, is not a professional financial adviser. He was acting with authority arid
went to the bankc on Thursday, 27 October, but he could not get the money. The next day the
BLF got its money. Those are the simple facts and they are available for all to see.

Mr Parker: If he had insisted on getting his $1 000 there and then, he would have got it.

Mr H-ASSELL. He asked for the money and was told that it would be posted to him.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr HASSELL: Had the BLF's deposit matured?

Mr Pearce: You are telling the story, you tell us.

Mr Parker: Our advice is that it was at call.

Mr Pearce: What is your answer to that?

Mr HASSELL: I know that for the BLF the money was at call but for the small depositor it
was not. I read the explanation from the money market manager that the $ 10 000 had
matured and, therefore, it was at call. However, that depositor could not get the money.

Mr Parker: If that person had insisted on a cheque like the others had, he would have got it.

Mr Pearce: Your constituent owes that little old lady some money and he deserves the
severest censure and he deserves your condemnation.
Mr HASSELL: It is contemptible for Government members to carry on in this way. It is
indicative of the Government's attitude. Despite all that has happened, the Government is
still defending Rothwells and refusing to face up to the harsh reality that this company has
crashed as a result of mismanagement by the Government of Western Australia. It has been
run for the past 12 months by the Governent. The Opposition has come to this Parliament
today and asked for a proper inquiry to be held under the provisions of section 291 of the
Companies (Western Australia) Code. The Government's answer is that these things will be
dealt with by the liquidator. It is clear that the Governent does not understand the
difference between the role of the liquidator, whose basic job is to collect the assets and pay
the liabilities in so far as he can from the company being liquidated, and the role of a special
investigator which is to investigate what has occurred and to ascertain whether any breach of
law has occurred.

I will quickly outline to the House I11 reasons for a special investigation, which point to the
fact that the Rothwells crash was not simply a company failing in the way that companies fail
from time to time. In fact, this crash indicates serious inherent problems in the whole
operation of Rothwells. All of those things point to the need for a special investigation; a
special investigator would have to appoint legal counsel to advise him in the investigation
and he would gather evidence on the basis that, if necessary and appropriate, it could be used
in a prosecution. Why does the Opposition say that a special investigation is necessary? I
will briefly go through the reasons: First, it is a matter of common knowledge, if not public
record, that Rothwells was under investigation by the National Companies and Securities
Commission at the time of the first rescue in 1987. Therefore, it was already a company
which required some investigation. Secondly, it has now been established that Rothwells had
a book, at the time the Parliament was forced to adopt a resolution backing the $150 million
guarantee, of approximately $650 million. It is now known that of the $650 million, at least
$500 million involved bad or doubtful debts. A company does not have approximately five-
sixths of its assets in bad or doubtful debts unless something has gone seriously wrong wit
the way it is run. It is not just a question of mismanagement, it goes beyond that.

Thirdly, there should be a special investigation because this company operated for a year
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under the management of a man appointed by this Government, and the company was
perceived as having the backing of the Government. Therefore, the failure of the
Governm-ent's efforts should be investigated in the public interest. Fourthly, extravagant
claims were made in advertisements on behalf of Rothwells after the rescue last year. It was
the extravagance of those claims which led the National Companies and Securities
Commission to conduct further investigations. However, the NCSC needs to have the powers
to do the job properly and to complete the job, and this will require a special investigation. I
have here an example of one of the extravagant advertisements used by Rothwells after the
rescue. It is called "The Rothwells Report", and is dated April 1988. It says, "Meet the
Managing Director, Tony Lloyd". It lists the members of the board of directors. It talks
about Laurie Connell as being, "Confident of a buoyant future"*. It says, "The latest report
indicates prudence, foresight". It talks about, "The excellence of service always available at
Rochwells". It says, under the heading "Our current position" -

You may well ask why the corporate giants of Australia have come in to help
Rothwells?
The Managing Director of Wardley Australia Ltd., Mr James Yange. gave one
reason!

"Laurie Connell has an amazing ability in that he cannot help but make money", Mr
Yonge said.

I want to draw attention to that type of advertising and use of the Government's guarantee
and status. The report says this about Tony Lloyd: "Commissioner, State Government
Insurance Commission; Chairman, State Superannuation Board: Deputy Chairman, Western
Australian Mint". Those positions were used to promote the depositing of funds into
Rothwe~ls. That is another reason why there should be a proper investigation. The February
accounts of Rothwells were so unusual that the NCSC ordered the auditors to take another
look; and they have been doing that for weeks.

The sixth reason why there should be an investigation is that the NCSC forced out Mr
Connell as the managing director because it was not satisfied with what was going on.
Rothwells had not mended its ways; it was still doing crazy deals. The seventh reason for an
investigation is that there were secret rescues by the Government, which have now been
disclosed. An amount of $49 million of taxpayers' money was put into Rothwells by the
State Superannuation Board during the period from February to June, and was pulled out only
because of the Opposition's disclosure. If we had not made that disclosure, another
$50 million would have gone down the drain. That amount of money was saved only
because we made a fuss about it and it was withdrawn. Another reason why the whole
battleship ought to be investigated is the purchase of Western Collieries Ltd in April or May
this year. Rozhwells was in no position to purchase Western Collieries. It was a crazy deal,
and, as the people who sold Western Collieries said on Sunday on national television, "We
were offered a price we could not refuse." That deal has now been rescinded. Rothwells was
never in a financial position to buy Western Collieries. The Government should be keen to
investigate why such crazy deals were done while it was running the company. There was
also the continued acceptance by Rothwells of deposits.

Mr Court: That deal was done to give it cash flow.

Mr HASSELL: Well, it was a cash flow that was comidng out of the SEC. There was the
continued acceptance by the directors of Rothwells of deposits, at a time when Rothwells
could nor pay its debts as they fell due. The members of the board of directors should be
prosecuted because they have failed in their duties under the Companies Act, and there
should be an investigation under section 291. Finally, there is the issue of the Governiment's
involvement with Rothweils and its propping up of that institution, which led to confidence
being generated in a company which did not justify such confidence, and to people losing
their money. There is one thing which tells the story: The Governiment should want to bring
out the truth, but it is trying to hide it.

MR GRILL (Esperance-Dundas - Minister for Agriculture) [8.15 pm]: This evening we
have seen once again the member for Cortesloe being absolutely consumed with hatred for
Laurie Connell, and allowing himself to be engaged in a further negative and damnaging
rampage against Rothwells, Laurie Connell, and a whole range of innocent depositors still
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left in the company, who cannot now be rescued because of the political climate created by
the Opposition. The all-consuming hatred which envelops and which has enveloped the
member far Cottesloc over some time has now absolutely distorted his approach to this
subject. His approach is vitriolic, nasty and ugly.

Mr Macinnon: To try to defend a pensioner in Cottesloe?

Mr GRILL: He was not defending anyone. The member for Cottesloc has put forward
tonight, during most of his argument, the allegation that the Builders Labourers Federation
somehow received preferential treatment for its money on 27 and 28 October, and that the
Government colluded in that preferential situation. Let us look at the facts which back up
that allegation, I deal first with the allegation of collusion. The member for Cotesloe went
so far as to mention the Premier and to allege that he had telephoned individuals in an attempt
to prevent them from withdrawing their funds from Rothwells.

Mr Hassell: And then you admitted your part in it.

Mr GRILL: My part was admitted months ago.

Mr Lewis: Was that the proper thing to do?

Mr GRILL: Yes, at the time, but that was a public situation.
Mr Pearce: It is no different from Don Dunstan standing outside the Hindmarsh Building
Society with a megaphone, trying to prevent a run on that building society - engineered by
the Liberal Party in that State, I might add - in order to prevent it from collapsing.

Mr GRILL: Let us look at the evidence of collusion by the Goverrnent in the so-called
preferential treatment of the BLF. The member for Cottesloe was not able to come up with
any evidence. If he has such evidence, perhaps he would like to present it now by way of
interjection. The fact is he cannot do that. He has absolutely no evidence for the first leg of
his allegation. The other leg of his allegation is that preferential treatment was given to the
BLE That allegation simply flies in the face of the facts, and after this issue was raised
earlier this afternoon a check was made with the bank in respect of that allegation. Those
facts were presented to the Deputy Premier and in due course, just 35 or 40 minutes ago, he
was able to give this House the facts in relation to that mailer.

Mr Lightfoot: Did the BIF get its money out of that finance company?

Mr GRILL: That has been acknowledged, has it not? As did all the other people who went
to withdraw their funds that were at call on that day. They are the facts. The member for
Cottesloe has endeavoured to allege, by fudging the facts and obscuring the situation, that
funds which were in fact temin funds were on the sanme basis as funds at call. He endeavoured
to indicate that somehow the funds which an unnamed person - he is not prepared to name
him - endeavoured to withdraw on that date were of the same status as funds at call.
However, they are a very different proposition altogether, and he would have needed a letter
to the directors of Rozhwells Limited for those term funds to be treated in the way in which
that unnamed person wanted them to be dealt with.

I think the member for Cottesloe was referring to three cheques, although there may have
been four. The member endeavoured to say that one of those three or four cheques, namely a
cheque for $ 10 000, had matured - he did not say when - and could have been treated as
though it were at call. I do not know what the facts were in respect of that matter. The
member for Cortesloe has not given us the facts in respect of that cheque, but what we do
know from the parts of the letter given to us by the member for Corresloe is that the person
who went to the bank on that day was prepared to write a letter, as suggested by the female
person he saw at the bank, to withdraw the funds. If the $10 000 was in fact at call, he could
have exercised his right on behalf of the people for whom he was acting and withdrawn those
funds as long as he had the necessary authority.

Mr Lightfoot: Are you saying they were not going to run out of money? Are you saying
anyone who presented letters that day would have got money?

Mr GRILL: Yes, I am saying exactly that.

Mr Lightfoot: Rubbish! Until you put the money in after that late night meeting they didn't
have the money to open the next day.
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Mr GRILL: The situation is that everyone who had funds at call on that day and called on
those funds received their cheques. The position put forward by the member for Contesloe - I
allege dishonestly - cannot be treated as being on a par with the situation with the Builders
Labourers Federation; therefore the argument put forward by the member for Cottesloe fails.
It fails in respect of both of its legs. It is an unworthy argument that is put forward, and a
dishonest one, and it is a product of the all-consuming hatred that the member for Contesloe
has for the former chairman of that bank, one Laurie ConneU., That is all that can be said
about that - nothing more and nothing less. Members cannot say any preference was given to
the BIF because all the people who had funds at call at the bank on that day and wanted to
withdraw them - insisted on withdrawing them, in fact - received a cheque and all those
cheques were met.
The member for Conesloe has referred to a secret meeting which I attended with the Premier
at Rothwells on 20 October. There is no doubt that both the Premier and I attended that
meetinig; that has never been denied in any form or fashion. There has never been any
vacillationi about the fact that we attended that meeting, but I tell members this: There was
absolutely nothing. secret about that meeting. It may well have been held later on in the
evening, as it was, but that was due to the fact that the Premier had other duties on that night
and could not attend a meeting in respect of these Rothwells matters and the guarantee until
late; but as for its being secret, that is absolute nonsense. There was no attempt made to
disguise the fact that the Premier was attending that meeting, and nothing was done to
disguise the fact that I was attending that meeting. Scads of people were in the building at
the time we arrived, and there were lots of people at Rothwells when we arrived. A whole
range of people attended the meeting, some of whom I knew and some of whom I did not
know; but as for saying the meeting was secret, there is no evidence of that and 1 anm telling
members right now that it is absolute nonsense.

A whale range of questions are put forward in the motion before us and all of them should be
answered. I have absolutely no doubt that in due course they will be answered but they need
to be answered in the appropriate way. If we go about it in the way that the member for
Cottesloc wants to - and I have no doubt that he, and not the Leader of the Opposition, is the
originator of this motion - we will be going about it in the most negative, damaging and
destructive way possible. If we are to have a thought at all for those depositors who still have
their funds in Rothwells, I believe the course being adopted now is the responsible and
prudent course, and the course which should be followed.

The National Companies and Securities Commission has the authority, if it wants - and I
believe it will - to undertake an investigation into Rothwells. The NCSC is endowed with all
sorts of powers to bring about such an investigation. Already it has embarked upon such an
investigation and I have no doubt that the beginnigs of the investigation by the NCSC will
be followed up. I do not believe it is any secret that the auditors of Rothwells have recently
finished an audit of the Rothwells books. That was carried out by a well known firm of
accountants in Perth and the NCSC has requested - indeed, I think it may even have ordered -
that all those books of account be sent to the NCSC. In the event that it embarks upon an
inquiry. the NCSC has more than adequate powers to follow up that inquiry and to take
action as a result of the inquiry.
We believe and have always believed that there should be a proper investigation into the
activities of Rothwells. We believe the liquidator is doing that, and that the NCSC will
follow it up in the proper fashion. If we simply turn this into a political witch hunt, which is
the course of action we are being urged to adopt by the Opposition tonight, I believe it will be
counterproductive. In fact, [ have no doubt that it will be counterproductive and that those
depositors who unfortunately still have their funds in Rothwells will be badly damaged as a
result of that. That is a course of action we should guard against. Questions are being put to
the Government; [ believe that three apposite questions need to be put to the Opposition. I
intend to put those questions to the Opposition tonight. First, what would the Opposition
have done if it had been faced in Government with the circumstances that we were faced with
on 30 October last year?

Mr Macinnon: We would not have signed a blank cheque.

Mr Pearce: Tell us what you would have done. You would have sat on the fence with a
picket up your backside.
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Mr GRILL: They still do not know.

Mr Pearce: Tell us!

Mr Macinnon: I have told you 50 times.

Mr Pearce: What would you have done?

Mr Macinnon: We would not have signed a blank cheque. This has cost the people of this
State dearly.

Mr GRILL: The Leader of the Opposition is not prepared to say now, was not prepared to
say last week, and was not prepared to say 12 months ago. The Opposition does not have the
courage. The Opposition is like other people who are prepared to sit on the edge of the arena,
prepared to be critical and tell people where they went wrong. The Opposition is not
prepared to face the situation. The Goverrnent has moved responsibly to protect people in
both the Teachers Credit Society and the Swan Building Society. I believe that we have
responsibly moved to protect people in Rothwells as well.

Mr Cowan: Is this still the first question?

Mr GRILL: Yes. If members care to look back at the Government's record in relation to
Rothwells they will see something that they can be proud about in respect of the rescue. If
one cares ta look back to October 1987, the days of crisis, and revisit those days of panic one
would appreciate that decisions had to be made quickly. Those decisions may not have
always been taken as accurately as they might have been. The advice we received from the
then auditors and the then advisers to the bank may not have been as accurate as it should
have been. In fact, it could have been far from the mark. At that stage we were being
advised by Wardleys and others that there was a liquidity problem with Rothwells. My belief
is that there was not just a liquidity problem, a deficiency existed within Rothwells at that
tume. That deficiency has carried through to the present time but it has been improved
dramatically.

The number of depositors within Rothwells as at 20 October 1987 was in the vicinity of
10 000; the number of depositors quoted by the managing director a few days before the
provisional liquidator moved in was something of the order of 1 400. That means that
something like 8 500 depositors were able, through the actions of this Government, to extract
their funds from Rothwells and reinvest them elsewhere.

Mr Macinnon: At the expense of the taxpayers, you fool.

Mr GRILL: Yes. I do not draw back from that any more than the Government draws back
from the rescue of TCS which cost us more than the Rorhwells rescue. Nor do we draw back
from the fact that the rescue of Swan Building Society cost $15 million.

Mr Lewis: Why didn't you go all the way?

Mr GRILL: Because such a political climate was created in this State that it was impossible
for the Government of Western Australia to be involved in an orderl y work-out of Rothwells,
as I personally believe we should have done. We would have been better off and certainly
the remaining depositors would have been better off.

Mr Lewis interjected.

Mr GRILL: The member should answer the question: What would you have done if faced
with the problem back in October 1987? Everyone else on the member's side of the House
has failed this question. Does he want to pass it?

The second question is: Why would the Opposition not accept a briefing on this matter?
Why was the Opposition not prepared to be briefed a couple of weeks ago? The Opposition
has had more than one offer made freely in this House by the Premier; on each occasion the
Opposition has chosen to remain ignorant on the subject. The Opposition has failed on that
issue and will continue to fail on it.

Mr House: Why didn't the Government offer the National Party a briefing?

Mr GRILL: An offer was made freely in this House and in the member's presence; he
refused to take it up.

Mr Clarko: Is there a letter?
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Mr GRILL: Why was the Opposition not prepared?

Mr Clarko: You are batting, we are bowling. You call it a rescue; if that is a rescue the
patient has expired. You are the life-saver and you are about to expire next March.
Mr GRILL: That is the member's view; I do not think that will come about. The member
should try where his colleagues have failed because they were not prepared to take up the
briefing offered to them. The first question has been put and we have received no answer.
The second question has been put and we have received the same answer.

Several members interjected.

Mr GRILL: The simple fact is that the Opposition has not at any stage answered.

The SPEAKER: Order! Two things are happening. First, the level of background
conversation is far too high and unacceptable. I ask members to pay attention to that.
Secondly, the interjections are becoming a trifle disorderly.

Mr GRILL: Thanc you. Mr Speaker. I arm just throwing back to the Opposition a couple of
questions which the people of Western Australia would like answered. Those questions have
been put to the Opposition on a number of occasions.

Mr Macinnon: And answered.

Mr GRILL: The first question regarding what the Opposition would have done has been put
to the Leader of the Opposition in this State on a number of occasions. As yet, we have not
heard any coherent answer. In a recent television program on the ABC the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition was asked the same question and he failed in a most dismal way to respond in
any sensible way.

Mr Lightfaot: How can you have the temerity to ask us questions? You should answer the
questions.

Mr GRILL: The Opposition has failed to answer the questions on a number of occasions, and
again failed tonight. The Opposition has been asked on several occasions why, if it were
concerned about the people of Western Australia and about the remaining depositors with
Rothwells, it was not prepared to undertake a briefing on the matter. Once again, the
Opposition is not prepared to field that question. The Opposition thinks that in this place
only the Government should come under some sort of scrutiny. That might be the
Opposition's view but the people of Western Australia believe that all members of Parliament
should come under some sont of scrutiny. That, believe it or not, includes the Opposition. I
have raised two questions tonight, both of which the Opposition has failed to answer. My
third question is: What would the Opposition have done?

Mr Lewis: Who is going to be the Leader of the Opposition, you or Mr Parker?

Mr GRILL: Listen to me. What would the Opposition have done in respect of the remaining
depositors? Would it have been prepared to help them in any way and, if so, in what way?
That is a fair question. The National Party carn answer it if it wants to. We are not likely to
get anything out of the Leader of the Opposition- He has struck out three times and after
three times he is out. What about the National Party? Can it venture anything in relation to
this mailer?

Mr Cowan: At this stage or earlier on?

Mr GRILL: By interjection, be my guest.

Mr Cowan: Earlier on I stated that we supported the move, given the information that was
made available to us. At this stage we would not have dealt with the Rothwells deal in the
way you did, with the secrecy and (he shroud of subterfuge that went with it. It is not
appropriate for a Government to do that with taxpayers' funds.

Mr GRILL: The Leader of the National Party can criticise the methods that we used and sit
on the edge of the arena as long as he lies. He can criticise as much as he likes. However,
the facts are these: T1he Opposition, when faced with a challenge, would not come up with
any alternative. At least we got down into the arena and tried to do something. My view of
the mailer is that we did not do too badly. Of the 10 000 depositors in Rothwells, 8 500 or
8 600 got out unscathed. When I asked the Opposition what it would have done about the
other 1 400 or 1 500, 1 was greeted with the same silence with which I was greeted when I
asked my two previous questions.
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Mr Lightfoot: If you can't govern, get out.

Mr GRELL: The Opposition would not be competent to govern and it will not be given the
opportunity.

Mr Court: Why don't you get the smile off your face?

Mr GRILL: Because the member is such a joke. Even the suggestion is a joke.

Mr Clarko: Have you read the editorials lately?

Mr GRILL: I read them avidly.

Mr Court: They say your Government is deceitful.

Mr GRILL: The Opposition tonight has been given an opportunity and it has blown it. It has
been asked three questions and we have not heard one response. I do not think we are likely
to hear a positive response to any of the questions. I believe the Opposition has something to
answer for. I believe it has a responsibility to come forward with something positive. I do
not think it is good enough for members of the Opposition to sit on the edge of the arena and
criticise those in the arena. I think it is about time they decided to divert from this very
destructive course because, by continuing down that road, they run the risk of jeopardising
the chances of the liquidator to maximise the return to those 1 400 or 1 500 depositors wham
we have not been able to rescue to date. We do not apologise for the fact that we mounted
rescue packages in respect of those three institutions.

Mr MacKinnon: Was the Meat Marketing Corporation a depositor in Rothwells?

Mir GRILL: I do not know, but under Laurie Connell's management the Meat Marketing
Corporation's finances improved dramatically; but that is another question. The fact is that
the Opposition has been on trial here tonight because it has been asked to respond to three
fairly simnple questions. The questions were not new and have been raised by a number of
media commentators on a number of occasions. On each of those occasions the Opposition
has failed to respond in any meaningful way.

This motion this evening will be dealt with in the appropriate way. I am not prepared to
support the Opposition's travelling down this very destructive road and I remind the
Opposition that tonight it has failed the test. It has not been prepared to answer the questions
asked of it and has not been prepared to come up with anything positive which would have
helped any of the people whom we helped out of a tight situation.

MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [8.45 pm]: The Minister for
Agriculture threw out a challenge to members of the Opposition parties. I will attempt to
answer the three questions put to us by the Minister.

Ir is one of the most unfortunate facts of parliamentary life that we find it difficult to match or
compete with the Govemnment when it comes to issues such as this because the Government
has access to all the information upon which it bases its decisions. The Government knows
that when we try to glean information, particularly during question time, we do not receive
much value from the Government. In nine cases out of 10, moire than half of question time is
taken up with ministerial statements which say nothing and the other half is taken up by
statements ftom Ministers which are most evasive and which do not provide the answers we
seek. They certainly do not throw any light on subjects such as this one now before the
House.
Dr Lawrence: When we don't ask questions you run out of them. You run very quickly into
dribble.

Mr COWAN: That is not correct. The Minister performs very well in relation to questions
without notice.
Mr Taylor: That is right.

Mr COWAN: I am not talking to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services; I am
talking to the Minister for Education. However, when it comes to questions on notice and
because I do not believe that the Minister answers them, her staff has become extremely
evasive and has managed to turn it into an art form. She should do something about that.

Dr Lawrence: It is because of the quality of the questions.
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Mr COWAN: The Minister's staff has become very smart and I do not chink smartness
becomes her or her Ministry. She asked for that.

Dr Alexander interjected.

Mr COWAN: I would not do what the member for Perth did and use parliamentary privilege
to let everything go and then -

Dr Alexander: I was quite justified; let us not go back into That.

Mr Taylor interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the National Party is answering the interjections, but
I point out to the members who are interjecting and To the Leader of the National Party that
three minutes have passed so far with his answering interject ions and not a lot of time has
been spent on the motion. I think it would be kind to him if no interjections were made until
he at least got out the basis of what he wants to say. Members can then interject in a
meanlingfu way if necessary.

Mr COWAN: The Minister for Agriculture put three questions, the first of which related to
what the Opposition would have done. I am assuming chat question is related to 1987 and the
first rescue package. There is no doubt in my mind that at that point the Government made a
correct decision, given the crash and all the circumstances that surrounded it. The Minister
himself, the Premier and the Deputy Premier have all acknowledged that in hindsight the
advice and the information from the audited accounts may prove to have been incorrect. One
cannot blame the Government for acting 12 months ago on advice which was thought to be
correct at the time and which should have been correct because some very experienced
people were involved in providing it to the Government. Given the circumstances and the
rather perilous nature of the financial world in Western Australia at the time, there is no
doubt that that guarantee, given in the way it was, was protected by a series of other
investments, first, from Mr Connell, and, secondly, from the Perth businessmen. It was
protected as much as any Government could expect it to be protected.

Since that time, however, there has been a change. One has to remember that there was a
degree of openness about the endeavour to mount the initial rescue of Rothwells Limited.
Since that time there has been a degree of secrecy. I understand as well as anybody else the
need for some confidentiality. The moment information leaks out, people withdraw theft
money. It just strikes me as being very interesting that one of the pluses the Government
gives for extending the life of Rothwells for a period of about 12 months is that roughly
8 500 small investors were able to withdraw their funds from Rothwells Limited.

Mr Lewis: And big ones.
Mr Peter Dowding: I do not know about that. The problem which the Leader of the National
Party has identified - and which perhaps the Liberal Party has not - is that imnmediately you
say anything you create a run. I do not know how you resolve that problem, frankly. I
appreciate that you are speaking now with a measure of goodwill about the issue and I would
be genuinely pleased to hear how you would cope with that problem. The problem is not just
something that might dribble on if you say something. The problem is that you create a run
which brings any deposit-taking institution to its knees. If I said tomorrow that the "Bank of
Bullamacanka" was believed to be unsound -

Mr Light foot: If it had a name l ike that, it would be unsound.

Mr Peter Dowding: If I said that the "Bank of Lightfoot" was believed to be unsound,
problems would immediately be created. It is niot something you can manage.

Mr Clarko: That is not true, If you said the Commonwealth Bank was going to go bust,
nobody would believe you.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr COWAN: The next point raised by the Minister for Agriculture was in relation to why
the Opposition would not take a briefing. I assume that briefing was on Rochwells Limited.
It has been claimed that the offer was made to both Opposition parties. If it was, I regret that
I never heard it and, if I did - and somebody claimed I did and said that I accepted it - it was
never followed through. I am as much to blame for that as the Government or whoever it was
within the Govemmnent who made the offer. In any case, it would have been very
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difficult for me to accept a briefing on a confidential basis, then be restricted from using that
infonnation and have to just sit here and listen to the debate rage backwards and forwards.
The Government has been quick to blame Opposition parties for bringing about the demise of
Rothwells Limited. The demise of Rothwells has not been caused by the investigations of the
Liberal Party. I give it some credit for the fact that it led the investigation of the matter. The
collapse of Rothwells was brought about by the very parlous state of that bank from the very
beginning. It is already acknowledged that right from the start the level of bad debts was
much greater than ever first revealed. That level of bad debts caused the collapse of
Rothwells.

Mr Peter Dowding: That is not so.

Mr COWAN: It has to be. Almost $700 million appears to have been placed in Rothwells, a
substantial portion of which - about $270 million or $280 million - is taxpayers' funds. An
amount of $700 million has been placed in Rothwells. The Premier will recall that a year ago
it was claimed that Rothwells had debts of only $600 million. Notwithstanding that, we have
poured $700 million into Rothwells.

Mr Peter Dowding: Let me give you an example. For instance, Povey was still running
when the rescue was made in October 1987. Povey collapsed. It was a substantial creditor.
That is an example of what happens after a crash.

Mir COWAN; The Premier cannot attribute the blame for the collapse of Rothwells to the
Opposition and its pursuit of this issue because from the very beginning the level of bad debts
was extremely high and it was never revealed. How could we possibly accept that the
investigations made by the Liberal Party caused the downfall of Rothwells? That is absolute
rubbish. Everybody knows it is absolute rubbish and there can be no refuting that statement.

Bad or incorrect advice was given at the time the guarantee was first made. Instead of
recognising that that was poor advice and taking steps to extricate itself from Rothwells
Limited when that became known, the Government would have been better off had it merely
allowed the guarantee to be exercised. I suggest to the Premier that he did not want to come
back to the Parliament to seek the appropriation of $150 million, as he would have had to do.

Mr Grill: Of course we did not. We are a lot better off in the situation that we are in now, mn
the sense that a lot more people got out because of the actions we took.
Mr COWAN: The Minister for Agriculture is saying that had the option of allowing the
guarantee to be exercised been taken by the Government there would have been a significant
time difference between when Rothwells finally collapsed and when it would have collapsed
had the Government merely said to it, "We are sorry; we are going to allow the guarantee to
be exercised". The time difference would have been only marginally different.

Mr Peter Dowding: I consider that the Minister for Agriculture is correct. I want you to
consider this and, if appropriate, respond to it. If that had happened in January or February,
the results would have been as the Minister said. That is when, as you have been told in my
statement, the assistance for liquidity was provided. If in January the statement had been
made that the situation was beyond redemption and that the problem was not one of liquidity
only, but something more serious, but that the Government would throw it $150 million, the
results would have been more serious. In January or February, and we are talking about 12
months down the track, pain was still being suffered.

Mr COWAN: The Premier has estimated that this will cost the Governmnent something
between zero and $100 million.

Mr Peter Dowding: Including the guarantee, if it is called on.

Mr COWAN: With all due respect, given the circumstances and history of this problem, I
cannot accept that there is a great degree of accuracy in that statement. I hope that the
Premier is right and that the figure is closer to zero than to$ $100 million.
Mr Peter Dowding: It is not a figure that we have invented; it is a figure supplied to us.

Mr COWAN: Figures were supplied to the Government in 1987.
Mr Peter Dowding: By more reliable sources than previously.

Mr COWAN: I hope the Prem-ier is right.
M"471-6
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Mr Peter Dowding: What about the thousands of people in January and February?
Mr COWAN: What I am trying to get to is the fact that the Minister for Agriculture has
asked a question that I think deserves an answer: How would we be prepared to assist
Rothwells? I would never have thrown so much good money after bad. It may very well
have been that, had the guarantee been exercised, the Government would not have invested
upwards of $270 million to $300 million of taxpayers' money in Rothwells. I will give an
example. It would probably have been unnecessary for the Government and Bond
Corporation to pay $400 million for a petrochemical plant. I am sure if the Government had
not had that guarantee to worry about it would not have paid that amount of money.
Mr Grill: Where did that money go?

Mr COWAN: Direct to Mr Connell.
Mr Grill: That is where the Leader of the National Party is wrong; that money went to those
depositors and they were able to get their money out, if the Leader of the National Party
understands that.

Mr COWAN: This is a completely new twist on the affair. I will outline what I think
happened and the Minister for Agriculture can tell me where I am totally wrong.
Mr Grill: If!I think you are wrong.
Mr COWAN: I understood that the petrochemical piant was bought for $400 million, of
which the State Government's contribution was $ 175 million. That price was given to Mr
Connell who, in turn, paid out his other partner a sum reputed to have been $50 million,
leaving $350 million, which was the property of Mr Connell and which he then used to buy
from Rothwells Ltd a book of bad or non performing debts.

Mr Peter Dowding: Debts that had his guarantee behind them.
Mr COWAN: I thought that was the outline.

Mr Grill: That is line, but where did that money go?

Mr COWAN: It went to Rothwells.

Mr Grill: Then where did it go?

Mr COWAN: I would assume that the majority of it was used to pay back the National
Australia Bank so that the Government's guarantee could be retired.
Mr Grill: Some of itwas.
Mr COWAN: I suggest the figure was close to $100 million. So there was $250 million left.
I would think that quite a bit of that might have gone to the investment that perhaps a
company or group like the Bell Group had in Rothwells. Again. I do not have access to that
information.

Mr Court: It would be interesting if the Government told us where it went.

Mr Grill: The fact is that it went to creditors of Rothwells.

Mr Court: Which creditors? That is what the whole argument is about.

Mr Peter Dowding: Is that all the argument is about?

Mr Court: That is correct. Who got the preferential treatment?

Mr Peter Dowding: We can solve that.

Mr Court: The Premier would not dare tell us where that money went.

The SPEAKER: Order! The person who actually has the call and who is endeavouring as
hard as possible to talk to me is the Leader of the National Party. I would appreciate the
assistance of all members in letting him do that.

Mr COWAN: The point is that some of the actions taken by the Government, had it looked
at alternatives, may have saved taxpayers' funds. That is really what this Parliament is
about - making sure Governments are accountable for their actions, and that includes the way
in which they appropriate money.

Mr Grill: The Leader of the National Party would have burnt the whole $150 million. We
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will get out for something under $ 100 million and get a whole lot more creditors off.

Mr COWAN: That is really only hearsay; there is no guarantee of that. Had the guarantee
been exercised, it is possible we might have lost the full $150 million, but we would not have
put up through the various statutory authorities or Government institutions an additional
$300 million. This is the problem. The problem is chat the Burke Admiistration put up a
$150 million guarantee. Since then roughly $270 million to $300 million further has been
injected, yet we find there is no surety that the guarantee has been retired, so an enormous
amount of money is involved. It would have been better for the Government to took at
alternatives. The Government did not do so and the SOIC is left with an $88.8 million
investment in Rothwells. It is proper that the Government indicate to the public whether the
SOIC, having been exposed for that amount, is likely to have a return on those funds, and
when. It is not sufficient to say that the provisional liquidator, or in due time the liquidator,
will reveal that information. Surely the SOIC went into this operation knowing whether it
would get back the vast proportion of that $88.8 million. We would like to know just what
sort of security was offered to the SOIC; if there was none, why; and on what grounds a
Government can ask a Government institution to invest $88.8 million in a company purely
and simply to maintain its liquidity and without any accountability at all. That deserves an
answer. Similarly, the $17.5 milion invested by R & I Bank: What is the extent of the
bank's exposure and what is the extent of the security? I am aware that the bank will say that
that is commercially sensitive and that it cannot say.

Mr Peter Dowding: No. What it has said, and has issued a statement about, I think, is that it
expects to recover 100 per cent because it is fully secured.

Mr COWAN: I sincerely hope chat the bank's assessment is correct. The other matter of
importance involves the final paragraph of the motion. In other circles in Australia,
particularly political circles, there has been a call for some form of inquiry into the Rothwells
affair. They have ranged from a full scale judicial inquiry to a parliamentary inquiry and to
whatever one likes to name - just about all of them have been called for. The truth of the
matter is that the National Companies and Securities Commnission is already in place in
Australia and has the expertise and capacity, if requested by the Attorney General in any
State, or the Federal Attorney General, to appoint a special investigator to conduct an
investigation into the collapse of Rothweils Ltd. That seems to me to be the most appropriate
way of establishing an inquiry. It would have been appropriate for the Governiment to accept
that an inquiry was necessary and for it to permnit such an inquiry to proceed by having the
Attorney General ask the Chairman of the NCSC to appoint a special investigator to proceed
with such an inquiry. That has not happened, and one of the reasons claimed by the
Government is that the liquidator - is he the provisional liquidator?

Mr Peter Dowding: He is the provisional liquidator until he is confimed.

Mr COWAN: Until he makes a decision?

Mr Peter Dowding: He is the provisional liquidator until he reports, and then his position is
confirmed and he becomes the liquidator.

Mr COWAN: What if his report says there can be an orderly work out?

Mr Peter Dowding. I think the court can make a judgment about that; it is a possible
scenario.

Mr COWAN: The Premier is saying that the provisional liquidator will reveal this
information, is he? Is there any guarantee that this information will be made public? Will he
report publicly? Does he report to the Supreme Court and make the information available to
the Government? Will it become -a public document?

Mr Peter Dowding: Yes.

Mr COWAN: Will it reveal all those questions which are being asked - the extent and
exposure of the SGIC, the prospects of getting a return on the funds invested, the extent and
exposure of the R & I Bank and its prospects of getting its funds returned, and the extent of
the Government's exposure? Will there be some indication of what the Government will get
back?

Mr Peter Dowding: Yes.
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Mr COWAN: We will know by when? When is the report due?
Mr Peter Dowding: The early report does not necessarily show that. His first report is a
preliminary report. We cannot control what goes into that, but the liquidator has an
obligation to report on all the issues you are focusing on.
Mr COWAN: Because they are the important issues. The Government has made the
decision. We have disagreed with the latter decisions and the way in which they have been
made. The day of judgment has not arrived, and it is up to the Premier not only to look at the
future and establish a commission on accountability to examine what will happen in the
future, but also to examine what has happened in the immediate past. That is the most
important issue that this Government can deal with in the next month or two. It is essential
for the Government to re-establish its accountability. Whether it is done through the
provisional liquidator's report, or whether that information is made available from some other
source, it is essential that that be done. If it is not, the Government will always be
condemned for being irresponsible in its investment of taxpayers' money. In fact it has
already been condemned by many people.

May I point out to the Premier that nobody can understand how the SGIC could be
committed to $88 million with no form of security, no guarantee and no indication of the
extent of those funds which could be recovered. That is regarded as being totally
irresponsible.

Mr Grill: Who is saying there is no security?

Mr COWAN: I understood that the Premier said it was unsecured. He said the SCIC has an
exposure of $88.8 million. I thought he said it was unsecured. If the Minister wants to tell
me it is secured I would be delighted to hear it.

The point I want to make is that the Premier has a credibility gap with the public. No-one in
his right mind would commit a Government institution to that expenditure without some
opportunity to recover all of it. Nobody would commit its own bank, the R & I Bank, to this
exposure.

Mr Peter Dowding: It is under the umbrella of the guarantee to Rothwells Limited.

Mr COWAN: May I say, no matter how much the Premier tries to tell me I am wrong and I
do not understand the situation, this is what the public believes. Nobody would have
committed the SEC to purchase in advance $15 million worth of coal, knowing a stockpile is
already there. People see that as absolutely ludicrous. Surely we can better utilise a very rare
resource, and that is the financial resources of the State of Western Australia. Those actions
are the actions which add to the lack of credibility which the Government has created for
itself. It cannot blame the Opposition for that: it can only blame itself.
For that reason the Government must make available all those details I have been asking for.
Unless the Government does that, it will be in serious trouble. If it cannot do it through the
provisional liquidator, or voluntarily, the Government should ask for an investigation through
the NCSC. It is imperative that it does.

The National Party supports this motion.

MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands - Premier) [9.16 pmj: The Government does not
accept this motion. The statement I have made today indicates the seriousness with which the
Government views the circumstances. Let me answer the Leader of the National Party
specifically about his concern in relation to the information. I have said that the information
will be made available, and it will be. The provisional liquidator will have a responsibility to
report. But the information that he needs to gain is complex and comes from a variety of
sources, so it will obviously be some time before the provisional liquidator is confirmed and
can give us all the information.
Let me ask the Leader of the National Party, even now, if he would please give consideration,
at least for his party, to compare the position he wants to take with the position that the
Liberal Opposition is taking. Even now it is being said that a work out of Rothwells is
possible. There will be an opportunity for massive savings to the community, to those
investors in Rothwells. large and small, if it is allowed to wind its operations down in an
orderly fashion when working out of those operations. Any formal liquidation would of
necessity give a lower return than an orderly work out. There is absolutely no way in which
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we will be able to achieve an orderly work out in an environment such as that which has been
talked about tonight - an environment where there is a constant attack, not only on the
organisation, on individuals in the organisation, and on the integrity of people trying to sort
out the problems, but also on all aspects of the company's operations.

I think the provisional liquidator will report publicly on Thursday about the directions ahead.
The Australian Financial Review and other papers have had nothing but praise for the
capabilities of the firm handling the liquidation. Let the Opposition now have an opportuniry
to say that the Government ought to have the right to enable Rothwells to move through an
orderly work out. Let that be said now. The Opposition has had its day in court.

Mr Hassell: You are not going to launch more attacks now, are you?

Mr PETER DOWDING: The member for Cottesloe drives the Liberal Opposition along this
path; that is obvious, If the liquidator on Thursday recommends some sort of orderly work
out where ali the major participants provide some resources for Rothwells to work through as
rapidly as possible in order to wind down its operations completely, what would the
Opposition say? It would say, "You are not going to put more money into it, are you?"

Mr H-assell: You bet! You are not going to put taxpayers' money into it, are you?

Mr PETER DOWDING: If it were obvious that the comnmunity had something to gain from
an orderly workout, the member for Cottesloe would oppose it. So, I say to the Leader of the
National Party, what hope is there in this political environment for us to say publicly at dines
like this that this is the position? The member for Cottesloe would rather see this
organisation fall down with a loss to everyone, including the taxpayers, than move in a
responsible way to an orderly workout. The Opposition spokesman was the member for
Cottesloe, not the Leader of the Opposition.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PETER DOWDING: The leader of the pack was the member for Cottesloe. The
National Party should think how on earth it could work in a political environment with a man
like that leading the pack. It just will not work. All the issues of sifting around and dealing
with this problem responsibly go out the window. There is no way in the world that the
community would be served well by the Opposition being in Government and the member
for Cottesloe being able to take nut his vitriol on whatever is around him. Let me remind the
National Party of the support that went into that Merredin tractor company. Let me point
out -

Mr Cowan: You are on pretty thin ground there.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Let me remind the Leader of the National Party that the
Queensland Government has more than $170 million in loan guarantees tied up in the Green
Vale Nickel Mine and the Yabulu processing plant. The member for Cottesloe does not
accept apparently that Governments have strategic, regional and community reasons for
exposing the taxpayer. Let me remind the member for Cottesloe of Bunbury Foods,
$7.5 million - have members opposite forgotten that?

Mr Hassell: That is the only straw you can clutch at day by day.

Mr PETER DOWDING: There was also the Westrade Centre, $2.9 million; the conversion
from coal to oil of the South Fremantle power station, $9.5 million; Hunts Foods,
$lA4 million; North West Shelf royalties forgone, $466 million; the SEC revenue subsidy,
$236.9 million; the opening and closing of the Road Traffic Authority, $13.3 million; the
North West Shelf agreement liability, $7 500 million; and the superannuation scheme
liability, which was $5 000 million in unfunded liabilities.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr House interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDING: No. There is absolutely no historical precedent which argues
against a Government making the sort of commitment that was made in October last year.
'There is no historical precedent which says that it would be improper once that commnitment
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was made for the Government to take responsible steps to ensure that that investment was
adequately supported. One might argue that position, but the position of the member for
Cottesloe is simply not correct. The Government took these steps and will continue to take
them, but the real issue now is what is in the best interests of the community. What is the
best mechanism to work this out? What is the best way of maximising the return to the
community? What is the best way of ensuring that we minimise the loss to the rest of the
community? If the liquidators come back and say in a responsible way which they want to
put to all the major creditors that they give some support to a workout, what are we meant to
do?

Mr Lightfoot: It is dead.

Mr PETER DOWD[NG. Exactly. Members opposite are prepared to say without any expert
advice and without any knowledge of the internal situation that it is dead. I might say that to
me the gloating on the Opposition benches that the company is dead is frankly quite
appalling. If there were any way in which the community could minimise its exposure and
do something positive, it ought to be done. However, members opposite do not listen to that
because they do not want to.

Mr Trenorden: That is your problem. You have to convince the comnmunity out there - we
do not - that you are doing a fair job in their best interests.

Mr PETER DOWDING: I agree; I am not disputing chat for a second; I do not have any
disagreement with that at all. But what if the provisional liquidators said to us, "Yes a
workout is the best way"? The member for Avon knows better than most people what a
liquidation sale can do -

Mr Trenorden: It is a disaster.

Mr PETER DOWD~ING: Of course it is; but what is the call from the Opposition? What do
the people opposite want? They want the whole thing to fall over, no matter what the
recommendations. It camne from the member for Murchison-Eyre when he said it was dead.
He would not know; having been bankrupt once, I suppose he thinks he is a bit of an expert.
The member for Avon is quite right; the Government has a job to justify this. I accept that
responsibility but for goodness' sake, do not write it off simply because it gives pleasure to
be able to criticise Government actions.
Mr Court: Don't you write it off. You have run RothweUs for the last year and its name is
not worth anything now.
Mr PETER DOWDING: Do not be silly.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PETER DOWDING: The member for Nedlands might have been dead right when he
criticised me for saying that it was on the weekend he was gloating over Rothwells, but
plenty of people saw the member for Nedlands' performance on the television. The member
for Nedlands was so excited he was saying, "It's all dead. It is finished. Rothwells has fallen
over. Isn't chat wonderful?"

Mr Court: I'll impersonate you.
Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! I must admrit that I find the performance of the member for
Nedlands, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, quite extraordinary. I am not entirely sure
whether he was trying to get the call or whether he was indicating that he was quite il, but
whichever it was, it was entirely inappropriate behaviour for the occasion. I might take the
opportunity to say that if members wish to interject when a member is on his feet, they should
have the good manners to wait until the member pauses for breath and cease their efforts to
shout over the top of that member. If they continue, I will ask for interjections to cease..-

Mr PETER DOWDING: This is a serious issue. It is an issue where, as I have said before,
there are no easy decisions. The Opposition has been given evety opportunity to tell us what
it would have done in October of last year. At least the Leader of the National Party has had
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the guts to say something positive about his view of the matter. That is a lot more than any
member of the Liberal Party has been prepared to say.

Mr Court: We were asked to make a decision and we made it.

Mr Fred Tubby interjected.
Mr PETER DOWDING: The member was not even here at the time.
Mr Fred Tubby: The people do not want smart comments from you, they want answers.
Mr PETER DOWDINGi: They got a number of answers in my statement yesterday.
However, we have still heard nothing from the Opposition about what it would have done.
What would the Leader of the Opposition have done and, if he had made a decision to
provide a guarantee, what would he have done if the company had come to him and said that
it wanted some commercial bills or if it had gone to the SQIC and said that it was in a
position to manage some commercial bills and asked the SOIC to take them on? What would
the Opposition have done? The simple answer is that it does not have the guts to say what its
decision would have been.
This motion does not provide a satisfactory answer for the problems that the community and
this Government face. In our view the community, must give the provisional liquidator every
facility to get on with the job. The provisional liquidator is in contact with the NCSC and he
will provide a report. If the liquidation is confimed, he has the power to make
recommendations to direct matters that can be resolved being referred to the NCSC at any
time or he can be required by the NCSC to provide information to it. That is the provisional
liquidator's role.
Paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) of the motion will be answered. Quite clearly, the issue revolves
Mround what information was provided to the Government at the time the guarantee was put
in place and how right it was; it revolves around the correctness of the accounts that were
issued in March and how correct the accounts were to 30 June; and it revolves around how
correct the accounts were when Rothwells announced it was no longer able to trade. All of
those answers will emerge from the liquidator's investigations.
The Leader of the National Party was off his tmundle in his statement that, because there is a
stockpile of coal in Collie, the Government has stopped buying coal. That is absolute
nonsense. Western Collieries and Griffin Coal are committed, between now and the
foreseeable future, to continue to supply coal which is paid for on a regular basis. All of
those coal contracts are in place. This proposal emanated from Western Collieries within the
framework of the existing contract. There was no proposal to make any other arrangement
except that the SEC would pay for the coal not at the moment of delivery or after the moment
of delivery, but in advance wit the appropriate discount.

Mr Macinnon: But the company did not know about it.
Mr PETER DOWDING: Not only did the company know about it, but also the company
wrote the letter under its letterhead and the letter was signed by the managing director.
Mvr Macinnon: The company did not know about it.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The company put a proposal to the SEC on its letterhead signed by
the managing director.
Mr Macinnon: But it did not know about it until a week after the Government paid the
cheque.

Mr Hassell: You are up to your neck in deception and you know it.
Mr PETER DOWDING: I am sorry. I am telling the Parliament that the letter from Western
Collieries to the SEC signed by the managing director put a proposal for an early payment for
coal before delivery.

Mr Lightfoot: Why?
Mr PElTER DOWDING: Because it wanted the cash and the SEC was being offered a
commercial discount. That proposal came from Western Collieries and was accepted by the
SEC. The cheque was made payable -

Mr Macinnon: After the Minister directed them to.
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Mr PETER DOWDING: The Leader of the Opposition has been told about that. The SEC
made the cheque payable to Western Collieries which was accepted by one of the directors of
Western Collieries.

Mr Macinnon: The man who wrote the letter did not know about it until a week later.
Mr PETER DOWDING: Did he know he had written a letter?

Mr Macinnon: He did not know about it until a week later.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The Leader of the Opposition was pooh poohing the letter a minute
ago. Does be admit that he wrote it?
Mr Macinnon: I think you had better go home and have a sleep.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Does the Leader of the Opposition admit he wrote a letter?

Mr Macinnon: You quoted the letter.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Does the Leader of the Opposition admit it?

Mr Macinnon: I am saying that a week after the cheque was paid he did not know about it.
Mr PETER DOWDING: The Leader of the Opposition is not even strong enough to admit
that he knows of a letter from Western Collieries to the SEC.
Mr Cowan: You state that it was written by the managing director. Did he write that letter in
consultation with the board of directors including the three new directors appointed to
Western Collieries from Rothwells?

Mr PETER DOWDING: I do not know the basis upon which he wrote it.

Mr Cowan: Was he following the directors or acting on his own behalf? That is critical.
Mr PETER DOWDING: So what! Why is that critical? This man is in charge of the
company. He is not the owner. It was not Rothwells which, at that stage, was the owner; it
was the bloke who was managing the company.
Mr Cowan: That is the point. Was he instructed to write that letter or did he take his own
initiative?

Mr PETER DOWDING: This is crazy. The argument here is that it was Rothwells doing it
all. I am saying that a letter emerged from Western Collieries and the Leader of the
Opposition was not even prepared to say whether he knew about the letter after I challenged
the Opposition to tellI me where it came from.

Mr Cash: You are being fobbed off.
Mr PETER DOWDIING: The Leader of the National Party is not being fobbed off.

Mr Cowan: It is critical.
Mr PETER DOWDING: I do not think it is, because I think the point made by the
Opposition was that this arrangement was somehow thought up and put in place by people
who had nothing to do with the management of Western Collieries. I am saying that is
demonstrably false when we consider that the original request came from the very people
concerned - Western Collieries.

Mr House: Would you consider that, at that time, there was some doubt about the ownership
of Western Collieries considering that the deposit had been paid, but the contracts had not
been signed?
Mr PETER DOWDING: A proposal camne from Western Collieries. It was followed up by
the purported owners.

Mr Parker: They were the owners.

Mr PETER DOWD[NO. The Minister informs me that they were the owners, The cheque
was then paid to Western Collieries.

Mr Macinnon. Who was it paid to?

Mr PETER DOWDING: I understand the problem is that something happened in relation to
the cheque. However, first of all the arrangement was not odd and, secondly, it came as a
proposal from Western Collieries. The fact is also that it came from Western Collieries and
not from Rothwells in its initiation.
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Mr Lewis: Why did you meet in the middle of the night to okay it?

NMx PETER DOWDING: I did not meet in the middle of the night to okay it. The member
has said I met in the middle of the night to okay it and he is wrong.

Mr Lewis: What time was it?

Mr PETER DOWDJING: The member can teU me; I am telling him he is wrong.

Mr Lewis; What time was it?

Mr PETER DOWDING: The member is absolutely wrong.

There is absolutely nothing about paragraph (d) which justifies an external. inquiry because
the real issue is what happened to the cheque when it was received by a Western Collieries
director. Whether it relates to Rothwells, a liability of Rothwells, an interest of Rothwells or
a credit of Rothwells will be answered in the liquidation.

With regard to paragraph (e) I think that once again the member for Cottesloe has been
shown up for what he is. On investigation there is absolutely no evidence to support the
proposition that anybody received a preference during that critical couple of days. The hatred
and the ridicule that the member for Cotxesloe hopes would be associated with the very
mention of the Builders Labourers Federation is sufficient to carry the story. From our
inquiries it is absolutely incorrect that there is any justification for the view that the BLF
received a preference over other people. The member for Cottesloc's story, when examined
in greater detail, was shown to be a fabrication.

As to paragraph (f) the question of the Government's guarantee will, of course, emerge.I
know that some of the Opposition members will want to side with those who want to argue
that the guarantee is still alive. There may well be litigation over that issue, but our advice is
that it is not alive and it will be contested.

Mr Hassell: You tried to tell the Parliament it was no issue before. You were forced to admit
that there was a question of liability when you were exposed. You led the public to believe
the guarantee had gone and you know it.

The SPEAKER: Order! Order! F will not tolerate that. It happens far too often, particularly
from the member for Contesloe. When I call for order I expect order straight away. I do not
expect, particularly during this debate and preferably never again, the member for Cottesloe
to continue to say what he was going to say, no matter what Ilam saying. When I call for
order it means that he keeps his mouth shut.

Mr PETER DOWDING; The Government's advice is that the guarantee has been retired and
that it will not be called upon. However, of course there are people who, now that Rothwells
has gone into provisional liquidation, will want to open that argument and debate it until the
cows come home. I am asking the Opposition parties whether they want to join those people
or whether they want to join the view that the guarantee has been retired and that its
reopening will be resisted at all costs.

In relation to paragraph (g) I have already made it clear in my statement; that is, the way in
which it will not impact on the 1988-89 Budget and the opportunities that present themselves.
Even if down thxe track - in three years' time - when the final. washout emerges there is money
to be funded it can be funded without the fear that the Opposition is seeking to impose on it.

Mr Macinnon interjected.

Mir PETER DOWDING: The Leader of the Opposition has not done very well today. He has
had a fair go.

I want to come back to the coal. By way of interjection I was put off what I wanted to say. I
acknowledge that the State Energy Commission was given a direction on that subject and that
has been stated publicly. I have no hesitation in saying that the direction was given. There is
no question about that and I do not want any misunderstanding about it. I acknowledge the
direction was given.

Mr Macinnion: That is the first time.

Mr PETER DOWDING: That is not true. The Deputy Premnier has acknowledged it and
there have been many opportunities for that acknowledgement. I have acknowledged it and I
repeat it again in the House tonight.
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Having succeeded in playing its pan in putting this organisation under immense pressure - the
Opposition must admit it did that - the Opposition wants to say that it was not responsible for
the organisation falling over and I acknowledge that alone it certainly did not do that.
However, the Opposition put the organisation under huge pressure. Perhaps there is now an
opportunity to rescue some of the problems that might resolve themselves and we should be
advised by the provisional liquidator - not with political glee in mind, but genuinely looking
for a way to resolve it.

Both the Deputy Premier and 1 said earlier today that the Opposition will now turn its tactics.
Members opposite think they have succeeded and have got somewhere as far as Rothwells is
concerned because it has been blown out of the water, but I bet that the Opposition will now
turn its attention to trying to bring down the petrochemical project. The Opposition has
already signalled that and it has started to put stories around.

Mr Mensaros interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The member for Floreat should talk. The situation is that the
Opposition is already putting out stories to the Press that there is some problem with finance.
We will see the Opposition try to destroy that project and I hope to God for the sake of
Western Australia that it is as unsuccessful as it has been to date.
Finally, I do not relish the falling over of any organisation. I did not relish Povey falling
over, although he was touted as a sort of bright new son for the Liberal Party.

Mr Macinnon: Who touted that?
Mr Parker: Fred Chaney said he was the sont of fine upstanding man the Liberal Party
wanted in its ranks.

My PETER DOWDING: I do not relish on behalf of the community anybody falling over,
but I very deeply regret that the Opposition cannot see its position as being one which could
address bipartisan issues in a bipartisan way. That really is the tragedy and God help
Western Australia if the Opposition ever gets into Government.
MR LIGHTFOOT (Murchison-Eyre) [9.48 pm]: I take the Premider up on the point with
respect to members on this side of the House extracting some enjoyment from companies or
individuals who fall over, as he puts it. We certainly do not. The issue tonight is certainly
not about a company, an individual or individuals that fail in a commercial sense. Tonight's
debate is about a Government reminiscent of the Whitlam era. Those names which readily
spring to mind - not just Whitlam but Cairns, Connor and Khemlanti. Their names are all
coming back.

Several members interjected.

Dr Gallop: Malcolm Fraser.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: Yes, Malcolm Fraser. I thank the member for Victoria Park, who
constantly embarrasses me with his interjections, for mentioning Malcolm Fraser who, indeed
won after that affair - this is where the analogy is perhaps to be completed next March - in a
record majority, a majority never before wimnessed in a Federal election. He repeated it again
at the next election and had the second greatest majority in our history. if the Opposition has
six or seven years in office I will be happy and will assess the situation then. The analogy is
there.

This debate is not about attacking individuals or misfortune. It is about attacking the
ineptitude and corruption of a Government which is bound to fail because of its investment
process and its tampering in the free enterprise system. That is a lesson it will learn. If the
Government cannot remember history, it is bound to repeat it. That is what this Government
has done - it has repeated history.

A Government member interjected.

Mir LIGH-TFOOT: I am not going to look to see where the maniacal cackle came from on my
left. Suffice it to say Hansard cannot rscord decibels of that nature. The Premier said earlier
today inter alia that world markets collapsed and that caused the demise and the trouble
Rothwefls found itself in. Rorliwells was referred to loosely as a merchant bank. It
subsequently lost its dealer's licence in the reorganisation and reverted to a lending institution
or finance company. Yet Mr Connell did not blame the collapse on the world
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market. He said that the bank collapsed because of the long lending and the short borrowing
arrangements; in other words, he lent money for 30, 60, 90, 120 day and 12 month periods,
and borrowed money on a day to day basis for 24 hour or seven day periods. That is a recipe
for disaster. It is not, as the Premier stated, the nation's largest merchant bank; certainly it
had massive growth in terms of depositors' funds but I do not recall it making more than
$7 million profit in one year. That is not a great deal of profit by any standard. It may
perhaps be bigger than the First Boston Corporation which is advising this Government on
the petrochemical industry and is raising the finance for it. I mention that there is a multitude
of American banks in Australia, both merchant and front counter banks, such as AVCO
Financial Services which has 900 employees; Chase AMP, in which the United States has a
large interest, which has 650 employees; Bankers Trust of Australia which has 600
employees - that includes the merchant bank arm - and Ford Credit Australia which has 220
employees. The First Boston Corporation has eight employees.
Mr Parker: In Australia. What about internationally?

Mr LIGHTFOOT: The Deputy Premier does not Listen - if only he would listen. I do not
blame him for having a background in trade unions; that was his calling; but the reason for
his failure is that he does not listen. He may have been smart and stopped concrete pours in
the 1970s but he should now open his ears and listen. I referred to United States' banks in
Australia. The First Boston Corporation has eight employees in Australia. That is the bank
advising this Government on the Petrochemical Industries Company Limited.

Dr Gallop: That is a pathetic statistic.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: The member for Victoria Park embarrasses me at times; I wish he would
keep quiet. There is no doubt that under the Companies (Western Australia) Code any of the
State Attorneys General can order a special investigation by the National Companies and
Securities Commission.

Dr Gallop interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Victoria Park should not endeavour to shout over
the member on his feet.

MU LIGHTFOOT: That inquiry once established can either handle the matter itself or appoint
special investigators to carry out an inspection under section 291 of the Companies Code. It
is quite clear and easy, but the Government does not want to inquire into this matter
retrospectively; it wants to start the inquiry it grandly announced this week - the Commission
on Accountability - from the day the commission is appointed. That is wrong. We must go
back and investigate what happened; it will be opened up one day, and it is a mess. The
Government cannot keep digging itself deeper into the mire. It is in a cesspool and it smells
to high heaven. The former member for Gascoyne, Mr Laurance, was in the House today and
as he came through the door he asked what the smell was. I assured him that it was garden
fertiliser of animal origin which the gardeners had meticulously spread on the gardens in
front of the House. He did not accept that but said it was the stench of a Government that had
gone belly up. The member for Victoria Park has said that it is the same as always, the
Government has always stunk.

Mr Read interjected.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: The member for Victoria Park and the member for Mandurab both have
high pitched effeminate voices and I cannot tell the difference between them. In any case, I
am addressing the Speaker.

The Premier went on to say that large sums of money were lodged with the bank. That is part
of the subterfuge; it is not, never was, and never will be a bank. In fact, it was a listed
Brisbane company that had as its main source of income and assets a menswear store. It was
never intended to be a bank; at best it was a financial institution. The Premier as a former
solicitor knows that very well and chooses his words carefully. The word 'bank" was used
many times in his speech as part of the subterfuge; it is a former menswear retail business
convented to a bank because of its trustee status in this State. It should never be referred to as
a bank. It is a misconception and misleads people who think they are depositing money with
a bank. It is a very important word which should be deleted from this debate when it refers to
Rothwells.
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The Premier also said that 90 per cent of the accounts were held by individuals. That may
have been so, and 1 can find no argument with it, but certainly the balance of the 10 per cent
of the accounts probably accounted for the majority of the deposits in dollar terms. Some of
its largest deposits were taken out of the finance company by companies and organisations
that either had advance information of the crash, such as the Builders Labourers Federation,
or gleaned the information, acted on intuition and took out their money. Certainly some
individuals took out their money a week before Rothwells crashed and I understand that some
did so last Friday week. On the preceding Thursday, 20 October, the Premier and the then
acting Deputy Premier, Mr Grill, the Minister for Agriculture, attended a meeting at
Rothwells with others. Mr Dowding by necessity had to be present to speak for the SCIC,
and Mr Grill had to be present by necessity because, acting as Deputy Premier, he was able to
speak on behalf of the SEC, given the respective portfolio responsibilities. Why were they
there? They were there simply because a call was made for money; they were there to be
briefed by the man they had placed in that position late in 1987. In that briefing they were
told in clear and concise terms that unless Rothwelis received massive injections of money -
multi millions of dollars - Rothwells would not open on Friday 21 October. 1 am informed
that the Premier then agreed to a loan of $12.5 million by the SOIC to the finance company
and this was parallel to an undertaking by the Acting Deputy Premier, Mr Grill, when he
promised to purchase forward coal that was not needed - there is no question about that - for
$15 million. This money was required because payments were to flow out the next day, to
the Builders Labourers Federation in particular. The Premier and the Acting Deputy Premier
were told in clear terms that Rothwells was by that time insolvent. I have been in business
for a number of years, and I can tell members that if a similar situation were emulated in
another place, with the same facts, criminal charges would be laid at some stage. I predict
that when the lid is lifted off this can of worms, there will be prosecutions and severe penal
punishments attached to those people for their misdemeanours, fraud and mismanagement of
millions of dollars of taxpayers' funds.

Mr Cash: The Deputy Premier has been called away.

Ms~ LIGHTFOOT: Yes. The House is deadly quiet; and "deadly" is the operative word
because this Government is almost dead. I predict that this Government will be lucky to
survive until the next election. It will survive for weeks, but it will not survive for many
months.

There seems to be some ambiguity - which can be added to the myriad ambiguity we have
heard in this place tonight - attached to the comments of Mr Herbert, the Deputy Managing
Director of CSR Limited, and the Leader of the National Party, the member for Merredin,
over a cheque for $15 million. I seek the indulgence of the House to read a transcript of an
interview which was conducted on the television program "Business Week" of Sunday,
6 November, between Max Walsh - who is not always known to lean towards the
conservative side of politics - and Mvr Herbert -

WALSH: And is it correct that the Western Collieries has forward contracts for 27
years?

HERBERT: Yes, but more like 20 years actually.
WALSH: And the $15 million paid in advance to Western Collieries via the State
Electricity Authority, has that actually been paid and is in the kitty?

HERBERT: Well, there are some complications with that payment because it never
actually went to Western Collieries. So, Western Collieries hasn't actually received
that cash.

WALSH: Now the Western Colleries is a separate corporate entity in its own night,
isn't it?

HERBERT: That's correct.

WALSH: And does it have independent directors or are they just all Rothwells
appointees?

HERBERT: No. It has independent directors and the independent directors - there
were three of them then - were unaware of the transaction, and indeed the
management weren't aware of it initially either.
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So the directors were not aware of the transaction. That is peculiar. The Premier took some
time of his half hour allocation to try to explain to the Leader of the National Party where the
cheque went, and said it was not unusual and was a normal business transaction. The
transcript continues -

WALSH: So what is the situation at the moment. Somewhere in the Rothwells books
is the $15 million.
HERBERT: Well, not precisely. The money apparently has been deposited with
another institution and we are, of course, endeavouring to get that back.

What sort of conspiracy is this when a reputable company pays over $15 million to a
reputable mining company, yet the money is not received and they do not know where it is?
At this stage on Sunday, 6 November, no-one knew where the amount of $15 million was.
The transcript continues -

WALSH: The deposit was paid by Rothwells. Let me put it in this way, was the
money paid by the State Electricity Commission to Rothwells?

HERBERT: No, the money was in the form of a cheque payable to Western
Collieries, it was given to a Rothwells director of Western Collieries who then went
and placed it on deposit with this other institution.

The Deputy Premier must answer these questions: Which director of Rothwells received the
money made out to Western Collieries? What authority did he have to put that money on
deposit with another institution? Who collected the interest from that cheque, which would
be substantial - $2 000 or $3 000 a day? Was that money placed by way of favour? Which
institution was that money placed with? Were the interest and the cheque recovered in full?
Why were those unusual arrangements made? Will prosecutions be launched? It seems to
me there has been a clear breach of commercial practice, if not a breach of the Criminal
Code. The transcript continues -

WALSH: It is a rather mysterious way of doing business, however.

HERBERT: It also puts at issue whether in fact it is a valid transaction because if it
was done without the approval and the consent of the board of Western Collieries -

I pause here to say that in a previous statement, Herbert said it was -

- there are two issues. Firstly: is it a valid transaction and therefore is Western
Collieries bound by it; and the second is: how does one retrieve the $15 million?
Either for SECWA or for Western Collieries.

So at that stage Herbert was concerned about the $15 million. One could not question his
concern because he is the managing director of one of the largest corporate entities in
Australia, and he has the right to know where the $15 million paid by that company had gone.
The transcript continues-

WALSH: From the way you express the first point, if there is any doubt about
whether directors would support, it was obviously a deal more advantageous to the
State Electricity Commuission than it was to Westemn Collieries.

HERBERT: No, I don't think so. The final details haven't currently been worked out
but it was a fairly straightforward transaction in the sense that the payment would be
made in advance at a discount, the discount was intended to reflect to an interest rate
but that hasn't actually been determined yet.

So we have a loose contract, a discount that has not yet been determined, a cheque that has
vanished, and interest rates paid on that money when it was deposited with an institution, and
we do not know what interest was earned, or who collected the interest. I understand that the
question of the whereabouts of the cheque has now been answered, but that does not reduce
the potential criminal activity involved in the cheque being paid into an unauthorised account.
There is a stench of death about this Government. This a serious matter. It is a mailer in
which I as a Western Australian take no pride. I think the sooner the Government is brought
to account for its misdemeanours at best - and perhaps its criminal activities at worst - the
better it will be for this State and the nation.

1 go on to a transcript of another interview. This one predates the one between Mr Walsh

4639



440[ASSEMBLY]

and Mr Herbert on Channel 9 last Sunday. It is from the ABC's "The 7.30 Report" of
Tuesday, I November in Brisbane. The ABC, I might say, is not full of mad, right wing
lunatics. They are not given to leaning, covertly or overtly, towards this side of the House. I
think both sides of this House would say that they are reasonable people. This interview was
a segment on Rothwells Ltd between Quentin D~empster in Brisbane and Greta Thomas who
was reporting, and it included the Premier of this State. Greta Thomas said to the Premier on
1 November on "The 7.30 Report" in Brisbane -

With a State election looming it is not surprising the Liberal Opposition is leading the
chorus of dissent over the Rothwetls rescue.

It is more like the Rothwells burial - it is hardly a rescue. The interview continues -

But the Government's secrecy hasn't been lost on the rest of the nation either.
Interestingly though a local daily owned by a business partner of the Government,
Alan Bond, prefers to give more prominence to retired Premier Brian Burke meeting
with the Pope than to the questions surrounding Rothwells.

I pause here just to refresh the memories of members. The newspaper to which Greta
Thomas is referring was The West Australian. Whereas Brisbane's The Courier-Mail ran the
debacle over the Government's ineptitude - or perhaps corruption, as I said; whereas the
national newspaper The Australian ran that story on its front page and in other parts of that
national daily; whereas Melbourne's The Age ran it on its front page, whereas The Sydney
Morning Herald ran it on its front page, whereas The Financial Review - the most respected
financial newspaper in Australia - ran that story on its front page also, The West Australian
buried it somewhere inside and ran a full page spread on the former Premier's meeting with
the Pope in Rome. The West Australian, of course, is partly owned by this Government
through its corporation. That is disgraceful. It is one reason why Governments should never
ever have an interest in the media: They cannot help at some stage using their influence in
any covent or other way.

Mr D.L. Smith interjected.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: Why does the member not shut up? He should concentrate on writing his
nubber cheques. He reminds me of the little bloke who eats those potato chips on that big
tmuck.

If I may continue, Greta Thomas went un to say -

Rothwells Limited was transformed in 1982 by Perth businessman and racecourse
owner Laurie Connell ...

I think that should be 'racehorse owner" but I believe he does own a racecourse or two, so
perhaps it is right. The interview continued -

... from a Queensland shelf company.. .
And that is not quite right. The interview continues -

..to what would become one of the country's highest flying merchant banks. In
Rothweli's heyday Laurie Connell was often described as very closely associated with
Premier Brian Burke and so it was Mr Burke who last year led the Government into
the rescue of the merchant bank after the stock market crash.

This is the important pant -

As well as the Government's $150 million guarantee..

And she is putting this to the Premier. The interview continues -

... some of the nation's best known businessmen contributed even more money to
help. So today where does that leave the WA taxpayer and new Labor Premier Peter
Dowding? Mr Dowding publicly at least appears a little vague about Rothwells
considering the Opposition claims the Government now has a liability for nearly
$400 million.

The Premier said -

"I don't think I met Rothwells directors at the weekend. I don't know who the
directors currently are, incidentally.
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This is a week ago, precisely, when the Premier said to a reporter in Brisbane, "I don't know
who the directors of Rorhwells currently are, incidentally." But on the evening of 20
October, as I said some moments ago, Premier Pinocchio went to a meeting at Rothwells and
in fact spoke to the managing director who was appointed by this Government. What sont of
misinformation is that? Or did the ABC get it wrong? Don't tell me members opposite are
not falling over! They are following Rothwells - they are going down. They are going like
Gough Whitlam did in the 1970s. We can smell the stench from St George's Terrace right up
to West Perth. They are dead and at best they are dying.

Greta Thomas' interview went on -

Seems a bit surprising that you didn't know Mr Connell was going to resign.

Premier: Does it?

Greta Thomas: Yes, the Government's been so actively involved.

The Premier then said - and this is a beauty, Mr Speaker -

I said to Alan, I don't blame him. It seems to me that there is a real perception
problem out there in the comnmunity. But that is a matter for him.

He said the community sees this only as a perception, the community does not see this as a
real problem. It is something so manifestly wrong; so gigantically bad; so significantly
consuming in bad and inept terms that it will bring down this Government; it is something
that must spill over to the Federal Government as well, and this Government of Western
Australia will be cursed by every other Labor Government in Australia, including the Federal
Government.

Obviously I speak for the motion. It is a good motion; it is well worded; it is long. This is a
serious situation and I Look for the support of every decent Westemn Australian who sits in
this House in the name of democracy and honesty.

MR MacKINNON (Murdoch - Leader of the Opposition) [10.17 pmj: In concluding this
debate I want first to thank my colleagues on this side of the House, including the National
Party members, for their support of this important motion. As to the contributions of
members opposite, the Deputy Premier made only one or two statements that require
comment. One related to the Commission on Accountability and the other to the Western
Collieries Ltd cheque.

The Deputy Premier, like the Premier, indicated that the Commission on Accountability will
get rid of WA Inc and solve the problems - in the Deputy Premier's words, "We have the
problems of Rothwells under control now, that inquiry is under way and this Comtmission on
Accountability will handle things for the future.' That is a long way from the truth. The
Commission on Accountability will not address the issues, it will be looking to the future. It
will be looking at some important matters, most of which we on the Opposition benches have
already committed ourselves to achieve in Government in any event; but what it will not do,
importantly, is look at the past and gather any evidence and information from the past that
could guide us in the future. That is one of the great weaknesses of what the Government has
announced in that regard.

Secondly, in relation to the Western Collieries cheque and the statements made by various
speakers opposite, let us just recount the facts again. There was a late night meeting on
20 October. The cheque was ordered to be paid against the wishes of the State Energy
Commission on the Friday.

Mr Pearce: That is untrue.
Mr MacKINNON: It was ordered. The Minister's own Premier indicated that it was ordered
to be paid.

Mr Hodge: He did not say it was against the wishes of the SEC.
Mr MacKINNON: Against the wishes of the SEC. No explanation was made to the Board of
Western Collieries. They had no knowledge that the payment was forthcoming. The person
with whom they were contracting - Tony Lloyd - was not, I understand, authorised to
negotiate that matter, and certainly there are grave doubts that he had any authority to accept
the cheque and then bank it who knows where. That question has not been answered at all
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by the Government tonight. 1 doubt that it will ever be answered unless a proper inquiry is
undertaken into this whole affair.
Thirdly, the point made within the motion has been amply demonstrated by speakers on this
side in respect of the BLE. It is astounding that a pensioner could not get her money out of
Rothwells, yet the Government on the instruction of the Premier injected $12.5 million into
Rothwells from the SOIC on the same day that the BLE withdrew its money. One of the
scandals of this whole affair is that the BLE was given priority treatment. That took place
within days of the company going into liquidation, with the Premier knowing full well that
the commitment of $12.5 million would never be returned. We have had no explanation from
the Government about potential losses; we do not know whether the amount would approach
zero or $1 million. The Government does not mention the key payment of $175 million - that
blue sky payment which remains a major scandal in the history of this Governmnent. We have
had no satisfactory explanation of the guarantee or from whom advice was received by the
Government. We have a continued refusal by the Government to table the guarantee and no
indication that any discharge has been signed.

Mr Peter Dowding: There is no refusal. We are taking advice from Government officers to
see if there is any problem. If the advice is no then this will be done.

Mr MacKINNON: When? We have been calling for the tabling of that guarantee ever since
the Governument claimed that it had been retired. Tonight is the first indication that the
Premier might make the guarantee public. Can the Premier indicate if a discharge has been
signed? I predict that we are highly unlikely to see the guarantee or to receive any
information about whether the guarantee has been discharged in a fortmal way.
The Premier has not adequately answered the central issue of the motion that, as a
consequence of all matters, a wide ranging inquiry should take place. That issue has been
dismissed out of hand and the Government has been shown up for what it is. The
Government continues to be secretive about the largest corporate crash in this State's
history - certainly the largest involving significant funds and contributions by the
Government. The Premier has not indicated that the provisional liquidator will be examining
matters which encompass the most important areas. Very few important areas will be
covered by the inquiry.

The motion is a serious one and deserves to be carried; it will be not be carried because the
Government has the numbers. The Government's rejection of this motion, and its continued
refusal to carry out a proper inquiry into the Rothwells affair, is proof positive to the people
of Western Australia that the Government does not have, and has never had, a sincere
commitment to accountability. I repeat that the corporate crash was the largest in the history
of Western Australia, and one of the largest in the history of ts country; it received an
unprecedented commitment and involvement by the Government. But the Government again
turns away from the hard decision to be fully accountable for its actions.
Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (22)
Mr Blaikie Mr Crayden Mr Mesaros Mr Reg Tubby
Mr Cash Mr Hassell Mr Schell Mr Wiese
Mr Clarko Mr House Mr Stephens Mr Williams
Mr Court Mr Lewis Mr Thompson Mr Maslen (Teller)
Mr Cowan Mr Lightfoot Mr Trenorden
Mr Crane Mr Macinnon Mr Fred Tubby

Noes (28)
Dr Alexander Mr Donovan Mr Hodge Mr D.L. Smith
MrsBeggs Mr Peter Dowding DrLawrenoe MrTaylor
Mr Bertram Mr Evans Mr Marlborough Mr Thomas
Mr Bridge Dr Gallop Mr Parker Mrs Watkins
Mr Burkett Mr Grill Mr Pearce Dr Watson
Mr Ca= Mrs Henderson Mr Read Mr Wilson
Mr Cunningham Mr Gordon Hill Mr Ripper Mrs Buchanan (Teller)
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Pairs

Ayes Noes
MrBradshaw Mr Troy
Mr Greig Kr Tom Jones
Mr Watt Mr P.J. Smith

Question thus negatived.

NATIONAL CRIME AUTHORITY (STATE PROVISIONS) AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Minister for Police and Emergency Services) [10.30 pm]: I
move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.

The National Crime Authority (State Provisions) Act was passed in this State in 1985 and it
allows Western Australia to participate in the National Crime Authority scheme in order that
organised crime may be investigated. That Act allows the authority to operate in this State
under provisions that were complementary to the Commonwealth's National Crime Authority
Act 1984. Since 1985 certain provisions of the Commonwealth Act have been amended
without the necessary changes being made to the National Crime Authority (State Provisions)
Act. Accordingly, as the provisions therein no longer reflect those of the Commonwealth,
this Bill merely seeks to rectify this situation in order to ensure conformity with the
Commonwealth Act.

In this regard the Bill will amend section 16 so as to preclude the right of counsel - or any
other person - to be present before a hearing of the authority as a matter of right. This in no
way precludes the right of counsel to be present at a hearing in instances where the counsel's
client is in attendance for the purpose of giving evidence at such a hearing. Where the
authority makes an order in respect of the attendance of a person to give evidence at a hearing
of the authority, the Act provides for the issue of a warrant of apprehension where the person
is likely to leave Australia for the purpose of avoiding giving such evidence. Although the
Act also allows for a person to be summinoned to give evidence, it makes no provision in
respect of the non compliance or evasion of service of a summons.

Clause 5 of the Hill seeks to amend section 20 by allowing for the issue of a warrant of
apprehension where the person to whom a summons has been issued has absconded or is
otherwise likely to evade service of tf -summons. The clause also enables a person to be
apprehended by the person executing the warrant even though not in actual possession of the
warrant, but aware of its existence in a similar manner to that applying to warrants issued
under the Justices Act.

Clause 6 seeks to repeal section 34 to remove the sunset clause and allow the Act to operate
beyond 30 June 1989. I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Cash.

ART GALLERY AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

MRS HENDERSON (Gosnells - Minister for The Arts) [10.32 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.

The Hoard of the Art Gallery of Western Australia has long recognised the need to have a
reserve of funds to strengthen its buying powers. It is the least generously endowed State
gallery in Australia from private and corporate sources. The Art Gallery of Western
Australia foundation aims to change this situation. To achieve the board's aim of
establishing an outstanding collection, it is essential to seek the ongoing financial support of
both the corporate and private sectors of the State. The Art Gallery of Western Australia
foundation will be the means of achieving this.

The foundation will broaden appeal for the visual arts in this State by enlarging this State's
collection of contemporary Australian and Western Australian arts, with particular attention
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being given to Aboriginal an. However, the foundation will also attract gifts and bequests to
all areas of the State's permanent collection. This will enhance the State's cultural identity
and, at the same time, lend substantial support to living Australian artists, greatly enhancing
the gallery's national and international reputation.
There has been a perceptible surge of local interest in the Art Gallery. In 1987 the gallery
had over 235 000 visitors and to the end of September this year this figure has already been
exceeded - so far nearly 260 000 people have enjoyed its many and varied exhibitions and
collections.

The Art Gallery has been a major success story in this State's development. The
achievements of the past, however, need to be continued into the future and the future is
intrinsically tied up with the private sector. It is crucial that the gallery's acquisitions keep
pace with rising prices. The works the Art Gallery of Western Australia is buying today will
be unaffordable and unavailable to it in 20 to 30 years' time.

The need for a foundation to generate additional funds has been recognised in all other States
of Australia. For example, the Art Foundation of Victoria has been established for 12 years
and has acquired works worth a total of $12 million in that period. Similar foundations exist
in all other Australian States and the ACT. The support of an Art Gallery of Western
Australia foundation is essential.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Court (Deputy Leader of the Opposition).

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED REVENUE FUND) BILL
Committee

Resumed from 27 October. The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Dr Alexander) in the
Chair; Mr Peter Dowding (Treasurer) in charge of the Bill.

Progress was reported after Division 38 had been agreed to.

Division 39: Metropolitan (Perth) Passenger Transport Trust, $18 304 000 -
Mr CASH: This year the Metropolitan (Perth) Passenger Transport Trust will seek a vote of
$18.3 million. I advise members that most of the correspondence I have received during the
past 12 months with regard to the general service provided by Transperth and the service
provided by the bus operators has been favourable. I should also extend that to include the
administrative officers at both the head office and the regional offices. I commend
Transperth generally on the way in which it has carried out its function. However, I want to
make some general statements about its future operations.

While supporting the Government's intention to purchase another 50 buses this year to add to
its fleet and also its alterations to the Kwinana Freeway in order to extend the bus contra flow
lane, it is reasonable for the people who live in the northern suburbs to ask when the
Government will give some recognition to the bus service that is provided in that area. I
refer, in particular, to the Warwick bus station. First, I will raise the problem of security at
that bus station. The passengers who use that bus station have found that the security
arrangements are not adequate. I have been advised by at least three patrons of that service
that their vehicles have been vandalised while parked in the bus station car park. Worse than
that, a number of cars have been stolen from that car park during daylight hours. It is hardly
a compliment to Transperth if its passengers' motor vehicles are being stolen from the car
park at the bus station. I invite the Government to investigate the current security situation at
the bus station. I know it can be improved and I urge the Government to improve it.

The same situation applies to the Wanneroo bus station. Motor vehicles are being stolen
while patrons of the bus service are at work. Only recently an Italian who lives in the
Wanneroc area advised me that his daughter had borrowed his vintage motor vehicle and had
left it at the Wanneroo, bus station during the day and it had been stolen. The bad news - if
anyone can get any worse news than having his car stolen - was that it was found some days
later a couple of kilometres off the Wanneroo Road near Yanchep. It had been stripped and
had been burnt out. Again, there is a problem of security at the Wanneroc bus station and I
urge the Government to investigate the problem.
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With regard to the Warwick bus service I suggest to the Government that there is a real need
to introduce a contra flow system on the Mitchell Freeway to cater for buses travelling to and
from the city. One only has to travel on the Mitchell Freeway between the hours of 7.30 am
and 9.00 am on any working day to become aware of the massive traffic jams which
motorists have to endure. There is rD doubt in my mind, and I have discussed this with
employees of Transperth who have confirmed this view, that a contra flow will work. It can
work in the morning by taking up one of the northbound lanes, and in the evening by taking
up one of the southbound lanes. Rather than have the situation which occurs at the moment
of, during peak hours, a trip from the city to Warwick taking 35 to 40 minutes as a result of
traffic jams, a contra flow would mean that the trip would only take Mround 15 minutes.
There would be a saving of patrons' time and a more efficient use of the bus fleet. Anyone
who knows that area will be aware that very little cost would be involved in organising that
contra lane. The only expense would be minor work near the West Perth subway, which can
be organised at minimum cost. It can work. I ask the Minister to give it some consideration.

I asked the Minister i Parliament some months ago whether he would consider the
immediate installation of a contra bus lane. He suggested that the proposed rail or bus link -
the rapid transit link - to the northern suburbs would be sufficient. The patrons currently
using the bus service in the northern suburbs do not want to have to wait for that. We all
know it is some years in the future. Those of us who have had the opportunity of discussing
the Government's proposals with the engineers in charge of that project recognise the strong
possibility that there will be a rail link rather than an extended bus link. I ask the
Government to look at that contra lane situation.

As for the Warwick bus station itself I recently asked questions in Parliament in respect of
route 396 which operates a feeder service out to Warwick. I forwarded the answers given to
me to bus patrons who had raised certain problems with me and they were not satisfied with
them. The Minister's somewhat glib answers given at times in response to questions asked in
this House certainly do not put the Government in a favourable light when they are
distributed to constituents around the metropolitan area. Members on this side of the House
often ask questions on behalf of specific interest groups and other interested panties, and send
the answers to those pantics irrespective of whether the Government is shown in a bad light.
In respect of the fanner Minister for Police and Emergency Services and the answers he gave
me, I often wrote a one or two page letter to my constituents pointing out the folly contained
in the answers he provided. By the time I had finished, the Government never appeared in a
good light, and that has reflected badly not only on the Minister but, in that case, the Police
Force.

Another point I want to raise in respect of the bus service is the fact that we in the northern
and southern suburbs generally work on a north-south route basis. It is very difficult for
people to get public transport to take them on an east-west axis. For instance, someone living
in the suburb of Balga wanting to go to the Karrinyup shopping centre has to get a bus into
town and then another out to Karrinyup. There is the same problem for someone who wants
to go to the Osborne Park Hospital or some other northern shopping centre. Various groups
have worked out an east-west system which would work if only Transperth would give them
a go. Ther is a group in the northern suburbs called the Northern Suburbs Social
Development Council which has been looking at the problem of east-west transport for some
time. It has produced a submission which deals with a community transport pilot scheme
where, rather than calling on Transperth to provide an east-west service, it calls on local
authorities - that would be the City of Stirling and the City of Wanneroo in the north and,
perhaps, the Shire of Swan a bit further to the east - to provide light buses, and this group
would organise volunteer drivers so that buses could work across an east-west axis.

The social development council has come up with a very workable plan. I must say that it
worries me when one talks in terms of trying to save money, and using volunteer drivers.
That is very commendable, but I am unsure that the council will be able to provide sufficient
volunteers at the required time for this scheme to work on a continuous basis. I guess that is
where Transperth comes in. Transperth is looking for a budget from this Parliament for this
year of $18.3 million. It seems to me that if we are prepared to provide the funding to
Transperth for an east-west service it would, in the end, be a lot better than requiring
volunteers to provide that service.

One only has to look at the contribution that is made from the transport trust fund to
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Transperth which, this year, will amount to $34.2 million, to understand that there are
tremendous social costs involved in providing a bus transport service in Western Australia,
and that social cost has always been recognised by both Liberal and Labor Governments.
The cost of the east-west service would be affordable. I know there are many patrons in both
the northern and southern residential corridors who would use the service, and would
obviously be prepared to pay a reasonable fare. Some people have explained to me that it is
now very difficult to travel from B alga, Gis-rawheen or Koondoola across to the Osborne Park
Hospital for treatment because there are just no buses travelling in that direction. There is a
special service whereby the Government is prepared to rebate something like 50 per cent of a
fare up to a maximum amount if someone is an invalid or qualifies as a handicapped person,
but not everyone who attends the hospital in the northern suburbs qualities as such. At the
moment those people are disadvantaged by the lack of an east-west link.

The other point is that not only does it affect the infirn and the sick, it also affects our youth
in the northern suburbs who are unable to take up employment opportunities which might be
available to them east or west of their residences. It is unreasonable to expect a person of 16
or 17 years of age to spend 30 or 40 minutes travelling from a northern suburb into the city in
the morning, and then have to catch another bus back to a place of employment. That
travelling would take up one and a half hours each way. It seems to me that if an east-west
link were developed that same trip might take only 20 or 25 minutes cross country. This is
something that is worthwhile for the Government to look at and I urge it to do so. I make the
point that the submission from the Northern Suburbs Social Development Council is certainly
worthy of consideration and I hope that the Minister considers it. It was put together in a
genuine way in an attempt to address a problem that obviously exists in that general area. It
has the support of both the City of Wanneroo and the City of Stirling. It deserves support,
although I would go one step further and invite Transperth to provide costings as to just how
much it would cost for an official Transperth service to be provided in that area.
The loop routes are very important. I have two maps - one of the City of Stirling and one of
the City of Wanneroo - which indicate some of the areas which would be picked up if the
ioop routes were made possible by an east-west service. I will point out to the Minister some
of the sorts of places currently not serviced, as I know how interested he is in this matter.
With regard to the City of Stirling, if one lives in the Mirrabooka or Yirrigan Drive area there
is currently no east-west link to places such as the Heb Graham Regional Recreation Centre
in Balga or further across on a direct route the Osborne Park Hospital or, for instance, the
North Beach Autumn Centre. In fact, this map was prepared for me by an interested group of
people who believe that one could link the various autumnn centres giving access, say, to the
people in Scarborough enabling them to travel to the North Beach Autumn Centre on a
visiting basis or perhaps across to the one located in the Osborne ward. There are certainly
some great opportunities.

The other area, of course, is the library service, which could be better utilised by a number of
ratepayers if an east-west link were available. In the Wanineroo Shire the map clearly shows
that at the moment the Wanneroo Hospital is not on an east-west bus link. In fact, if a person
lives east of Wanneroo Hospital and Wanneroo Road in that general rural belt they would be
battling to find any sort of bus service because at the moment it appears from the map that
one is not provided. Suggestions have been made to me by people living in the general area
of the Heathridge Shopping Centre that there is a need for an east- west service to provide the
people in Edgewater and east of Edgewater with an opportunity to travel to that shopping
centre. If one goes to the large Whitford shopping centre, which has in the near vicinity the
senior citizens area and the library, again the service currently provided makes it difficult for
people living in Kingsley and Lake Goollelal to travel to that area. I am sure that if the loop
system were put in place there could be a bus service almost looping those various shopping
centres and providing a service to people in the area, I am also sure that proprietors of the
shopping centres would be prepared, if required, to make some sort of contribution to the bus
service because I know they believe that if an east-west route were operating it would bring
more revenue to their areas.

I ask the Minister to give those matters consideration. They are genuine requests from people
living in both the northern and southern areas. In respect of the bus transfer stations, I invite
the Government to look at the current security situation because quite clearly the
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patrons' cars are being stolen and if they are not being stolen they are being vandalised. The
Government owes bus patrons a duty to ensure that their cans are protected while they are
using the bus service.

Mr PEARCE: The matter of vandalism in the Warwick and Joondalup bus stations currently
is under investigation by Transpenth. I am aware of that problem because it was raised with
me by the member for Joondalup, Jackie Watkins, and we are looking at ways in which
security in those areas can be improved and at the whole business of Transperth security. We
are also looking particularly at the problems of graffiti and other vandaliscic attacks, often by
young people. The Government is working with a range of voluntary agencies to ensure that
vandalism and graffiti problems are minimised. We are seeking to do that in conjunction
with agencies that deal with these problems.

With regard to contra flow lanes for buses on the Mitchell Freeway north, that is the kind of
bandaid answer to problems that we have come to expect from the Opposition.

Mr Cash: The Government is doing exactly nothing. The Minister for Transport should try
to be positive and offer some hope to people in the northern suburbs rather than be negative.

Mr PEARCE: Clearly things need to be done about transport patterns in the northern
corridor. The two matters raised by the member for Mt Lawley. the proposal for a contra
flow lane for buses on the freeway and the whole business of east-west bus routes in the
northern corridor, although he put them as two separate problems, are two parts of a single
problem. While there has been a huge growth in the northern corridor, previous Liberal
Governments not only made no proper approach to transport patterns in that area but also
sold off the railway reserve, which was the real answer to public transport patterns in the
northern corridor. This Government is looking at the answer to that problem by way of an
electrified heavy rail system to provide for the northern corridor. Once a rail system is
provided to the northern corridor that will remove buses from the freeway because people
will be travelling by train and not by bus. That will free up a tremendous amount of the
congestion on the freeway caused by buses and will provide a fast and efficient way of
getting people to the city.

Mr Clarko: Are you going to make that decision?

Mr PEARCE: We are in the process of making that decision and will certainly be going for
rail.

Mit Clarko: I am not criticising; the report said one would cost $80 million and the other
$120 million.

Mr PEARCE: I understand the member's people are pushing the bus option.

Mr Cash: That is not the case.

Mr PEARCE: The Liberal candidate on the advisory commission has been pushing the bus
option. The Travers Morgan report emphasised a bus option. When that was released I made
clear that I was dissatisfied with the level of work done on the viability of the rail option. I
thought the options were exaggerated in terms of the initial capital cost and that the long term
costings were deficient because they failed to take ongoing maintenance into account.

Mr Clarko: Have you put out a report on that?

Mr PEARCE: The Travers Morgan report emphasised the bus option. We released it with
those comments. I asked for experts on traffic management from overseas, one from the
United States and one from the United Kingdom, along with Professor Peter Newman from
Murdoch University to run a ruler over the Travers Morgan report, particularly with regard to
the rail option, and produce a separate report. That report is in its final stages of drafting arid
I expect to have it before me in a couple of days. The people of Western Australia will have
it a day or two later.

Mr Crane: Winl it be before Christmas?

Mr PEARCE: It may well be before the end of this week. On the basis of that report, plus
comments coming from the public over the two weeks' public comment period, which will be
up by the end of this month. I expect to be able to go to the Cabinet with a recommendation
for a rapid, mass passenger transit system for the northern corridor. I feel confident that I
shall be putting forward a rail option -
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Mr Crane: That will be good.

Nfr Clarko: You will have no argument from us.
Mr PEARCE: We are also looking at ways of dealing with the matter very quickly instead of
tagging it onto the electrification program which will go on for two or three years. We are
looking at a much more expeditious way of doing it through some innovative approach, and I
hope to be able to say something more about that in two or three weeks' time.

A contra bus lane was tried out on the Kwinana Freeway south, and it proved to be somewhat
dodgy because people must go along with those little witches' caps every fifty metres and
mark out about ten miles of freeway, clunk, clunk, clunk.

Mr Taylor: How do they do it?

Mr PEARCE: It depends on how long these witches' caps have been out in the sun. They
solidify. When they are new they go clop, clop, clop, but when they have been out in the sun
for a while they go clunk, clunk, clunk. The experience of Transperth bears that out. The
contra lane is not a good way to go. It has a superficial appeal, but the operational problems
are great.

Mr Clarko: It is used widely in other places in Australia.

Several members interjected.

Mr PEARCE: Not unless one actually sets up a contra flow operation like the Harbour
Bridge in Sydney or certain parts of the freeways in Melbourne where a signalling system
opens and closes lanes to traffic. That requires no great median strip separation as we have
here, because there are no ways of turning right and left. It could be done, but it would need
massive changes to our freeway system.

Mr Clarko: Your railways will be a long way off.

Mr PEARCE: I do not believe so. I think northern rail is very close.

Mr Cash: How long is "very close"?

Mr PEARCE: I think we will be making announcements about this, including time
programs, within three weeks. It is my belief that people will be travelling on a northern train
next year.
Mr Cash: Another outrageous statement from you.

Mr Clarko: We will applaud.

Mr PEARCE: I hope Hansard wrote that down, because I will come back to the Parliament
and the member may well have an opportunity to do that and give me a round of applause
before the Parliament rises this year.

Mr Crane: I shall not have the opportunity to applaud you next year, but I will do it now.

Mr PEARCE: Let us have a bit of presentation.

Mr Clarko: There could be egg on your face.

Mr PEARCE: That is the answer to both the contra flow and the east-west bus routes,
because once we have a rail line to the northern suburbs the buses will transfer from the
north-south route which they currently use to an east-west pattern, because they will bring
people to the train. We will have transfer stations where people will come in on a very rapid
rail service and the east-west network will be set up to do the sorts of things indicated in the
reports raised by the member for Mt Lawley.

Item I: Amount required for services for the year -

Mr CASH: There is a number of items I would invite the Minister to comment on. The first
is the administration, which increases from $15.8 million to $18.7 million. Further down,
under "Financial Charges", the depreciation increases from $4.4 million to $5 million, and the
interest payments from $5.6 million to $8.69 million.

Before the Minister answers those matters, may I say that the Opposition quite clearly
supports the idea of a fast rail link to the northern suburbs.
Mr Clarko: We announced it in April or May this year.
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Mr CASH: We did indeed. When we deal with railways in a few minutes we might talk
about the proposed route. While the Minister, for political reasons, suggests that a rail
service to the northern suburbs will be available within 12 months, and patrons will be able to
use it within 12 months, that is an incredible situation. If it were true we would obviously
applaud it. Like most of the mailers the Minister discusses in the transport portfolio, his
suggestion that there will be a rail link to the northern suburbs which can be used by patrons
within 12 months indicates his lack of knowledge of this area, and his lack of understanding
of the consultants who have been working on that proposal for the Government for more than
12 months.
Mr PEARCE: I am not sure which question I am being asked, but the member is suggesting
that the projects I am talking about cannot be achieved. That is a view which can reasonably
be taken; it takes umpteen years to get a railway line going. The Liberal Party has
demonstrated that it does not take very long to close it, but one of the difficulties we are
facing in re-establishing a metropolitan rail network is that we are having to overcome not
only years but decades of Liberal Governments' ignoring the rail system, of running it down,
failing to replace rolling stock, selling off the railway reserves and doing all sorts of things to
ensure that we have an all bus network for the metropolitan area. That was basically Liberal
Party policy.
Mr Court: I read that the two best railway Ministers were both Liberal Ministers.
Mr PEARCE: Members will not get that these days. We are in the process of making
important decisions about the northern rail line, and those decisions will mean that the
railway line will be there sooner rather than later. When I say I believe it is possible to have
trains running on a northern line by the end of next year, I believe that is possible. Members
opposite say it is impossible. History will judge which of us is right.
Mr Court: You have just made that up.

Mr PEARCE: That is not the case.

Mr Court: It has taken you five years to extend the freeway a few kilometres.
Mr PEARCE: That is not true either. By the end of this year, before this Parliament rises,
major announcements will be made with regard to the process, the timing and other things to
do with that rail network.
My Court: You announced that before the next election you would have an underground
railway through Penth.
Mr PEARCE: Those people in the not chemt suburbs might like to compare my own forward
thinking, vision, and getting things done approach to this matter with that of members
opposite. Members opposite said, "We are all in favour of a railway line." I said, "All right.
let us have one by the end of next year." "Oh, it cannot possibly be done: it takes a long
time." That shows how much members opposite know about the consultants' report. It
shows how little they know about what is actually happening. I am not sitting on my hands
waiting for the consultants to put in reports and have more consultants' reports. Discussions
have been taking place this week to achieve in practical reality the kinds of things I am
talking about. We will be in a position to make firm announcements about those in three or
four weeks when the figures are drawn together and the practicalities of the whole system are
put in place. We are not talking about three, four, five or ten years for a railway line; we are
not talking about pie in the sky stuff.

Mr Court: Come off it! You were going to put an underground railway through the city.
Mr PEARCE: There will be an underground railway in this city before 1995; I can tell
members that, That is something we are working on at the present time.
Mr Cash: What route will it take? You make outrageous statements which you are never
prepared to follow up. I have asked you what moute it will take. Where will the underground
railway system go?
Mr PEARCE: I will tell members opposite again. I had a meeting in my office on the
Saturday before last of significant people in the transport industry and we mapped out the
route for the underground railway.
Mr Cash: Where is it going?
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Mr PEARCE: The costings for that are being done at present. That route will be announced
in the next two or three weeks.

Mr Court: That will be the third time in two terms that you have announced it.

Mr PEARCE: Members opposite asked to see where the route is. All I am saying is - and
members opposite can believe or disbelieve it - that these things -

Mr Cash: I disbelieve you as I often do.

Mr PEARCE: Okay, then the member for Mt Lawley will look stupid in two or three weeks
when I actually produce the route. I ask members to recall this conversation when members
opposite said that these things could not be done. That is the problem with the Opposition -
its members are not doers and believers that things can be achieved. The only member on
that side who thinks - apart from the member for Moore - that things can be done is the
member for South Perth. He was a doer, although he was a bit of a funny sont of doer, but at
least he had a view that things could be done. He is the only person left on that side of the
Chamber who camne of a Government that believed it could do things. We believe things can
be done and the things I am talking about are not pie in the sky - they are things that can be
done and will be done quickly,

Mr Cash: What about WADC?

Mr PEARCE: What does the member for Mt Lawley want to ask about it? All he said was
that depreciation has gone up. That is right and the reason for that is that additional capital
works have been completed and the interest payments have gone up because of the additional
loan for 1988-89 and the full year's interest for loans taken in 1987-88.
Mr WIESE: I would like to refer to metropolitan transport because I have problems relating
to the discussion that has just gone on. That is, the problem of efficiency of a rail network as
against the bus network,

The DEPUTY CHAIRMLAN (Dr Alexander): Order! I would offer the member for Narrogin
some advice here: I know the discussion strayed onto the rail system, but we are discussing
specific items of expenditure under the Transperth budget. I suggest that if the member
wants to discuss general questions relating to rail, he may have an opportunity under the next
Division.

Mr WIESE: I thank you, Mr Deputy Chairman, for your guidance. I do not think I have had
more than a minute but I am trying to work my way into what was discussed previously. I
certainly intend to discuss both rail and bus because they are both covered in this particular
item. I wish to refer to the matter of fares and I hope, Mr Deputy Chairman, that you will
bear with me for half a minute. We have had a discussion about the alleged efficiency of rail
transport as a method of transporting passengers. That is what we are talking about here - the
Perth Passenger Transport Trust, which I understand involves transport by rail and bus of
passengers in the metropolitan area. Looking at these figures, 1 would like the Minister to
explain to me why the Government has concluded that rail is more efficient than the road
transport system. When I look at these figures and the overall income from fares in general. I
see that someting like $34 million came from fares actuatly paid. That includes bus, rail and
others, which I presume means ferries, although it may include something else I am not
aware of. When [ contrast that income from fares wit the income we have in that particular
section, $10 million of it comes from fare concessions and another $38.5 million comes from
social welfare concessions. The Minister may be able to clarify this point for me, but I
presume this comes from the Government purse. Overall it seems that the fares coming into
Transperth fall a long way short of what it costs the Government to run the transport trust.
When I look at the overall figure and the figure coming from fares for rail, in those three
sections 1 find that we have only $18.8 million out of a total of $82.8 million of actual fares,
plus fare concessions and social welfare concessions which come on rail.

I would like the Minister to explain why there is this terrific faith in rail when it seems that
rail provides a very minor income in fares. What is the actual cost of providing a passenger
service and a rail network service in the metropolitan area? I see that we transfer $30 million
to Westrail to provide that service in the metropolitan area. It was the samne last year and I
wonder whether it is actually a correct figure of the cost to Westrail or whether it is some sort
of a token figure. Perhaps the Minister could explain how that $30 million relates to the real
cost of providing these rail services in the metropolitan area?
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Mr COURT: I have a series of questions I would like to ask the Minister. Firstly in relation
to ferry operations, could the Minister explain bow many ferries are operating? Are they
operating just on the South Perth run or are there other cruises? Could the Minister also
explain what happened to the SS Perth? Was it sold off or leased to private operators? [
think the Government was involved in spending a lot of money to refurbish it.
On the question of fare income, could the Minister explain why that is expected to decline for
both bus and rail? I was under the impression that patronage was meant to be increasing, not
decreasing. In respect of fares, does the Minister anticipate any increase being announced in
the fare structure? In respect of the contribution from the transport trust fund, I understand
that certain fuel taxes go into that fund. Is that the only source of hinds for that fund?

Mr Pearce: It is the only source. The transport trust fund is the fuel levy.

Mr COU RT:. There is a new bus station being built down on the foreshore - hopefully not too
much of it will be built before the Government changes - but is the funding for that, which is
built into these Estimates, the contribution of the State Government or does it come in
elsewhere in the Budget? I have said before that I do not support that bus station being built
on the foreshore area. This represents vandalism of that area because it is in the wrong place.
The Minister has stated that an underground rail system will be built in the city - a concept
which is sensible if done properly. Why would the Government want to build a bus station
on the river foreshore involving a huge capital outlay if it intends to build an underground rail
system which is the most efficient way to shift people around the city without the congestion
of buses? I urge the Minister to think twice about the bus station. If the Government is
making a quick decision about the railway system, with railways running underground here
and there, what about making, a quick reverse decision on the bus station? Use the
bicentennial funding for a system to the north or the south but do not waste that funding on
something which will be a blight on the edge of the city in years to come. When does the
Government anticipate all the works taking place on the various routes leading to the
foreshore being completed?

Mr PEARCE: If I can take these matters in seriatim: The member for Narrogin raised the
question of comparative costs between bus and rail and seeks to draw a conclusion about the
efficiency problem. The fact that the income from buses is so much greater than from rail
fares is a reflection of the fact that trains at the moment carry about one sixth of the public
transport task, buses carry about five sixths, and taxis cover a small proportion. The
imbalance in the fares is because over time we have built up a bus system and not a rail
system. In moving towards having a rail system we are looking at aspects of the public
transport task which rail does better; that is, basically moving large numbers of people
quickly. To give a comparison, one of the longer bus routes through the corridors of Perth is
the Armadale to Perth bus route. The bus takes about 55 minutes to do a trip and in peak
periods takes considerably more than an hour. The train covers that moute in 44 to 45
minutes; with electrified rail, the Arrnadale to Perth trip will take 35 minutes - compared to
somethiing over an hour for a bus to do the same route in peak periods. That represents a
significant saving for people. Vastly more people can be carried per train than per bus so the
business of moving large numbers of people quickly over long distances is done much more
effectively by train. Buses have a greater flexibility because they can weave in and out of
suburban areas and pick up people close to their homes. By their nature, trains have fixed
stations which will be at a greater distance on average from the people who use them.

A proper transport system, and something which I advocated in my earlier speeches in 1977,
is a combination of the two systems. Use buses to do what they do best - the flexible tripping
through, picking people up and dropping them at a central point, which could be a station;
people can then be carried through quickly to the city. A good public transport system has a
combination of the two systems which is what we are working towards - not just in the
northemn corridor but also elsewhere. We are seeking to use those elements of the public
transport system where they work best- Trials have been undertaken in Kelmscout with the
Annadale rail transfer station being currently cornstructed. We will have the same set up on
the northern line as we are building a large Canningion interchange; this system works in
both Midland and Fremantle to some extent at present.

The member for Nedlands asked why a reduction has occurred in fare incomes. The
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reduction is caused by the introduction of the Seniors Card; although patronage will be rising.
we will be providing a greater subsidy to users of the bus service and also the rail service.
The expectation will be chat a reduction of $1.273 million will occur in income from bus
fares as a result of the Seniors Card. We expect a reduction of $227 000 as a result of the
introduction of that card in the rail system.
With regard to the ferries, I am not familiar with the situation of the SS Perrh. I will find out
and let the member know. My understanding is that the ferry service operates and makes
money on the South Perth route which is the only scheduled run. Shortly, we expect ferries
to be operating through to the brewery to a separate set of passengers. Some income will be
derived from rental as people can hire ferries for social occasions. This area of the market is
largely taken up by private operators at present.

The member for Nediands raised the question of the bus station. That might be, unwittingly.
the most ignorant statement about public transport I have ever heard in this place. The new
bus station will not be a blight on the foreshore. The reason for the placement of the bus
station in that area is due to the huge number of buses which come into the city from either
the western or southern suburbs along routes which run through the current bus station. All
these buses are percolated through the city, causing immense congestion in the city streets.
That has been added to by the proper and reasonable desire of the Perth City Council to
pedestnianise part of the city centre which puts tremendous pressure on the surrounding
roads.

Mr Lightfoot: That is largely taken up by pedestrianising the Perth technical site
development and the David Jones site. We need pedestrian traffic Co walk past the shops
otherwise they would not be viable. The idea is to encourage people to walk past the
developments.

Mr PEARCE: That shows a very limited approach to town planning. The Perth City Council
is the body which has pushed the pedestrian isation of central Perth. I agree with it; there is a
lot to be said for that approach. Largely the pedestrianisation approach is built around the
Forrest Place project which is close to the heart of the council. It is close to my heart too
because I chaired the comnmittee which drives that project. However, we have to accept chat
this puts greater traffic pressure on the surrounding streets. One way to relieve the pressure is
to take the buses off the streets and put them somewhere else. The proposal is to have a bus
station to the south of the city which is complementary to the bus station next to the Perth
central station, which deals with the buses basically coming from the northern and eastern
suburbs; the river foreshore bus station will deal with those buses coming from the southern
and western suburbs. The member related this in a disparaging way to the underground
railway. The route which we have plotted for the underground railway runs through the bus
station. One proposal is that people will come out of either bus station and link into the
underground rail route. The underground rail will disseminate people from both bus stations
around the city which will have the effect of providing a transport route to many points
around the city, without having buses tracking through the city streets.
Mr Court: Have the architects connected with the bus station been told that a train will run
through the station?

Mr PEARCE: No. The bus station design is set up over several stages. An amount of
$30 million has been allocated to stage one which is now being constructed. Work is being
carried out by other transport authorities to see how the underground rail would link into the
bus station. Finanrce for the project will come from the capital works program; not the
recurrent programs. Of the $60 million first stage, $30 million will go towards current
construction - half of that coming from the Commonwealth Government - and will be
completed over the course of the next year.

The reason for the placement of the new bus station on the foreshore is that it links into the
dedicated bus lane currently being constructed on the Kwinana freeway. The dedicated bus
lane will bring bus traffic, particularly from the southern and south eastern suburbs, without
the delays which currently occur with traffic buildup on the freeway. This will be a great
boon to public transport users, and provide the incentive for people to catch a bus rather than
sit int their cars in traffic jams, When the buses reach the city they need a place to go; they
should not be involved in traffic jams and spend 15 minutes running around the city. It is
better to have the bus station on the proposed site. Whether the bus station will be a blight on
the foreshore is a simple matter of design.
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The second stage will make that area a huge elevated garden over the top of the car park that
will be a much more attractive part of the city. I remember when I was at university that
Barry Humphries camne to this State and was asked what he thought of Perth. He looked at
that area where the bus station is being built and said that Perth was a lovely car park. What
is there at the moment does not cause me to become excited from a visual point of view. To
claim that: doing anything in that area that replaces acres of asphalt is to do something to
blight the foreshore shows a very limited view of the architecture of the city.

Mr Court: We made the suggestion that you bring the river back into parts of that area.

Mr PEARCE: Since the member's dad filled in a good part of the river it would be one way
of turning history back, I suppose.

Mr Court: Hang on. A couple of big developers came up with that proposal and said that it
would really add to the character of the area particularly with the new buildings going in
along the front.

Mr PEARCE: There is a lot to be said for rebuilding the character of the river. The
Government has worked on it, as the member knows. I do not think there is any alternative
to the bus station in terms of getting a proper flow of people into the city. However, it is
incumbent upon the Government to make sure that it is done attractively as well as in the best
utilitarian way possible and we are doing that already.

Mr Wiese: Can the Minister give us any idea of the total cost of providing the rail passenger
service? I suspect the $30 million is not a real figure. Is there any way he can give us the
total cost?

Mr PEARCE: In round figures it is $100 million. If the member looks at all the costs he will
see there is a total gross expenditure on Transperth of $138 million which is offset in round
figures by $33 million which is the income for fares for bus, rail and other. That amount of
$10 million is made up of a number of components some of which is the Budget figure of
$ 18.304 million and the rest of which is in the payments which are made back to the State in
different ways. We show the accounts in that formn to try to put the operations of Transperth
on some kind of commercial footing so that when, for example, concessions are given for
social reasons we do not expect Transperth to show them as a loss. We expect it to show
them as a payment the State makes in order to subsidise Transperth. to carry pensioners who
receive pensioner concessions, seniors who receive senior concessions, and social welfare
recipients who have health cards and so on. The State pays that subsidy to its transport
operation to look after underprivileged people.

Mr Wiese: I understand that. I was after the rail section of it. Can that be separated from the
total figure?

Mr PEARCE: I do not think I can do that breakdown on the figures I have with me although
it is possible to do it. If the member is interested in pursuing this matter I will be happy to
provide him with the information in writing.

Division 39 put and passed.

Division 40: Western Australian Government Railways Commission, $285 522 000 -

Mr CASH: The Western Australian Government Railways Commnission this year receives a
vote of $285.5 million compared with an expenditure last year of $255.5 million. We will
discuss the reasons for that in a moment. Obviously, our State, being the size it is and being a
producer of a variety of minerals, has relied on a rail system to a very significant degree over
many years. However, we need an efficient road, rail and sea transport system which gives
users a choice. At the moment, the rail system and the regulations applying to it do not give
users the choice to which I believe they are entitled. We still protect the rail system in
Western Australia unnecessarily and because of that protection, and the products that are
required to be carried by rail, we find that we have an inefficient system.

Members will be aware that I have raised in this Chamber before the problem of the cartage
of gypsum around the State. [ believe it is much cheaper to carry it by road than by rail.
However, because gypsum is a regulated product, it is currently required to be canted by rail.
As a result, valuable export orders of that mineral product have been lost to this State. I
emphasise that I am not saying that we should scrap the rail system; we need a strong and
efficient rail system. However, there is no question in my mind at the moment thas the
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current regulations favour that system and, as a result of that, cause it to be inefficient in
some areas with such inefficiency adding to the cost of the transported products.
I am sure that some of our rural based members will talk about rail regulations as they apply
to the wheat crop because there is no question that farmers who have to cart their wheat to the
silo from nearby metropolitan areas could do it cheaper and easier by road. However,
because of the regulations, the free zones and the fact thar they can obtain permits only if they
are canting away from the railhead, there is a fair bit of inefficiency.

The Liberal Party wil deregulate the system so that it can offer users a choice. I recognise
that any deregulation has to be managed. It cannot be done overnight with a flick of the
fingers. However, Westrail can work towards that deregulation. I have informed the new
Commissioner for Railways, Dr Jim Gill. of our policy. He recognises the need for a gradual
deregulation of the system.

Everyone knows that the original metropolitan rail system included the Armadale, Fremantle
and Midland lines. That system has not been extended for many years. The Minister has
advised us that he is giving consideration to a rail system for the northern suburbs. The
Oposition supports such a system. However, the Government needs to develop a master
plan for a future rail passenger service along the samte lines as the Stephenson plan which was
developed in the late 1950s and which came into operation in 1963. Under that plan, the
major arterial roads, residential and future residential areas were set down. In general terms,
we still work to that plan today apart from some changes that have been made along the way.

In general terms the old Stephenson plan has been the blueprint for residential development
in recent years. We definitely need that in respect of the extension to the metropolitan rail
passenger service. While we talk about the extension of the railway service along the
Mitchell Freeway to the northern suburbs, I put it to the Minister for Transport that there is
very good reason to consider a link coming off at the Bayswater Railway Station area,
proceeding north towards the Gnangara pine plantation, cutting across country to pick up the
Wangara industrial area and to make its way north. I hope, in due course, the extension will
go into the Yanchep area. It would be an efficient use of resources if the same northern line
could loop back in a southerly direction and pick up the line that is to proceed north along the
Mitchell Freeway. In metropolitan Perth there are great opportunities for the extension of the
rail passenger service and we need a master plan which sets aside future railway reserves and
which sets out a plan for a rail passenger service for the next 50 years.

Members will be aware that it has been mooted in the past that there should be a rail link
from the metropolitan area to Mandurah. [ support such a link. Obviously we would want to

-study the economics of it. [ was interested to note that in 1982, just before this Government
came into office, it was pushing for a rail link from the metropolitan area to Mandurah.
Obviously that captured the hearts and minds of the people in the Mandurab area at that time,
but it seems to me that very little has been done to make that proposal a reality.

I am sure the Deputy Leader of the Opposition was alluding to the general situation when he
mentioned that we have often heard this Minister and other Ministers in this Government say
that they intend to do something about a certain situation only to find that little has been
done. This Government has been in office for five years and we have heard a great deal
about its proposals in this Chamber and we have read Press releases about what it intends to
do, but we have not seen much action on the ground.

In respect of the Mandurab rail link I was interested to read in the newspaper the other day
that the Treasurer was again alluding to a rail link to Mandurah. It seems to me that it was a
signal of an election around the corner. The Government is making its pre-election promises,
but it will not fulfil them during its term in office. The Liberal Parry supports the rail link to
Mandurah and the good news for the people of Mandurab is that when we are in Government
in February or March next year we will rake the necessary action to work out the actual
economics of allowing that rail link to proceed.

Earlier tonight one of the members mentioned that the Government had been experiencing
some difficulty with the Western Australian Locomotive Engine Drivers, Firemen and
Cleaners Union of Workers. In July this year that union, through its secretary, sent a seven
page document to its branch members in which it set out some of the problems it is
experiencing with this G3overment. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition was quite right
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when he said that the union suggested on page three of the document that the best Ministers
for Transport chat the union had ever dealt with were, in fact, former Liberal Premiers in Sir
Charles Court and Ray O'Connor. Itris an interesting statement from a union which, in the
past, was a strong supporter of the Labor Party. I must give the union credit because it is
prepared to commit to writing the fact that it finds it very difficult to work with this Labor
Governtment. It was also prepared to recognise the good work done for this State by former
Ministers for Transport who were Liberal Premiers.

Mr Court: When you thinik about it there is the standard gauge railway to Kalgoorlie and the
railways in the north.

Mr Can: Did Westrail build them?

Mr Court: The private sector did.

Mr CASH: Under successive Liberal Governments there was tremendous development in the
rail system in Western Australia. I am referring not only to the standard gauge railway, but
also to the privately operated railways.

Mr Pearce: What about the Mullewa-Meekatharra line?

Mr CASH: I was talking about the magnificent development in the iron ore towns in the
north west where private companies established those lines.

Mr Pearce interjected.

Mr CASH: I guess the members in this Chamber have become used to some of the inane
interjections from the Minister for Transport. However, this document clearly indicates that
the union in question cannot get used to the way this Minister deals with it.

Mr Pearce: I improve in a later letter. They are nice about me in that letter.

Mr CASH: The proposition the union put to its members was that union representatives,
after having met with the current Premier, Mr Dowding, at a dinner at Parliament House and
having been convinced to make a donation to the Labor Party on the understanding it would
be treated fairly and squarely by the Goverfnent while it was in office, have suggested in
this document that has not been the case - they have not been treated in a reasonable manner
and not only have they had difficulty in dealing with the Minister for Transport, but also they
have had difficulty in arranging to meet him.L In fact, included in this document is a statement
that when there was a meeting between union representatives and the Minister for Transport,
the Minister spent only a few minutes with them before he jumped up and exclaimed that he
had another meeting to attend in another part of the building. He decided it was too much for
him and he shot through.

The summary and conclusions of this union document suggests to its members that the union
disaffiliate from the ALP, that no union funds be donated to ALP election funds and that
support for certain Labor politicians, who include the members for Geraldton, Gosnells,
Collie, Kalgoorlie and Bunbury, not be forthcoming. That is an interesting situation. The
union went on to suggest that its members should be encouraged to support only those
politicians who are prepared to give evenhanded treatment to the union and its members. It is
fair to say that railway unions have a traditional Labor base. It is interesting that such a union
has to say to its members that they must question the acions of the Labor Government
because no longer is it being evenhanded, no longer can the union trust or deal with the
Minister for Transport. For the interested members int the Chamber, I make the point that the
former Minister for Transport, now the Minister for Labour, was referred to in the document
as someone who continued to speak in a parrot like fashion every time the union tried to deal
with him.

Mr Lightfoot: Is that a pink and grey parrot?

Mr CASK: The union would then have referred to the Minister as a galah. Certainly it was
rnot impressed with the way the Government has dealt with it. As much as the Minister might
make his smart alec comments in the Chamber, people in the comrmunity will judge the way
in which he admintisters. his portfolio. Quite clearly, he has not been able to enlist the support
of the West Australian Locomotive Engine Drivers Firemen and Cleaners Union. Given the
commients in the seven page document of the union, that is an indictment of the Minister.
Again, it confinns what 1 said earlier with respect to Transperth. The Minister does not have
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a reasonable understanding of his portfolio. Not only1 does he not enjoy the support of the
union movement, quite clearly he would not enjoy the support of transport workers around
the State.

Mr TRENORDEN: I suggest that the $100 million spoken of by the Minister to move the
line north will not instantly pay. The people in my region have for some time been trying to
get a quick commuter train from the Toodyay, Northam, York area which has seen a steady
growth in population. The argument against such a proposal has always been that such a line
would not pay. I am absolutely certain that such an argument would be just as valid with
respect to a northern line or a line heading towards Mandurab, as referred to by the member
for Mt Lawley.

Country areas relatively close to the metropolitan area are well served by the rail link but not
by passenger trains. The exception would be the area serviced by the Prospector. However,
the Prospector does not pitch its departure and arrival times to serve the Avon Valley or
places adjacent to it. Its times are pitched more to serving Merredin and Kalgoorlie. It is a
magnificent train. [ remember watching a TV program some years ago which stated that
going through the Avon Valley on the Prospector was one of the 10 best train trips of the
world. That does not solve the problem of people commuting more heavily from near
country areas. Places like Mt Helena and the top of the ranges have basically been populated
and people are moving out into areas like Toodyay, Bakers Hill and York. Those areas axe
becoming home to a great number of people who wish to commute to the metropolitan area.
A fast commuter system must be developed for the area at some stage. It irritates people
somewhat that art argument of cost is valid for one area but not another. [ am sure that is not
news to the Minister. [ am sure he is aware that the region is looking for a commuter service,
but I would like him to comment on whether arty activity has taken place in that respect.

I turn now to staffing levels and whether it is featherbedded and whether efficiencies could be
made. Most of us know there are efficiencies to be made and a number of areas in which
jobs could be shed to make the system more serviceable. I made the point to the new
commissioner, Dr Gill - I think he will be an excellent commissioner for Westrail - that we do
not need to lose any more jobs for the people who actually work at the coalface, the people
doing the jobs in country areas. Their numbers have been severely pinned. The criticism I
make is with respect to the Midland workshops and the middle area of administration. If
there is to be any further job pruning, it should be done with respect to the Midland workshop
and the middle management area. If those areas escape the pruning process or efficiency
measures, there could be a minor revolution in country areas because the people who are
doing the job for Westrail in all the country areas have been severely pinned. Many places in
country areas have had all representation by Westrail taken away.

I turn now to the overall situation with respect to Westrail's budget. The debt servicing cost
and the depreciation cost add up to an amount in excess of $50 million. When considering
whether Westrail is efficient, the argument usually comes down to those two figures and that
the operating loss each year is usually around the same figure as the debt servicing cost. This
year it is less than the last few years in which the losses of Westrail have been depreciated.
But the debt sericing costs ought to be restructured. There is no reason for Westrail to carry
the whole can of those debts. They were established when the rail system was established
throughout Western Australia for the benefit of all Western Australians. Because the revenue
of Westrail is very much country orientated, the debt servicing cost has substantially been
tured into a country tax.

Mr Wiese: Totally!

Mr TRENORDEN: I do not know that I would go that far, but it is probably close to the
mark. It is a direct tax on country people. We do not charge road construction against Main
Roads Department or harbours against Department of Marine and Harbours; such costs go
into the State Budget. Why should Westrail be singled out for this impost? The only reason I
can come up with is that there is a desire to tax country people. It is not reasonable. It can be
seen from the figures that the interest figure has increased by approximately $7 million. I
doubt that that increase can be attributed to a rise in interest rates; it is more likely to have
been incurred from further loans. I wonder whether those loans are country orientated or not.

To summarise: Why does Westrail have to bear the burden of debt servicing while other
service construction costs are nor placed against other departments? If there is to be any
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further pruning of the work force of Westrail, 1 hope that it will be done in the middle
management area and in the Midland workshops. There is perhaps a very strong argument
for putting the Midland workshops out to private enterprise. That would really put the cat
among the pigeons.

Mr Cordon Hill: Are you recommending that?

Mr TRENORDEN: I said that there was a strong argument for it. People have put forward
that argument.

Mr Gordon Hill: What is your view?

Mr TRENORDEN: My view is that it should be looked at. If it is good enough for country
people to take that medicine, it is good enough for the Midland workshops to take it also.
The Minister should speak to the former Westrail employees at Northam and hear their views
of what the Government has done in the last two years.

Mr Gordon Hill: I am not talking about Northam but about the Westrail workshops at
Midland.

Mr TRENORDEN: The Government has been happy to bite the bullet in the country areas
where its votes do not count, but it has not been prepared to do so in Midland.

Mr Gordon Hill: How do you think private enterprise could perform more efficiently in the
workshops in Midland?

Mr TRENORDEN: Several statements have been made in the Press recently that perhaps
Midland workshops could go to private enterprise. If it were my decision, I would certainly
investigate it; I would not hesitate. The other point is that a quick computer system should be
developed to help residential style occupations in the Avon Valley, Toodyay, Northam and
York region.

Mr MENSAROS: I wish to raise one matter only in connection with the Railways
Commission appropriation. I realise that I will be talking only about tens of thousands of
dollars which are dwarfed by the hundreds of millions of dollars with which the House has
been occupied today. Nevertheless, I will talk about people and their interests, which cannot
be measured in money terms, and in some cases their life savings. A number of
representations have been made to me by leaseholders of the railway reserve, particularly
around Subiaco. They are small business people who have built up their businesses and
received what I think was appropriate assistance from the Government, not in money or loan
guarantees, but in kind by giving them a secure tenure for a reasonable rate, and not
subjecting them to constant changes in ownership and proposed developments. Some of
these people have put their life savings into their businesses and are very concerned about the
rumours going around that their leases will be terminated.

in an effort to find out what was going on, I made various inquiries, including an inquiry at
the Subiaco City Council, but nobody was able to give a definite answer in connection with
the rumours. I asked the Government some questions to which I received some interesting
replies. I emphasise that in the eyes of the latter day Labor Party these people are perhaps not
as important as the glossy fronted buildings of the R & I Bank and the Bond Corporation, but
in the view of :he Opposition they are fairly important people. The replies I received to my
questions bear out to a great extent the rumour to which I would ultimately like the Minister
to respond; that is, has it decided in that district that, instead of having small business people,
the support of whom the Government always prides itself on, it will give the whole area plus
the area where Metters used to be, to none other than Robert Holmes a Court for a large
business development? I have no objection to Mr Holmes a Court, particularly if he develops
some land with his own money. That may please his shareholders who I do not think have
been too happy with him lately because of the current value of their shares.

It was interesting to note the replies I received to the series of questions I asked. My first
question to the Minister for Small Business was -

(1) Does the Government assistance to small business include the facilitating of
reasonably priced leases of business land and/or prem-ises owned by
Government departments or agencies like Westrail?

(2) If so, has he got any influence in implementing such policy of assistance to
small business?
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The reply I received was -

(1) The facilitating of leases of business land owned by Government agencies is
the responsibility of the particular agency involved. Such leases arid the cost
thereof become a matter between the lessor and the lessee.

(2) Not applicable.

The question was asked on or before 8 October and was answered on I I October. It was
interesting to note the delay in replying arid perhaps a professional psychologist may have
been able to read between the lines the embarrassment on the Minister's face. Hie is an
honest man and I do not believe that of his own volition he would have responded that it was
not his business, as Minister for Small Business, to assist small business. I went further and
asked the Minister for Transport a series of questions. I do not want to take up the time of the
Chamber by reading those questions but I will precis them. I asked whether the Railways
Commnission had made any endeavour to terminate these leases and, if so, whether it would
consider to pay compensation to the leaseholders who in many cases had put their life savings
into their businesses and had reached the age at which they could not easily transfer their
businesses. In fact, for many of these people it would mean not only the loss of their savings
but also the loss of their livelihood. The reply stated that the Government had asked
LandCorp. a division of the WADC - as if we did not know that - to undertake a study of the
Subiaco industrial area to determine that its current use is in the best interests of the State
both financially and from a planning viewpoint. Note that no mention is made of the people,
but only of planning and financial matters. The small business people do not matter to the
Government of course. It seems that the study will take three to six months.

That answer made me vety suspicious because from past experience I am aware that if a
certain matter is brought to the attention of the Government it suddenly finds some way of
suggesting that it has not already made up its mind on the subject some time previously,
which is probably the case. I asked when the study had been decided upon. The reply was
very interesting; I was told that the study had been decided upon at the Cabinet meeting held
on 10 October. It should be noted that I asked my question on 8 October and it is quite
obvious that Cabinet suddenly decided to hold that inquiry as a camouflage. I also asked
whether the leaseholders had been told either verbally or in writing by the Railways
Commission or any of its agents. I have to be careful and circumspect when asking questions
because the Government homes in on the words and if one word is wrong, the question is
negatived despite the fact that it should not be. The answer I received was that the people
had not been told that theijr leases would expire. I was told that they will not necessarily be
extended, but the people had not been told that. The leases that have recently expired in the
Subiaco industrial area have been extended on a monthly tenancy arrangement pending the
result of the study. That is as far as we have gone since then. Local newspapers have
reported that a councillor from the City of Subiaco has been appointed to this commnissin
which examines planning and finances from a State point of view. I ask the Minister whether
I am wrong, or off the track. I hope that I am. Is it not a fact that the Government has
decided that Mr Holmes a Court will have a general lease of all ts area, and other areas
including the railway area?

Mr& Pearce: That is not right.

Mr MENSARQS: The Minister for Transport and other Ministers have said many things that
were not right in connection wit Rothwelis and PICL and then later had come back saying
they were wrong. I think that the examination is only a camouflage.

I was happy to hear the Minister say during the previous debate how wrong it was for the
Liberal Party to do away with railway reserves. In line with that criticism, I hope that these
leases will be kept up and despite the fact that they do not have the glossy fronted shops that
suit the latter day Labor Party that they will not take away the livelihood of these people.
Some of these people who have approached me are my constituents and some of them are
not. It is no wonder that they come to representatives on this side of the House now because
they Cannot trust members on the other side, which is really a pity. The question is whether
the Government wants to give jobs to the big boys again, whether the study is a farce and
something was done suddenly because the matter was stirred up by questions that were asked,
and whether ultimately, despite the fact that the Minister says that this is niot so, we will finish
up with a single leaseholder who will be handed the land without tenders being called or
competitive quotes asked for.

4658 [ASSEMBLY]



[Tuesday, 8 November 1988J]65

Mr WIESE: I trm first to the problem with railway housing in my area. I have no doubt that
this is a problem in other areas. Westrail has many houses in Narrogin which, as a result of
major cutbacks at Narrogin, along with other country centres, are now empty. Westrail has
tried to rent those houses with littde success. The stage has been reached where some of the
houses are falling down. Westral has tried to sell some of them and is currently calling for
tenders for four houses, two of which are an absolute disgrace and have virtually fallen down
around their ears and the other two of which are in a condition where, if they are not disposed
of soon, they will reach the same state. This problem is not helped by the fact that Westrail
does not seem even slightly interested in perfornning maintenance on houses in country areas.
I have mentioned the four houses Westrail currently is trying to get rid of because they are
almost beyond repair. I think there are about seven or eight houses which are empty and on
which maintenance has not been done.

Mr Trenorden: It is the same story in Northam.

Mr WIESE: I am sure it is the same in many areas. If something is not done to these houses
in the next couple of years the lack of maintenance and the vandalism that occurs on empty
houses will result in Westrail properties that presently have some value having absolutely no
value. It is a crying shame from the taxpayers' point of view that these houses have been
allowed to reach this condition and a great pity from the point of view of a town like
Narrogin that these properties are allowed to fall into this state of disrepair. It really destroys
the area that this housing is in.

I turn now to the housing that Westrail owns and in which it currently houses its employees.
There are some houses in Narrogin which have had some maintenance done to them over the
past three or four years, This has been performed by Westrail employees. They have been
done up by the building, repair and maintenance people and are in excellent order. Westrail
employees are happy to live in that type of housing. However, this highlights the inadequacy
of other Westrail housing, some of which is alongside the housing which has been done up.
One case in Narrogin that has come to my attention involves housing that has had no
maintenance for five or six years and in some cases longer and which is falling into a state of
disrepair. Internally these houses are not up to scratch or of a standard in which employees
should be expected to live. They have not been painted for years and woodwork, barrens and
those sorts of things are falling off those houses, which have people living in them. If
something is not done in the near future they will be a major cost for Westrail. It is a poor
state of affairs that Westrail has completely neglected this maintenance and is allowing its
housing to fall into a state of disrepair.

The other matter is that some Westrail houses are in excellent repair while others alongside
them are in a state of poor repair, yet the employees are charged identical rent for those
houses; the person living in a house which has had major repairs and refit in recent times is
paying exactly the same rental as a person in the house alongside which is in poor repair and
has inadequate fittings and facilities. Westrail employees believe it is grossly unfair, and I
agree with them. Westrail must address this problem in the near future.

I believe the member for Floreat mentioned the matter I will touch on briefly now, that of the
leasing of some railway land. This problem exists in areas throughout the great southern and
I have no doubt in other areas where Westrail is a landlord or owner of land on which
commercial enterprises have built facilities. Westrail rents that land to business people. A
classic example is probably the grain feeds type of operation. I know that some of the people
who are renting property from Westrail would like to purchase their property in order to
obtain a freehold title and borrow money from the bank on the security of the property which
they own. Westrail seems to be loath to part with that land. There may have been some
justification for that 10 or 15 years ago when Westrail was a major factor in these town sites
and needed a large amount of land to establish its shunting facilities, and it is possible that
Westrail thought that land might be required for other purposes some time in the future.

Mr Trenorden: If they were to sell that land the money would go straight into the
Consolidated Revenue Fund and not towards the operations of Westrail, which is one of the
reasons why it is not happy to sell the land. That is an unfair situation.

Mr WIESE: Yes, that is unfair to Westrail, but it does not help those people who are renting
property from Westrail. and who have been trying to obtain a freehold title to their property. I
urge the Minister to give serious consideration to parting with some of that land and
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allowing these people to purchase the land from Westrail. I urge the Government - in view of
what the member for Avon said - to allow the money that would be forthcoming to go back
into Westrail to be used for its own purposes. Much of the railway line on that land has been
closed for a long time. The Kacanning to Boyup Brook railway line is only one example.
Westrail has removed all of the usable sleepers, and the road crossings, and has allowed the
bridges to fall into disrepair. Some of the bridges were washed out in floods four or five
years ago. There is no way in the world that this railway line will be brought back into use.
The Wagin to Bowelling line, the Darkan to Bowelling line, and the Bowelling to Collie line
have all been closed. Westrail must address the problem of what it will do with these tines
and must give serious consideration to removing them if they will not be used in the
foreseeable future.

I say that for two reasons, and I will use the Katanning to Boyup Brook line as an example of
what is happening at present. Westrail has 80 miles of railway line which is rusting away. It
will not be used at any time in the future. The farmers in the area would like to purchase
some of that line from Westrail, but Westrail has rebuffed all of their approaches and will not
allow them to purchase that line. I am aware that companies such as National Iron and Steel
and Midalia Steel would like to get their hands on that line to sell it to other users, but no-one
in this State has been able to procure railway line and use it, in the case of farmers, or sell it,
in the case of scrap iron merchants. I approached Westrail to see if there was some way that
we could free up this railway line for use by farmers in the area. The person to whom I spoke
in Westrail, who handles the selling of property for which Westrail has no further use, said, "I
wish you could get hold of some of that railway line for us. We have an enormous demand
for it but we are not able to get any of it ourselves to sell to farmers or to other people who
want to use it." So we see that in Westrail there is a demand for this railway line, but some
160 miles of single line is rusting away, and the people who want to use it are unable to get
their hands on it. If we add to that the other railway lines I mentioned, we have an enormous
amount of railway line which Westrail must think seriously about pulling up and puffing onto
the market if it is not going to be used in the future. I put it to the Minister that in the case of
the railway line in the Kojonup area, for example, the Minister should consider letting some
of the service clubs - Apex, Rotary or Lions - pull up that line as a community project and
sell it in the local area. They could either purchase the line from Westrail, or do the pulling
up and selling of the line on behalf of Westrail. It would be an excellent idea if the Minister
were to allow the local people to make use of this railway line to raise money.

Another reason why it is important to remove these lines is that they are fenced on both sides
and have farming properties right up to their boundaries. Members would be aware that we
currently have a program in place whereby we are trying to eradicate lice from agricultural
areas. We have found, as a result of the new testing procedures, that there is a wider spread
of lice in agricultural areas than we previously were aware of. We see when we look at a
map which pinpoints the lice infested areas that lice infected sheep are going down the
railway lines and the reserves, and are able to travel for 40 or 50 miles. with nothing to stop
them, and eventually finish up in someone else's paddock. Those railway reserves channel
lice infestations from one end of the country to the other. I am sure the Minister would have
consulted the Minister for Agriculture and be very much aware of that. As soon as we
possibly can we must get these lines pulled up to get rid of this constant source of
reinfestation of flocks coming from these railway reserves.

Another matter relates to debt servicing, which was touched on by the member for Avon.
Debt servicing and depreciation are a millstone around the neck of agricultural people, and
need to be looked at. It seems to me that all these costs are loaded onto rail. Westrail is
trying to break even. It is one of the Government bodies we should take our hats off to
because it intends to run, if not at a profit, at least not at a loss, If every Government body
were able to do that the advantages to taxpayers of the State would be enormous. Westrail is
getting very close to it, and the time is fast approaching when it will reach that break even
point. Last year it was hoping to cut back to $24 million or $25 million, if my memory
serves me, but due to the seasonal conditions it was not able to achieve that. With the amount
of grain to be transported by Westrail this year it will probably not be far from running at a
profit. Agricultural people are being lumbered with the enormous cost of servicing the debt,
including the enormous figure of $50 million odd for debt servicing and
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depreciation. I do not believe that is a fair impost on the farmers - and we are talking about
farmers, because Westrail is being used virtually wholly and solely by the agricultural
producers of this State.
Another matter concerns payroll tax. In the contingency items here, Westrail is shown as
paying just over $8 million in payroll tax. Westrail seems to be the only Government
organisation in this document paying payroll tax. It strikes me that a Government
organisation, Westrail, is paying payroll tax to itself. I am still very new here, and I would be
very happy to see how it is done, but that is the way it strikes me. That payroll tax is being
passed on to the users, the fanming community in this State. I am sure the Minister will
explain that problem. I hope he can address some of the problems I have raised, and I hope I
have been able to put forward some suggestions which may be useful and helpful to Westrail
in its operations.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: I do not want to prolong the debate tonight; I know the Minister wants to
get his portfolios out of the way, and I am glad to see the rather exhausted Chairman has been
replaced by the Deputy Chairman.

The pulling up of many railways in the goldfields has been of concern to me for 20 years. I
understand the economics of it, and I am not blaming this Government, but it is an opportune
time for me to speak about it. I was concerned about the most recent of those railways which
eventually became redundant; it ran from Mullewa to Meekatharra.

Mr Pearce: It was pulled up under your Government.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: I am not blaming this Government; I prefaced my remarks by saying that.
[ think it is incumbent upon successive Governments to carry on certain policies, and part of
that policy was that there should be decent roads to replace that railway which was pulled up.
That was not the only one. Over the years railways have been pulled up as far away as
Laverton, Sandstone and Wiluna.

Mr Trenorden: What about the railway that runs to Leonora? That was to be pulled up. That
would have gone.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: That was replaced in its entiret. It was a narrow gauge railway which
ran to Malcolm, and there was a spur line or branch line towards Leonora from the Malcolm
junction. At one stage it ran east towards Laverton.

We have heard tonight about the electrification of the Perth-Fremantle railway, the proposed
underground railway for Perth, and the proposed northern extension of the railway, which
will cost hundreds of millions of dollars collectively. We hear very little, apart from
contributions by the National Party, about the railway lines which are so essential, not just for
the wellbeing of the people in the bush, but for commercial ventures in the bush. We have
heard about how the money will be spent. It would be fair to say it is pork barrelling; there
will be elections in a few months' time, if not a few weeks' time. At some stage someone
will have the gumption, the foresight and the statesmanship to say, "We will put railways in
here."

A decade or so ago, in the 70s, the massive nickel suiphide deposit at Leinster, coupled with
the world's largest carnotite uranium deposit at Yeelirrie, would have sustained a railway to
Mullewa and eventually to Geraldton, and we could have had some decentralisation. The
Geraldton area could have been expanded at the cost of the Perth metropolitan area - and that
is not bad. Someone in this place should have the foresight, as happened during the golden
era of the Brand and Court Governments, to decentralise. I do not doubt that with some of
the very close genetic relationships with those previous Governments, the new Liberal
Government will institute some of those decentralisation programs, particularly with respect
to railways.

If decisions are made, it is incumbent upon other Governments to carry out those decisions.
If a decision had been made when the development of the 1970s was at a peak with respect to
Leinster and the Agnew joint venture, which is the biggest sulphide nickel deposit in the
world, coupled to the uranium at Yeelirrie, it would have been of vast benefit to the
goldfields today. Likewise we have a vast natural resource at Mt Weld, which is shortly to be
exploited. It is a massive phosphate deposit, by world standards, and would mean a saving of
millions of dollars for this State with respect to our balance of payments, as well as being an
export earner for the State.

4661



Part of the infrastructure necessary to exploit that deposit, which lies several hundred
kilomnetres north north east of Kalgoorlie and south of Laverton, is a spur line running
westwards from the deposit to connect with the existing standard gauge railway line adjacent
to the small hamlet or former township of Kookyne. I do not see anything in part 7, Division
40, which has made any allowance for that spur line.

This Government seems to be preoccupied with spending money on transport in the city. Of
course, that is surely because of the population here. I understand something like 73.5 per
cent of the population of this Stare lives in or near the metropolitan area. [ understand that,
but there must be someone with foresight who says, "To heck with winning votes down here
by spending money. We need to spend money to decentralise, to expand our economy and at
least show there is someone here with the foresight, statesmanship and political acumen to
make these decisions." Perhaps the Minister is not aware of the Mt Weld deposit; perhaps he
is. If he is I would certainly like him to talk about it tonight.

Another point I wish to raise concerns the Agnew nickel mine and the township of Leinster
built to service that mine. Part of the reason the mine closed in late 1986 was the insistence
by this Government that the section of railway line from Leonora to Kalgoorlie remain
regulated; that is, the Government simply refused to deregulate that section so that the joint
venture miners - MuM Holdings arid BP Minerals - could have carted their nickel
concentrates direct from their concentrator at Leinscer down to the smelter in Kalgoorlie at a
far cheaper rate than the regulated railways and this Government forced the joint venture
partners to pay. So the mining operation had to sustain loading the concentrates onto an
appropriate road train - articulated vehicles - caning that down to Leonora, to a railhead and a
nickel silo, and either unloading it at the silo or unloading in later years, directly, by massive
forklift trucks, containers of nickel concentrate onto Western Australian Government
Railway wagons.

Mr Donovan: If you remember, that is not quite true.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: What I am saying is absolutely true. I think the member for Morley-Swan
either is having delusions or has just woken up and has not been following my speech.

What happened was that there was a double handling of the nickel concentrate.

Mr Donovan interjected.

Mr LIGH-TFOOT: I will stay here all night, but I am sure the Minister has put in a fairly
solid day already. He is one of those few people who at times I feel sorry for - and it must be
my paternal instincts - because he does look sad. He is one of those people who has a sad
face.

Mr Pearce: Try bored.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: Being a kindly, country sont of bloke -

Mr Donovan interjected.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: The member was silly before he was born. I would like to finish as
quickly as I can, if I can just shoulder off these interjections. If this Government had
deregulated so double handling of the nickel concentrate was not necessary, other benefits
may well have been precipitated with respect to cheaper electricity, or whereby the
Government could have taken over its proper function of running the schools and the police
station and all those infrastructures so necessary to modem towns like Leinster, and perhaps
the mine may have stayed open; but the Government steadfastly refused. [ ask the Minister
whether he will seriously consider deregulating that section of the line so the proposed new
development at Leinster is not jeopardised by the regulated and enforced use of Western
Australian Government Railways to transport the nickel concentrate from the Leinster mine
to the Kalgoorlie smelter.

Mr PEARCE: It is very hard to know how to respond to the diversity of propositions put by
the Opposition because if it is marked by anything it is by a complete lack of consistency.
Some members, including the member for Murchison-Eyre, have said pulling up all these
railways in the goldfields is a bad thing; then he talked about deregulating them.

Mr Lightfoot: Some of them are appropriate and some are not.

Mr PEARCE: That is right - that really is the answer. We must look at the merits of each
case with regard to what is the most appropriate transport form.
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Mr Lightfoot: That is rnot inconsistency.

Mr PEARCE: When we compare it with same of the things the member's colleagues have
said, it is. The shadow Minister said he wanted to have increasing deregulation of rail so that
it is much more competitive, but at the same time he would bring down the deficit. A
Government cannot do those two things together.

Mr Trenorden interjected.

Mr PEARCE: Here are the economic gumus from the National Party. The way they suggest
we bring down the deficit is simply to put the charge on some other part of the Budget.

Mr Trenorden: That is right.

Mr PEARCE: That is still a charge, for heaven's sake. It might come out of this pocket or
that pocket, but the taxpayers still cop it in the pocket. National Party members sit in a very
appropriate place in this Parliament because they have gone right back to the old days of the
pork barrelling, hidden subsidy National Party. I bet that is the way they will front up to the
election, too. Country people should not have to shoulder these burdens. National Party
members talk about economic efficiency and so on, but what they want is a subsidy, so what
they have proposed is a way in which they might subsidise the railway lines and hide the
subsidy. That is precisely what they are asking for.

Mr Lightfoot: That is a bit uncharitable.

Mr Trenorden: It is not just uncharitable, it is untrue.

Mr PEARCE: It may be uncharitable but it is certainly not lacking in truth.

The member for Mt Lawley, having only an hour or so ago decried the proposition I put
forward that it might be possible to build a northern suburbs railway line in the near future,
went on to sketch out the most unbelievable plans for railway lines hither and thither, going
from house to house, to the houses of all his friends and neighbours and anybody he had ever
heard of in the metropolitan area.

Mr Cash interjected.

Mr PEARCE: The member for Mt Lawley sees the light on the hill very quickly. If
promising railway lines is the go, the member will promise more railway lines than anybody
else. Let me tell him that in fact the Government is producing a master plan with regard to
extension of the rail network.

Mr Cash: Exactly what I suggested.

Mr PEARCE: The member suggested it today, but work has been done on it for months and
the results of that work will be seen in the very near future. The member read with great glee
a five or six months old letter from the West Australian Locomotive Engine Drivers,
Firemens and Cleaners Union of Workers. I think it has put out two letters since then, and it
has become increasingly mild in tone, 1 might say. I understand that the union has not made
a decision to disaffiliate from the Labor Party and things are getting back to a more even keel
with regard to that union. I am sure the affiliation of that union will be helped by the
member's talk about deregulating rail in the way that he did. That will be very helpful and I
will provide a copy of that speech to the officials of that union, and when I add to that a copy
of the speech of the member for Avon, who talked about making further inroads into staffing
levels and cutting back on the people at the Midland workshops, that will be of great
assistance, too, in getting an adherence from the union to a Labor Government rather than to
any Liberal-National alternative.

Mr Wiese: He only said that in relation to helping you with your deficit.

Mr PEARCE: No, he said, "The railways are overmanned, let us have a bit of cutting back
on manning, starting with the Midland workshops."

Mr Trenorden: I hope the Minister stays awake next time I have something to say.

Mr PEARCE: One of the reasons that union is showing some dissatisfaction with the current
Government is that it has been prepared to face up to the issue of getting the railway system
onto a more rational level of manning, and we lead the country with regard to that. it has
caused some problems between us and the rail unions but we have a more efficient rail
network in Westrail than any other rail system in Australia and it compares favourably with
most in the world, which is a good thing.
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The member asked for a train to Northam. Again, that is pant of the old business: Promise
anything. With regard to a train to Northam, we have one in the Prospector.

Mr Trenorden interjected.

Mr PEARCE: The member is not going to get a dedicated train system for Northam and
Toodyay until such time as the patronage levels are there to justify it.

Mr Trenorden: That is your attitude to the country, but in the north metropolitan area
anything is possible.

Mr PEARCE: For heaven's sake, 150 000 people live just in the north of the metropolitan
area. We are talking about a third of the Perth metropolitan area, and that is an appropriate
group of people to have travelling on the trains because trains are large people-movers.

Mr Trenorden: Are you saying the northern line will be profitable?

Mr PEARCE: No railway line in the State is profitable; it is a question of the degree of
subsidy. There are country centres which will have a passenger rail service in advance of
Northam and Toodyay. We are prepared to do that where it is feasible; the way in which we
have built up the Ausi'ralind and its patronage and made it a very effective service is a
demonstration of what can be achieved. However, that sont of service requires a certain
patronage level to make it work, and that is happening with the Austraind. I would not rule
out Northam forever but at present it has the Prospector and I do not think a dedicated rail
passenger service to Northamn and Toodyay alone is likely to be feasible in the near future.
This is the old cry of "taxing country people" - when Westrail makes a deficit by way of
subsidies to country people that is largely borne by all taxpayers of this State, most of whom
live in the metropolitan area. The Government does not begrudge a subsidy to country
people in terms of the deficit on Westrail, that is part of the great balance that must exist. But
to talk in terms of country people being ripped off by Governmtent taxing measures through
Westrail is sheer nonsense. It costs more to run country Westrail services than comes back in
revenue. That is particularly the case now that we have gone about the task of bringing the
freight rates down to competitive levels. One of the reasons for the lesser return on freight
rates is the subsidies that were given by reducing the rates. An extra loss of $3 million was
incurred on the reduction of rates for the movement of bulk fuel and there was a reduction in
freight rates for grain for the current season, of which I am sure farmers on the other side are
very well aware. All of these benefits cost money, and because Westrail overall makes a
loss, that is a subsidy which is paid to country people.

The member for Florear raised a question about the Subiaco railway lease land. It is not
proposed to lease it all to Mr Holmes a Court. The member may not think that is the truth,
but I do not know how one answers the member for Floreat when he says, "Will the Minister
assure me that this will not be leased out to Mr Holmes a Court?" and I say, "Yes, I will
assure him of that", and he replies, "Well, I don't believe you because you told me a fib about
Rothwells." I do not know why he sought the assurance if he was not going to believe it.

Mr Cash: You have a problem with credibility.

Mr PEARCE: Well, why did he ask me for assurances if he is not going to believe what I tell
him? If I said, "It is going to be leased to Mr H-olmes a Court" would he believe that? What
does the member want me to say in order to have some credibility? The truth is that the
Subiaco railway land is being looked at in regard to its future;, it may be the case that leases
there will be terminated when that study is completed. The study has not been completed and
no decisions have been made, but the proposition of leasing the whole lot to Mir Holmes a
Court is not seriously being considered, if indeed it is being considered at all.

The member for Narrogin raised a whole range of matters with regard to country houses and
everything else. I found it difficult to follow his argument. I do not want to waste everyone
else's time in rebutting the argument of the member for Narrogin just for the sake of the
intellectual exercise involved in it. The member for Narrogin said that Westrail has houses in
Narrogin, which it cannot lease out because no-one wants the houses or the land, and as a
result of that the houses are falling to bits, so Westrail should maintain them. What is the
point of having well maintained empty houses at a cost to the taxpayer?

Mr Wiese: I said that you should get rid of those houses which are not being lived in as
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quickly as you can -before they fall to bits, and you should maintain the ones that your
employees live in.

Mr PEARCE: That might be what the member meant, but it is not what he said. Obviously
decisions will be made about those houses and if there are problems with maintenance of
Westrail houses in any area, members are well entitled to make representations to me. I will
follow through those representations on behalf of their constituents. To my sure and certain
knowledge, the member for Narrogin has made no such representation on this matter, but if
he cares to do so, I will look into it for him.

With regard to pulling up railway lines and getting rid of railway reserves, that is something I
do very carefully and cautiously because once railway reserves are gone, one cannot get them
back. Even in the case of closed lines I have not been prepared to allow Westrail to take up
those lines and sleepers and sell them off and to close the reserves unitil I am absolutely
certain and satisfied that there will never be a requirement for that line in the future.

Mr Wiese: You have done that on the Katanning-Boyup line. You ripped out all the
sleepers, and they ame just sitting there rotting away.

Mr PEARCE: That is not one the member raised.

Mr Wiese: It is one!I used as a major example.

Mr PEARCE: With regard to those lines and reserves which are currently held, I have asked
Westrail not to dispose of any of the lines, sleepers or railway reserves pending a further
review of the possibility of those lines ever being used in the future. That is not to say that
the lines cannot be taken up and the reserves kept. That may be what happens in certain
circumstances; in others both may be maintained. However, we have seen a tremendous loss
of railway reserves in this State in recent times, almost entirely during the course of Liberal
Governments. I will not have rapid decisions made because the local Lions Club wants to rip
up the railway line.

Mr Wiese: It was not rapid. It is nearly 10 years since that line was closed and the sleepers
ripped up.

Mr PEARCE: I think the member for Narrogin should start thinking in terms of this State
having horizons a bit longer than 10 years. The member for Narrogin also raised all those
furphies about country people being ripped off with regard to railways. That is absolute
nonsense which does not deserve further attention.

The member for Murchison-Eyre raised a question about goldfields' lines. He had a different
view from the other member; he wanted the railway reserves kept and the lines not ripped up.
I am with him a bit with regard to that, but when it comes to the opening up of mineral
deposits anywhere the Government's position in general terms is simply that we choose the
most appropriate form of transport for these areas. However, that Will almost always mean
that once a form of transport is settled on in these isolated areas, we have to regulate to
whatever form that is. If it is going to be to road, we must regulate to road; if it is rail, we
must regulate to rail. That is the basis on which these projects are established.

Item 1: Amount required for Services for the year -
Mr CASH: Would the Minister explain the following items: First, the explanation in respect
of debt servicing costs, the significant increase in superannuation - in fact chat was from a nil
amount last year set aside specifically for superannuation and in these accounts it is
$6.7 million this year - and the depreciation from $11.2 million to $15.3 million?

Mr PEARCE: The main increase in the debt servicing costs are increases in debt capital.
Members seem to think that this debt servicing cost goes into rail but most of the debt
servicing cost increase goes into increasing debt capital, mainly for electrification. The
depreciation increase was a $5 million carryover. The 1987-88 depreciation was credited
with $5 million from 1986-87. The provision for superannuation is required from the CRF.
Under the new scheme each of the superannuation schemes are put out to each of the
agencies.

Mr CASH: In respect of superannuation, the Minister explained that there is a need to set
aside a greater amount because of the new scheme. Could the Minister explain whether that
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new scheme will cost not only Westrail but also other Government departments substantially
more in its present form?

Mr PEARCE: No, overall the new scheme will cost the taxpayer less because it is more a
payment our of the lump sum rather than a pension based scheme. However, what I think is
being done here - and I am not an expert on the general parameters of the Budget with regard
to superannuation - is that the superannuation requirement for Westrail was not charged out
to Westrail. under the old arrangements. They were charged out of a general fund for
everyone. Under the new arrangements that has been allocated across the areas.

Mr WIESE: That raises an interesting point. I never said that fartmers were being ripped off
by Westrail. In my general remarks I said that it was grossly unfair that farmers and the users
of Westrail are expected to meet all of the costs of the debt servicing. As the Minister would
freely admit, the intention of the management of Westrail is to run Westrail at break even or
at a profit. That is what Westrail's corporate plan is at present, and I commend it for working
towards that.

The answer given by the Minister is interesting in that he said that a major portion of the debt
servicing cost applied to the electrification of the rail network. It appears to me that the
answer highlights the point I was trying to make;, that is, the agricultural users are expected to
pay. The Government is working towards a charging system in the WestraJ network
whereby Westrail will ultimately break even, if not make a profit. The primary producers of
this State will pay for that. I believe that the Minister was not truthful or fair in the way that
he paraphrased my remarks in general debate.

Could the Minister comment on payroll tax? Why does this tax appear in Westrail's
bookkeeping system under this Division but not in any other Division?

I understand that the civil engineering section handles the maintenance of housing. Could the
Minister indicate the amount of money, if any, allocated for the maintenance of Westrail
housing scattered throughout the country areas of Western Australia?

Ms PEARCE: I assume the member for Narrogin has an accountant. I suggest before he
makes accountancy style statements, the member should get his accountant to run his eye
over the Budget. Although it is the case that debt servicing relates in part to the
electrification of rail, largely it is to do with the increase of $5 million to $6 million. At the
bottom of page 79, tess Rebates - Metropolitan (Perth) Passenger Transport Trust" puts
$30 million back into the Westrail sums.

Mr Wiese: With due respect, I tried to get an answer during debate on the previous Division
as to the real costs of the Perth transport section. I believe the costs are higher than the
$30 million but the Minister was not able to supply an answer.
Mr PEARCE: No-one is talking about the last Division. The member is saying that these
accounts show that country people effectively are subsidising metropolitan users of Westrail.
That is nor the truth. If the member adds up all the income from various freights which are
moved in the country areas, they do nor cover the costs of operating country rail services.
Westrail has set itself to do two things: First, to run at more competitive rates; to get the rates
down so that they are more competitive with trucks for a range of commodities. That means,
with regard to fuel, artificially cutting the rates so that the costs of moving fuel are not less -

that requires a greater subsidy from people overall. Secondly, to try to get, even with the
reduced rates, a system of operation where the incomes meet the ourgoings. That can be done
by not counting the debt services. This is not all debt servicing for rail, mostly it is debt
servicing for rolling stock - the purchasing of locomotives and rolling stock to carry the fuel
or grain. Ir is wrong to suggest that we are working towards people paying for their grain to
be freighted on country services and that they are paying for the suburban electrification.
None of the electrification costs or other costs in the metropolitan area add up to anything
like $30 million which comes back in from Transperth. The member can fiddle the figures
aJ. he likes but that is the absolute truth. The taxpayers pay a subsidy for country rail. I am
not bemoaning that, as it is a perfectly fair and reasonable subsidy. It is in the Budget, so do
not try to pretend it is not.

Ms LIGH-TFOOT. I return to the question of the deregulation of nickel concentrates. What
would be the effect on marketing and operations if nickel concentrates were deregulated and
allowed to be transported, bypassing the Leonora-Kalgoorlie line, direct from Leinster to the
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Kalgoorlie smelter? Would the Minister allow that to occur, thus contributing to the viability
of operations at Leinster?

Mr PEARCE: I am not able to give an undertaking under this item that I am prepared to
deregulate a particular commodity. If the member wants to make representations in that
regard I will look at the proposal. Those sorts of things are considered at the time when
agreements are entered into with regard to the working of a deposit. If the member wishes to
put forward a case for changing that situation, I am happy to look at a proposal. The impact
would be detrimental to the finances of Westrail.

Mr WIESE: Returning to debt servicing, I am finding it increasingly intriguing that the
Minister says that at least a portion - and later on he said $5 million or $6 million - of the
increase relates back to the electrification of rail. H-e then wandered away to say the increase
covered the cost of rolling stock. I may be an ignorant farmer; I am finding difficulty in
following the Minister's explanation. I am also having difficulty in getting the message
across to the Minister that a large amount of the cost relates to the metropolitan railway
network debated under this Division. The Minister has said that $30 million will be returned
from the metropolitan system into the commission. When dealing with Division 39, 1 asked
the Minister what is the actual cost of running the rail service in the metropolitan area? I
have not received an answer. I believe the cost represents more than the $30 million referred
to by the Minister. If the amount was $30 million in 1987-88, and the amount is the same in
1988-89, the Minister should run all the Government departments in the same way.
For the third time, I ask the Minister to explain why payroll tax is included in this Division,
when it has not been included in any other Budget Division? Payroll tax does not appear in
any other area of the Budget documents.

Mr PEARCE: My understanding is that it does show in other sections of the Budget papers.
When we set out the financing of Westrail, particularly with regard to its freight operations
across the State, we t" to put them on a level playing field. To an extent, it is in competition
with other forms of transport even though we have a relatively regulated system. We put the
same sorts of charges against the trains as we put against trucks or other forms of transport on
a level playing field arrangement. Payroll tax has to be paid under those circumstances and it
is proper to show it in the Westrail accounts in that way otherwise it is just another hidden
subsidy to Westrail compared with the operators of private transport. Westrail is not a
Government department in the sense of many other Government departments; it is actually a
transport operation which competes with private enterprise.

Mr Cash: Why doesn't Stateships show a payroll tax?

Mr PEARCE: My understanding is that Stateships pays payroll tax. I will deal with
Stateships when we come to it.

The reason the figure is shown as $30 million is that it is an estimate at this stage. There is an
agreement between Transperth and Westrail as the financial year progresses as to the amount
that is to be transferred. The amount was $30 million last year and is listed at $30 million
again this year. However, the actual amount is still to be agreed. I accept that and I have said
it before. It is not the exact cost of running the metropolitan rail system because if it were I
would have told the member that when he asked me about it the first time. These costs are not
quantified directly in the Budget.

I was not attacking the steps that he took in his logic but the end result. I was pointing out to
the member, as is shown quite clearly in the accounts, that it costs more to run the country
rail network, exclusive of the Transperth operation, than it receives in income. The member
was trying to show the opposite. We can fiddle the books so that it shows the opposite but
the truth is that it costs more to run than it takes in income.

Division 40 put and passed.
Division 41: Western Australian Coastal Shipping Commission, $14 897 000 -
Mr CASH: Members will be aware that for some time I have questioned the deficit at which
Stateships has been running and the ultimate cost to the taxpayer. In fact, for the record,
members should know that the Government has pumped in more than $82 million to
Stateships in the past five years. Last year the deficit was in excess of $16 million and this
year it is anticipated that the deficit will be in the order of $15 million. It is also important to
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recognise that Stateships no longer performs its original function - that is, servicing the north
west. It has now expanded into South East Asia, the Cocos (Keeling) Islands, Christmas
Island and Papua New Guinea. In that expansion, Stateships is in conflict with private
shipping operators and Stateships is taking advantage of the fact that taxpayers pick up the
deficit, no matter what it costs, and, because it has the backing of the taxpayer, it is able to
undercut private operators and force them out of business. I do not believe that any
Government agency should use taxpayers' funds to force a private operator out of business.
Members will be aware that this year Scateships has commnissioned two new vessels, the Jon
Sanders and the Mary Durack. Even though those vessels are named after great Western
Australians, the ships will cost the taxpayers of this State a lot of money in the future. It is
my prediction that Stateships will continue to lose money as it has over the last few years and
any talk by the Minister and/or the Chairman of Stateships that Stateships will break even or
make a profit over the next three to five years is fanciful. One has only to have a close look
at the shipping accounts to see that there is no way in the world that that organisation
managed by the present people could make a profit. In support of that statement, the
stevedore and terminal operations cost $1 1.1 million last year and this year will cost $15.2
million. The total gross expenditure last year of Stateships was $45.2 million and this year
will be $53 million. With freight earnings last year totalling $29.3 million and this year
totalling $38.5 million, or 50 per cent more, we will see the deficit reduced by about $1
million. That is a prediction at the moment. I think that estimate is wrong and Stateships will
need a considerable amount more of taxpayers' funds to top it up.

Yesterday, at the naming of the Mary Durack, the Minister referred to the fact that another
three similar class vessels were either on order or might be built in Western Australia in the
next two years. Given the present perilous state of this Government and the fact that there is
to be an election in the next few months, and given the fact that there is every likelihood that
the Liberal Party in coalition with the National Party will form the next Government, and,
further, following on from my discussions yesterday with the Chairman of Stateships when I
told him that with a change of Governiment early next year there would be a change in the
direction of Stateships, the Govemnment should forget about spending money or entering into
any new contracts for the leasing of new vessels. It is the intention of a Liberal Government
to review the operations of Stateships. It is certainly my intention, if!I am Minister for
Transport, to review the operations of certain persons involved in Stateships.

Mr Pearce: You had better hope that the election is very late, my friend, because you are not
constitutionally qualified to be a Minister of anything.

Mr CASH: Another outrageous statement by the Minister for Transport who is either trying
to mislead the House by his inaccurate statement or is trying to demonstrate his stupidity and
ignorance. 'The Minister is well aware that a person who is not a member of Parliament is
entitled to be a Minister in this State for a limited time. How else did the Minister's friend -
the man we may bring back from Ireland - Mr Brian Burke, remain a Minister in the
Government when he was not a member of Parliament? Why does not the Minister retract
some of the rubbish he talks. If he makes statements they should at least be factual.

I remind the Minister of my stance on Stateships. I expect him to ring some of the people at
Stateships tomorrow morning to make it clear what they should be doing.

Mr Pearce: They know what they should be doing and they are doing it.

Mr CASH: I am warning the Minister and Stateships that the Opposition intends to review
the performance of the commission and certainly it will review the performance of certain
people involved in the management of Stateships.

Mr Trenorden: What about the Seamen's Union of Australia's demand that all produce
should be carried on Stateships?

Mr CASH: The member for Avon is correct and it is something I hope to deal with at a later
stage. I want to make it clear that the party which Stateships currently enjoys is well and
tmuly over, in the same way as the party enjoyed by WA Inc is well and truly over. The
Opposition will closely review the sitce4tion. The Minister has made the comment that the
Opposition would transfer some of the operations to private operators. There is no doubt that
where a private operator can demonstrate he can perform an equivalent service at less cost to
the taxpayer the operation will be transferred to him. I would have thought that was the way
an efficient Government would operate.
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Mr Pearce: Send money offshore?
Mr CASH: I do not see that Australian shipping contractors could not perform that service.
As the Minister is aware, he has tried to force most of the local shipping operators out of
business. He knows that when the Cocos Island-Christmas Island contract was looked at by
Stateships it was given favourable treatment by the Federal Government.

Mr Pearce: That is not true.

Mr CASH: It is true and there should be an investigation into the way in which Stateships
handled the tender and the favourable treatment it enjoyed. Prior to Stateships being granted
the most recent contract to Cocos [sland the operation was carried out by a private company
which operated out of the Port of Darwin. As I understand it most of the shareholders of that
company have a long history as residents of Western Australia. The company was able to
service Cocos Island and Christmas Island -

Mr Trenorden: They were shafted.

Mr CASH: - in a most efficient way until, as the member for Avon said, they were shafted
by Stateships. While we as taxpayers have to pay for the deficit that Stateships creates every
year the private company was showing a profit and was returning a profit by way of taxes to
the Federal Government. The mere fact that Stateships took over the Cocos Island contract
has resulted in Western Australian taxpayers paying more by way of a deficit. The Federal
Government has lost out because it does not enjoy any taxes from the profits the private
company was making.

Mr Lightfoot: Was it Clunies Ross?

Mr CASH: No, Perkins shipping was involved in that contract. I advise the member for
Murchison-Eyre that some improper dealings occurred and Stateships; was a party to some of
those dealings with its Federal colleagues. As a result of impropriety Stateships managed to
secure the contract for Cocos Island. If there is any question about the degree of impropriety
that occurred in that matter one would only have to ascertain when the vessel Jon Sanders
was originally contracted for by Stateships and when Staceships was officially granted the
contract for Cocos Island. They were at different periods of time and there is no question that
Stateships used its position and influence not only to mislead the former Minister for
Transport - although I concede his stupidity may have been one of the factors involved - but
also to take away that contract from a private operator. I am not prepared to stand by and
allow that sont of thing to continue.

The question of manning Stateships was raised and it is important that we should recognise
the recent report on coastal shipping by the Industries Assistance Commission. Has the
Minister read the report? The Minister signifies quite clearly that he has not read it.

Mr Pearce: [ did not signify that at all.

Mr CASH: Has the Minister read it? He has either read it or he has not read it. I am asking
him to answer yes or no.

Mr Pearce: Make your speech and I will respond in due course.

Mr CASH: I would suggest that the Minister has not read the report and is not aware of what
is contained in it.

Mr Lightfoot: H~e is reading it now.

Mr CASH: It is a long report and it will take him a while to read it. I will refer to some of
the findings of that report because it has some bearing on the futur of Stateships. It is
important that .1 put the position of the Liberal Party fairly and squarely. It believes
Stateships; has performed a very important and necessary role as a freight carrier to the north
west ports over many years. If Stareships can demonstrate that it is an efficient and effective
service it should be entitled to continue in the role it enjoys today. However, if it can be
demonstrated that, given fair competition, anuther organisation can perform that service at a
lesser cost to the taxpayer, it would only be proper that the Government opt for that lesser
cost.

The 1AC report states that coastal shipping in Australia is uncompetitive and inefficient.

Mr Crane: That is because of the wages structure. They have 20 weeks' holiday a year.
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Mr CASH: In fact, they have 25 weeks' holiday a year. They work one week off and one
week on. The report states that the high costs and a poor record of service have progressively
reduced the industry to a position where the only goads currently shipped around the coast
tend to be those far which alternative transport modes are either not available or are not a
realistic proposition. The report states that while this may be of concern to the industry the
real issue for the Australian community is that inefficient coastal shipping services jeopardise
growth and employment opportunities in the rest of the economy. When the Government
makes its wisecrack remarks that cutting back the services of Staxeships may cause some
people to become unemployed and awaiting employment opportunities, the important point to
remember is that the gross inefficiency of coastal shipping in Australia is having a negative
effect on the total Australian economy and is certainly costing a huge numnber of jobs in this
country,
Mr Crane: They would only be unemployed for 27 weeks of the year because they already
do not work the other 25.
Mr CASK: That is true. The IAC, when considering evidence put before it, estimated that it
would be possible to reduce the freight rates currently available on the Australian coast by
between 20 per cent and 50 per cent. That would save between $300 million and
$700 million in Australia's gross domestic product. In general tenrns, on a tonnage basis, that
would mean that we could save between $7 and $16 a ton for every tonne of cargo which is
transported by ship around the Australian coast. If we work that on an annual basis, for every
worker employed in the industry, both at sea and on the waterfront, there would be a saving
of between $35 000 and $80 000 annually,

It is interesting to read in various transport papers and magazines comments on the high cost
of Australian coastal shipping. Certainly Stateships is part of that scene. The Tasmanian
Confederation of Industries claimed that milk powder could be shipped to Taiwan for $72 per
tonne, whereas it costs $82 per ton to ship the same product to Melbourne. The huge mininig
house CRA indicated that it was less expensive to move primary aluminium between
Tasmania and a variety of Asian ports than to try to move it by coastal ship from Tasmania to
Sydney. That in itself is an absolute disgrace. The Adelaide Brighton Cement Company
currently obtains its supplies of cement clinker from Japan, rather than from its own
operations in Adelaide. It explained to the Industries Assistance Commission that the
distance by sea from Japan to Darwin is approximately the same as from Adelade. to Darwin,
but that the freight rate from Japan was $1358.50 or $A 12 per tomne compared with a quoted
rate from Adelaide to Darwin of $20 per tonne. If the company used the self-discharging
vessel, the River Torrens, that rate went up to $28 a tonne. It is an absolute joke when it is
cheaper for a company to import clinker from Japan than to get it from its own factory in
Adelaide.

Mr Trenorden: That is close to treason. I heard that word used before.
Mr CASH: The member for Avon heard the current Minister for Transport use that word
because that is his only way out. He believes that anyone who dares make a commnent against
Stateships is a traitor to the State, irrespective of whether those comments are made in a
constructive way to try to save the State's taxpayers some money. That does not count with
the Minister. No matter what the cost, the Minister puts forward the argument that one is
being a traitor for mentioning it- I do not cop that and I know that the taxpayers in the State
are not prepared to cop it either. If we extend the question of who was a traitor to some of
the actions of the former Burke Government in its propping up of the Rothwells organisation,
it can be seen that the taxpayers in Western Australia could argue that their former Premier is
a traitor for the actions he took in respect of that company, a traitor insomuch as he shot
through before the rubbish hit the fan.

Point of Order
Dr GALLOP: Mr Deputy Chairman, I believe that the remarks made by the member for Mt
Lawley go beyond the bounds of parliamentary decency. I ask you to ask him to withdraw.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMIAN (Mr Thomas): I did not hear the most recent words that the
member for Mt Lawley used, so [ will not accept the point of order. However, I am sure that
the member for Mt Lawley will not use words that transgress parliamentary decency.

Mr CASH: I certainly will not, Mr Deputy Chairman.
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Committee Resumed
Mr CASH: The other point that was raised earlier was the relative position of Australian
seamen when compared with foreign seamen. it is true that it takes 2.2 Australian seamen to
fill each berth on an Australian vessel. The member for Moore was correct in suggesting
Australian seamen have something like 27 weeks on and 25 weeks off. The LAC report
clearly shows that Australian manning levels are such that it takes 2.2 crew members to fill
each berth. German, Norwegian or Belgian crews need about 1.5 seamen to fill each berth.
The leave arrangements for foreign seamen are certainly not as generous as those for
Australian crews. Where else in the world can one work six months of the year, be paid
$35 000 to $40 000, and have the balance of the year oftf? Certainly nowhere except on
Australian coastal ships. That is a problem faced by Scateships, although it is true that in
respecc of the Baltiinar class vessels, Stareships has negotiated with the Seamen's Union of
Australia and organised a reduced crewing arrangement. It deserves credit for that, although
I do not know how long the arrangement will last.

It is interesting to note that although Stateships has been able to reduce some crew numbers,
it has cost a considerable amount of money over recent years for it to convert to Australian
standards the vessels it has chartered or leased, The vessels are sent up to South East Asian
ports for the conversion and the seamen manage to live a pretty good life in some high class
hotels while the conversion is being completed. Australian seamen, under the terms of their
award, are required to travel first class on an aeroplane when travelling as part of their job
between ports and to stay in a four or five star hotel. There is no question of slumming it.

Mr Grill: You granted it to them.

Mr CASH: I am making the point. Obviously the Minister already knew of it.

Mr Grill: Yes.

Mr CASH: It is a pity that the Minister's memory was not so good this afternoon when the
member for Murchison-Eyre raised a point about the insolvency of a particular company.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Perhaps the member for Mt Lawley will return to the subject
matter of the Division.

Mr CASH: That is the position in respect of the Australian seamen's award.

Mr Grill: That award was granted while you people were in power.

Mr CASH: I am sure members, even the Minister for Agriculture because it comes within his
portfolio, will be interested to know that it is cheaper to import salt from Mexico than to cart
it around the Australian coast. One of the reasons for that is the current award structure.

Mr Grill: The award about which you are complaining was granted while the Liberal Party
was in power.

Mr CASH: Irrespective of that, the award is the award and it does not matter wh p granted it.
Australian shipping cannot compete. Does the Minister understand what it is abodit?

Mr Grill: Why dwell on it now? You granted that award.

Mr CASH: Does the Minister Think it is proper that we should import salt from Mexico
rather than transport it around the Australian coast?

Mr Grill: Why did you grant those awards?

Mr CASH: Quite clearly there is a need to look at the awards. Does the Minister think they
are proper or that there is any need for adjustment? The reason he is asking me is that he
does not know what to say. Quite clearly we must look into the situation because this country
will go broke unless it starts mending its ways and becomes competitive. It is important also
to recognise that the Australian fleet at the moment is uncompetitive partly because of the
manning levels, but also because of the cabotage problem while goods are transported around
the Australian coast. A Federal Liberal Government will remove the problem of cabotage. It
is certainly well recognised in the TAC report, and the State Liberal Party supports the
proposal to remove that cabotage to allow for some competition on this coast. It is possible
to bring a ship from Singapore any day of the week to service our needs on the west coast
rather than to impose on our industry the problem of cabotage. For example, it costs $82 a
tonne to transport goods across the Bass Strait from Tasmania to
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Melbourne, and goods could be transported from Tasmania to Taiwan for $72 a tonne. That
is a joke. It is cheaper to ship newsprint from the west coast of Canada to Sydney than to
ship it from Hobant to Sydney. What an absolute joke!
I am concerned about the expanding role of Stateships into South East Asia. It is grossly
unfair and unreasonable for Stateships to undercut private shipping operators and then rely on
the taxpayers to pick up the losses incurred. 'Ibis year Stateships' losses will be far higher
than has been suggested in the Budget accounts. With respect to Papua New Guinea trade, it
has been well served for the past 35 years by a group of shipping companies. In 1952 the
Hong Kong-PNG service of China Navigation was commenced in the trade name New
Guinea Australia Line or NGAL. That went through until 1981 when it had Papuan Chief,
one of the vessels trading on its behalf. Later on in 1986 a joint service was expanded to
include another party, K-Asia Pacific. i the last couple of years Stateships has decided to
cash in on the PNG business and as a result of its moving into that area and undercutting the
prices being offered by private shipping organisations, it has almost forced those private
operators out of business. The usual situation will occur in that as soon as Stateships has
forced out private operators by undercutting them, it will begin raising its prices. Ultimately.
the users of the shipping service will certainly be worse off. The Opposition would be
prepared to consider the possibility of some private organisations running the current services
provided by Stateships, and doing so more efficiently.

I advise the Chamber of some comments reported to me in respect of the activities of
Stateships in the PNGi area. It is suggested in the report that the PNG situation has
chronically deteriorated since Stateships of Western Australia entered the trade and stated its
intention to fill 18 sailings per month on whatever freight level necessary; that is, the pricing
levels for that freight. Furthermore, Stateships chairman, Doug Wilson, has advised that
freight war would be meaningless as Stateships is backed by the resources of the Western
Australian Treasury. Do not tell me that that is not a threat by a Government officer to use
taxpayers' money to force private operators out of business. The report continued that
Wilson stated that three new 600 container ships were currently in the design stage and were
planned for delivery a few years hence. These new vessels will replace the existing charter
vessels Koolinda, Pilbara, and Irene Greenwood. Wilson also advised that the charter of
Stateships was, among other things, to provide service to north western Australia where no
rail link existed; to open new markets for Western Australian exporters; to carry grain from
the Ord River to PNG; and to generally expand the horizons of Western Australian producers.
However, he admitted that the east coast PNG trade, whilst outside their traditional scope of
activities, nevertheless provided an opportunity when combined with coastal cargo flows for
Stateships to reduce or even remove the need for Government funding. Wilson correctly
surmised that it would be impossible for private operators to beat a Government funded line
and that they should not bother. The volume of cargo is finite and one ship can only operate
at the expense of another.

Mr Trenorden: Or the taxpayers.

Mr CASH: Exactly. One might say, having heard that report from someone involved in the
shipping industry -

Mr Pearce: Who?

Mr CASH: Does the Minister for Transport think I would trust him with the name of
someone, given his record to date?
Mr Pearce: I think the member for Mt Lawley has made it up.

Mr CASH: I am pleased that the Minister for Transport said that because quite clearly the
last time he suggested that there were no private shipping agents in Fremantle -

Mr Pearce: I said shipping companies.
Mr CASH: When I suggested to the people in Fremantle that the Minister for Transport had
replied in the way he did they all laughed and said that he did not understand his portfolio
and did not know what it was all about. They went on to say that he did not have a clue about
the operation of Stateships, that Doug Wilson was numing the show and would occasionally
give the Minister a call just to let him know what he was doing.

Mr Pearce: He is doing an excellent job.

4672 [ASSEMBLY]



(Tuesday, 8 November 19881 47

Mr CASH: I think it indicates that he has little confidence in the present Minister. Another
report was produced recently by the Economic Planning Advisory Council, which deals with
reducing Australia's transport costs. That report discusses a number of areas where the
shipping industry generally and the waterfront can save money. In fact, it is estimated in
respect of international liner shipping that there could be a $300 million saving; on Australian
flag shipping a further saving of $200 million by operating it in a more efficient and effective
manner in respect of the waterfront and the ports; and I guess this is now talking about work
practices which exist today - the EPAC report suggests that savings in excess of $850 million
could be made just by removing or changing some of the restrictive work practices and that
there could be a further saving of more than $700 maillion in respect of work for shore based
companies.

Mr Trenorden: About $2 billion.

Mr CASH: Of that order.

Mr Trenorden: That is not chickenfeed.

Mr CASH: It is a significant amount of money. In fact, if those savings were put in place
Australia's GDP would rise by 1.6 per cent, so that is certainly something we should be
aware of. Another matter I raised related to the proposal by this Government to allow
Stateships, to go into partnership with ANI, as I understand to operate a cargo tenninal at
Fremantle. At the moment a private operator operates out of north quay at Fremantle
terminal, I understand in a pretty effective way. As I recall, they shift about 70 000
containers a year out of the approximately 105 000 containers that pass through our port. The
Government has had negotiations with the union movement and believes that Stateships
should be allowed to come in on that business. I make the point to the Minister for Transport
that we would not support Stateships branching out in any way into that industry.

Mr Pearce: The member for Mt Lawley does not support Stateships in any way, period.

Mr CASH: I hear the Minister's interjection. Perhaps he might reflect on some of the
comments I have made to try to ascertain for himself some of the reasons why he made that
statement. I have said to him before that I do not believe that Stateships is being run in a
proper manner. I think it is being used to undercut private shipping operators at the expense
of WA taxpayers. That is not good enough. I do not like the idea of private operators telling
me that the present chairman has threatened them with a price war knowing that the taxpayer
will pick up any deficit or loss created. That is not fair competition.

Mr Pearce: I do not believe that is true.

Mr CASH: The Minister for Transport probably does not believe that because he does not
have much to do with Stateships and has very little to do with the Port of Fremantle. That is
well known at Fremantle. In fact, only the other day a number of people asked me who was
the Minister for Transport; they thought Gavan Troy still was.

Mr Pearce: That shows the sort of people that the member for Mt Lawley mixes with. Do
they know who is the shadow Minister for Transport?

Mr CASH: They all seemed to know that because they came to me to explain some of the
problems created by this Government.

We do not support the proposed consortium being considered by the Government. An awful
lot of water will go under the bridge before that happens and if the Minister thinks that
Stateships, ANL, or any other Government backed organisation can enter into contracts
between now and the next election hoping to cover themselves by having entered into those
contracts I give the Minister a warning that I have raised with the Leader of the Opposition
the matter of action being taken against certain people if it can be shown that their actions
were negligent knowing that the Government would change in a short time.

Mr Pearce: The member for Mt Lawley is a dead set joke.

Mr CASK: I am telling the Minister for Transport that we expect him to try to rush all sorts
of things through this House knowing that his carcass is rorting and will soon disappear, but
there are an awful lot of things which we will change in due course which will certainly
affect the waterfront. The other matter I want the Minister to comment on is the reason for
the strike on the waterfront the other day. Can he tell me why that strike occurred? He does
not know which strike I am talking about.
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Mr Pearce: There was no strike in Stateships that I am aware of.
Mr CASH: Stateships ties up at the Port of Fremantle, does it not? Was Stateships involved
in that strike the other day, and were any of its vessels held up?

Mr Pearce: None of' the employees of Stateships was involved in striking.

Mr CASH: The action of the Federated Clerks Union closed the whole port, which happened
to include Stateships.
Mr Pearce: That is not a mailer before the House at the present time, we are discussing the
budget for Stateships.
Mr CASH: I suggest that the strike at the Port of Fremantle the other day, which tied up a
number of ships, in fact dramatically affected the position of Stateships. The Minister knows
that is the case. The Minister does not know anything about the strike. He does not know
why it was called; he does not know how many ships were tied up; he does not know how
much money was lost by industry.

Mr Pearce: I receive a daily record of all strikes in the port.
Mr CASH: What does the Minister do with it?

Mr Pearce: I read it.

Mr CASH: Does it mean anything to the Minister?

Mr Pearce: I take appropriate action.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Thomas): I ask the member for Mt Lawley to address the
Chair and avoid continual dialogue with the Minister, who can make his contribution in
response.

Mr CASH: Mr Deputy Chairman, I chink you are fight because I can tell you that the
Minister's interjections are certainly not making any sense. The points I have raised show
clearly that Stateships is on a collision course with the Western Australian taxpayers. The
taxpayers wil not continue to fund an operation which has cost them more than $82 million
in the last Five years. There is no doubt in my mind that many things can be done to improve
the efficiency of Stateships. The report of the Industries Assistance Commission shows
clearly some of the action that can be taken. I would expect that the management of
Stateships, which made a submission to the IAC, would take appropriate action. The bottom
line is that we believe in offering users the opportunity of freedom of choice, and where it is
the case that a private operator can provide a service at a lesser cost to the taxpayer than
would be the case if the Government were to provide the service, we will ensure that service
is provided by private operators. Anyone who believes that means that Stateships will be
closed down is clearly ignorant of the matter. There are people in the community who would
be prepared to enter into a joint venture arrangement with the Coastal Shipping Commission,
or to lease specific vessels for specific trading opportunities, in order to reduce some of the
expenses and overheads of Stateships. I will be interested when we return to Government
early next year to call for a report from Stateships on some of the money that has been
expended on the junkets that have been reported to me over recent years by some of the
people connected with Stateships. I do not expect the Minister to have much knowledge
about this because I doubt whether the management of Stateships is keeping him closely
advised about these matters.
I want to raise the issue of the wharf and the area of the Port of Frenmantle which is taken up
by Stateships. There is a need, given the problems we have on the waterfront in Western
Australia - and Australia in general - for this Government and the Federal Government to
recognise the opportunities that exist to enter into joint venture arrangements with private
companies. There is no doubt that we could lease out a portion of the Fremantle wharf, or
other wharves in Western Australia, and have the work performed in a more effective manner
and at a lesser cost than is presently the case. I have had discussions with some interested
people, who are prepared to put forward schemes that in the end would save the taxpayers'
money, and those savings would be passed on in the form of a reduced cost of transport for
coastal shipping. The National Farmers Federation is extremely interested in pursuing its
involvement from the farm to the wharf and from the wharf to the ship. The member for
Narrogin and the member for Avon would be aware that there are some
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tremendous opportunities to save the rural industry some money. The end result is the same:
The sheep or cattle get onto the ship. The difference is in the method presently employed int
putting them onto the ship. Members would be aware that there is at present a 10c per head
levy charged for livestock using the Port of Fremantle. I am sure there is an opportunity of
using Cockburn Sound to allow the tanner organisations and other interested people to load
livestock in that area at a significantly lower cost than is presently spent in the Port of
Fremantle. That is one of the opportunities that will be available to our Government. It is
true that some of the union organisations may believe that indicates a confrontationist attitude
in wanting to change the system. I do not chink that is necessarily the case. I suggest there
are a lot of union members currently involved in the waterfront in Western Austalia who are
looking for the opportunity to be involved in a viable industry. There is no doubt that if we
do not become more economic and viable in respect of our imports and exports, rather than
having a nuclear free port - as has been suggested by some of the greenies on the other side of
the House - we will find that we have ship-free ports on the west coast of Australia. I am not
prepared to stand by and allow that to happen. I will be more than happy to work closely
with the union movement to see that the situation on the waterfront is improved. I want the
union movement and the companies currently involved in the transfer of cargo across the
wharves to understand that working together and in partnership, and cutting back on those
unnecessary work practices that exist today, will not only save money for the end users or
exporters but will guarantee that we continue to have viable ports in this State.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: I rise to contribute to the general debate on this Division and to continue
with the subject of merchant shipping, which the member for Mt Lawley so eloquently put
for some considerable time. I believe his speech is to be commended. One aspect that has
not been touched on tonight is the merchant seamen who served this country some years ago,
and who today are for the most part elderly people. They served during the rather awful
period from 1939 to 1945, predominantly along the Australian coastline. These men do not
enjoy the benefits that the returned sailors, airmen and soldiers currently enjoy. I approached
the Minister about this matter when we last sat in this place during the Budget debate, and
like tonight he looked extremely tired. However, I will press on with my request to the
Minister. These merchant seamen who served during that war do not enjoy the benefits that
flow back to the other personnel in the armed services.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Could the member advise how this fits in with Division 4 1?
Mr L[GHTFOOT: Yes. I am speaking in the general debate about merchant seamen who
served on coastal shipping, and if that is not relevant to this debate, then nothing else that has
been said tonight is.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Could you show us the relevance to the Division?

Mr LIGHTFOOT: By way of analogy, I say it is more relevant than the speech you gave
with respect to Bangladesh and the Bengalis.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I do not intend to argue the matter, but the point is there has to
be some relation to the expenditure provided for under this Division, and what may or may
not have been enjoyed by merchant seamen during World War U1 is not relevant.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: Mr Deputy Chairman, I find it most peculiar that although this matter
does touch largely on This section of the Budget, you of all people question what I am saying.
I am talking about merchant seamen. Hansard will record what I am saying now, and if you
stifle debate -

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Thomas): I find what you are saying fascinating.
However, the benefits which may or may not have been enjoyed by the merchant seaman in
World War U1 or the repatriation benefits they may or may not have enjoyed subsequently are
not provided for under Division 4 1.

Points of Order
Mr UIGHTFOOT: Seagoing crewmen comes adequately under that Division.

Mr DONOVAN: "Seagoing crew" relates to salaries, presumably actual, and estimates. That
has no relevance to serving members during the period of World War UL
Mr PEARCE: It is a Commonwealth matter.
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The member for Murchison-Eyre will bring his comments to a
rapid conclusion.
Mr LIGHTFOOT: I want to talk about this, and if you force me I will dissent from your
ruling.

Deputy Chairman's Ruling

The DEPUTY CHAIRMvAN: I will not permit the member for Murchison-Eyre to talk about
the benefits which may or may not have been enjoyed by seamen during World War 11, or the
repatriation benefits which they may or may not enjoy now.

Dissent from Deputy Chairman's Ruling
Mr LIGHTFOOT: I move -

To dissent from Mr Deputy Chairman's ruling.
[Committee suspended; the Deputy Speaker resumed the Chair.]
The DEPUTY CH.AIRMAN (Mr Thomas): Mr Deputy Speaker, the member for Murchison-
Lyre has dissented from a ruling ffrm the Chair.
The DEPUTIY SPEAKER: The member for Murchison-Eyre has provided the following
written reasons in support of his motion of dissent -

I dissent from the ruling by the Deputy Chairman on the following basis -

(1) The debate encompasses a wide range of subjects with respect to merchant
seamen.

(2) The subject I was speaking on was solely with respect to merchant seamen.
(3) Merchant seamen served on coastal shipping.
(4) It is irrelevant that the coastal shipping that the merchant seamen served on

was during 1939-45.
(5) That section in Division 41, seagoing crew, amply covers my subject matter.

I am prepared to hear brief argument from either side.
Mr CASH: There is no question that if we look at the past few weeks, while we have been
discussing the Budget, matters have ranged fairly widely at times, and reasonable Deputy
Chairmen have recognised the style of the debate, and have perhaps even recognised that by
allowing a member to use the Budget debate to raise matters of obvious importance to his
own electorate or constituents or for other reasons; they have allowed those matters to be
discussed without trying to draw the matter to an early conclusion-
I understood from what the member for Murchison-Eyre was saying that he was raising a
matter that clearly related to the subject of the debate. He was talking about the seagoing
crew. There was some question as to whether they were current or former seagoing crew but
in my view unquestionably the matters he raised well and truly fitted within Division 41.
Western Australian Coastal Shipping Commission. I also should make the point that there
are members of the community such as Mr Ken Gaunt of Shenton Park, who is a former
mariner - someone who served during the past war who would be pleased to think that the
member for Murchison-Eyre could raise matters of importance, not necessarily on his behalf
but certainly on behalf of those who served their country in a seagoing position many years
ago. That opportumty was certainly cut away from the member for Murchison-Eyre in a
most unrealistic manner and I submit that the member is correct in his move to dissent from
the Deputy Chairman's ruling. I invite you, Mr Deputy Speaker, to support the proposition
advanced by the member for Murchison-Eyre.
In this House the other day we listened to one member tell us that matters in Bangladesh had
somec relationship to die Division on Marine and Hiarbours which we were handling at that
timne. Perhaps that in itself is an indication of just how wide the debate has ranged in recent
days, and I submit that the member for Murchison-Eyre certainly was not ranging nearly as
wide as that and was in fact within his rights.
Mr PEARCE: To the same point of order, Mr Deputy Speaker, the matter before the Chair is
Division 41, Western Australian Coastal Shipping Commission. The member for
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Murchison-Eyre sought to raise a matter relating to the Commonwealth benefits for a seaman
who served during the Second World War. It is not a matter for this Parliament, never mind
for this Budget; it is a matter for the Commonwealth Minister and for that reason the
member's comments are out of order.
Mr CLARKO: In this place on every day of the week we are likely to bump into some very
fine ex members - Mr Bateman or people of that sort. They are ex members of Parliament
and they are in this place. If one goes to police establishments one will find ex policemen
who come into those places and arc part of the costs that go with that place. If we talk about
seamen, then ex seamen are obviously part of the system. It may be that they are on some
form of pension that relates to their being a former employee of Stateships. An uncle of mine
once was the chief executive officer of that organisation, and I used to go and stand on their
ships on a daily basis. In the case of an ex seaman, for example, if a ship comes into port in
Western Australia there is no doubt he will go to visit that ship and have a drink with those
people. He talks to them and gives advice, and the young people learn from him. It would be
a very poor thing if we reached the stage where the people who have served in various
occupations are regarded as having no part in them. They are a part of them, certainly in a
financial way, even if they only have a cup of tea with them.

I am sure the erudite member for Murchison-Eyre, who had been speaking for only a few
minutes, would have been able to bring that matter in in such a way. Whether the ex seamen
had been off Stateships' ships for a long time or only since yesterday, I think it was
appropriate that he put their argument. He is not the kind of member who would want to
waste the time of the Parliament. The point he wants to raise would have to be light years
closer to the subject at hand than was the debate on Bangladesh. That debate took place; we
did not protest. The member had a very serious interest in that matter. He is normally an
excellent Deputy Chairmnan in this place. I think we would make far more progress if the
member for Murchison-Eyre were allowed to speak for a few minutes on this subject, which
is dear to his heart and to the hearts of many people, including Mr Gaunt.

Mr CRANE: I believe it is an indictment of this House that such a commendable topic as-
was going to be put to this place by the member for Murchison-Eyre should have been stifled.
It is reasonable to say that l am the only seaman in this House, and l am one of the privileged
ones the member for Murchison-Eyre mentioned, because I was not in the merchant service
but in the Royal Australian Navy. I have those privileges to which he referred which are
denied to the merchant seaman. I also know at first hand what it is like to travel during those
dangerous times. I know what it is likec to see a torpedo cutting through the water towards
one.
Dr Gallop: It has nothing to do with that.
Mr CRANE: The member should shut his bloody mouth.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr CRANE: I know what I am talking about. Members should show a little respect to those
people who kept the sea lanes free. My own brother lost five ships in the merchant service
and spent 17 days in a lifeboat as a result of one of those torpedoes; and here we had an
opportunity, which would have taken less than five minutes, to put these points for the
merchant seaman whom nobody seems to give a damn about. I commend the member for
Murchison-Eyre for having the courage to bring this forward.. I believe that the Deputy
Chairman of Commnittees himself transgressed only recently on the Bangladesh incident - and
did we interfere; did we ask him not to do so? We at least were tolerant at that time. But he
is prepared to have a rule for himself but not allow someone else to abide by the same ruling.
It is an indication of just how shallow the man is.
In this instance we would have saved a lot of time had we allowed the member for
Murchison-Eyre to continue in the vein in which he was speaking. I believe we owe it to
those people. This does cover the merchant seamen and some people have very little respect
for the sacrifices they made and for the hell they went through - and it really was hell. We do
not talk about it very much in this place; we like to forget it.
Mr Evans: You just abused them for being layabouts and now you have them up on a
pedestal.
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!

Mr& CRANE: I am not abusing anyone for being a layabout. I support the member for
Murchison-Eyre very strongly. I will not say any more because I do feel very strongly. I am
one who is experienced but who does not speak very much about it because I think it is better
that we forget those things. However, I do know what I am talking about, and what it feels
like to have the living daylights frightened out of one, to be expecting a bloody bang at any
minute and not knowing when it will come. That is what those people went through year
after year, and the member for Murchison-Eyre is asking now that we show some
consideration to those people who have been forgotten. They are the forgotten heroes - not
the Army, the Air Force and the Navy but the merchant seamen. I believe it would have been
quite appropriate for this House to allow the five minutes it would take, particularly in view
of the fact that the person who stifled the debate was one who very recently abused the
system himself so intolerably.

Mr THOMAS: I do not wish to rake over old coals with respect to the Bangladesh mailer
that was raised the other day, but I do believe that if the connection which is able to be had
with the subject matter of the Division as advanced by the member for Murchison-Byre were
allowed, it would be possible under this head to debate all matters nautical. This is quite
clearly beyond what is intended by the Standing Orders. With respect to the matter of
Bangladesh, that was in relation to a proposition from the Commonwealth which may be put
for expenditure under that Division by the State Government. This matter cannot
conceivably relate to any expenditure under the Division. There was in fact provision for
salaries of officers who may be seconded to work under that project if the approach is made.
This subject cannot conceivably in any sense relate to the Budget item.

Deputy Speaker's Ruling

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I have considered this matter and I support the ruling made by the
Deputy Chairman of Committees.

Dissent fromt Deputyv Speaker's Ruling
Mr UIGHTFOOT: I move -

To dissent from Mr Deputy Speaker's ruling.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (12)
Mr Cash Mr Crane Mr Lightfoot Mr Reg Tubby
Mr Clarko Mr Hassell Mr Mensaros Mr Wiese
Mr Court Mr Lewis Mr Trenorden Mr Fred Tubby (Teller)

Noes (23)
Dr Mlexander Mr Evans Dr Lawrence Mr Taylor
Mrs Beggs Dr Gallop Mr Marlborough Mr Thomas
Mr Bernm Mr Grill Mr Peart Dr Watson
Mr Carr Mrs Henderson Mvr Read Mr Wilson
Mr Cunningham Mr Gordon Hill Mr Ripper Mrs Buchanan (Teller)
Mr Donovan Mr Hodge Mr D.L. Smith

Pairs

Ayes Noes
MrBradshaw Mr Tray
Mr Greig Mr Parker
Mr want Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Maslen Mr P.J. Smith
Mr Blaikie Mr Tom Jones
Mr Maclinnon Mrs Watkins

Question thus negatived.
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Committee
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr
Thomas) in the Chair; Mr Peter Dowding (Treasurer) in charge of the Bill.

Division 41: Western Australian Coastal Shipping Commission, $14 897 000 -

Debate was interrupted after the Division had been partly considered.

Mr PEARCE: The antagonism of the member for Mt Lawley for Stateships is well known. I
do not think the speech he gave today would surprise anyone. When he talks about giving
over the operation of coastal shipping to private interests, he means to foreign shipping
companies. The member has been quite consistent in his opposition to the Coastal Shipping
Commission in any of its activities; he has been quite consistent in seeking to pass over the
jobs of Western Australians to foreign shipping companies; and he has been quite consistent
in trying to make sure that Western Australian cargo is not encouraged but that the whole of
the operations of our coastal shipping service is given over to foreign interests. If that is the
Liberal Party's policy, it is welcome to it; it is not ours. I shall make sure that I circulate a
copy of the speeches made by the member for Mt Lawley today to all of the people I know
and deal with on the Fremantle waterfront, because that will have the effect of alienating the
whole waterfront apart from the three or four private shipping agents who are his mates and
to whom he is proposing to give this business. I think there has been no more despicable set
of speeches given during the course of this Budget debate than that given by the member for
Mt Lawley. The one bit of research he does not appear to have done is into the
Government's program of getting Stateships to operate over a five year period at a profit.
That is the reason we are changing the fleet in the way we are - going to smaller, more high
technology and cost efficient ships, which will have the effect within five years of running
Stateships at a profit.

We do not require the IAC report to be applied in this State because we have our own ways
of making our coastal shipping service operate profitably in a way which will be the real
guiding star for other States and indeed private enterprise shipping operations, because it will
be the only coastal shipping service in Australia which operates profitably in a fair and
reasonable way and which brings tremendous benefits to the taxpayers of Western Australia.
The member for Mt Lawley might talk in his castle in the sky about scrapping this benefit for
the people of Western Australia but I would tell him that the people of Western Australia will
scrap him a long time before.

Item 1: Amount required for Services for the year -
Mr WIESE: I wish to raise a couple of points on this item because we were a Little bit quick
in getting away from the general debate. Some of us are not as fast as some of the Labor
fellows over there. They have been outside sleeping all night while some of us have been
here taking in every word said.

Firstly, I refer to the matter of debt servicing in order to draw for my information some sort
of comparison in respect of debt servicing in Westrail and the Coastal Shipping Commission.
In the previous Division relating to Westrail we spoke about its debt servicing, yet no debt
servicing shows for the Coastal Shipping Commission. I am puzzled as to why that should
be. I am sure the Minister will inform me. Do we actually purchase our ships? Do we lease
them? Is that the reason no debt servicing shows here? I find it hard to see the way the
bookkeeping is carried out in Stateships in comparison to Westrail. I raise the same query in
relation to payroll tax. The Minister gave an elaborate explanation of why payroll tax is
applied to Westrail. Quite frankly I fail to see, if the answer he gave in relation to Westrail
was correct - and I have no doubt that it was - why on earth we do not have an item in this
section on payroll tax. I believe both are competitive, are transport bodies and are in my
opinion identical, and yet the bookkeeping methods seem to be quite different.
Again I raise the matter of superannuation which appears in the previous Division, but not in
this Division. This is a cost which is passed on. Westrail has to run at a profit, so we need to
deal with superannuation. Under Division 41, Stateships' superannuation is not shown.
Although I believe the two services are comparable, being engaged in similar operations, the
comparison does not carry through into the way costs are shown. Why are the two Divisions
handled differently?

The Minister made a remarkable comment in relation to strikes at the Fremantle wharf. He
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said that strikes are not applicable to this debate even though they impact on costs in the areas
of stevedoring, seagoing crews, and port running costs.

Mr PEARCE: The ships are leased, and that is why debt servicing is not shown. It is all pant
of the ebb and flow of money around leasing arrangements. Some include buy-back
provisions - for example, when a ship is pulled out of a lease it may be bought by the
commission and then on-sold at a profit; that is in train at the present time.

Mr Wiese: Why is a leasing component not shown in the accounts?

Mr PEARCE: Because the Western Australian Coastal Shipping Commission's accounts put
before Parliament do not show the whole story. Many of the agencies which have a cash
flow of their own have a section dealing with this in the Budget. Maybe there are arguments
for accounting for these things in a different way. Historically, this is the way the
commission's accounts come forward and are presented on this occasion.

The member has a point with regard to payroll tax and superannuation. Separate provision is
made for superannuation for Stateships which is accounted for separately from its operating
deficit which is normally taken into the general State superannuation funding costs. I am not
able to explain why superannuation costs under the new scheme have been applied to
individual departments but not to Stareships. I think the answer is that the superannuation
arrangements for people working in Stareships are different from those applying to public
servants in Goverrnent departments. The commission is not a Government department,
although Westrail is more like a Government department. I will discuss the difference in
accounting methods with the Treasurer and maybe amendments will be made in future
Budgets.

Mr CASH: Could the Minister explain why administration costs are increasing by one-third
in this Division to $4.1 million? How can freight earnings be increasing by something like
$9 million? Where does the Minister expect the trade to come from? Is it being taken from
other operators by having Stateships undercut them, and then the taxpayers are expected to
pick up any deficit?

The member for Narrogin referred to essential services legislation as it applies to the
waterfront. Obviously this includes the Coastal Shipping Commission. I must express the
thanks of the Liberal Party to the current Minister for Labour who four weeks ago was good
enough to send out to a number of people in Fremantle - some of whom are employed in the
maritime industries - a copy of the Leader of the Opposition's speech indicating the Liberal
Party's view of labour relations including voluntary contracts, a summnary of the Federal
Opposition's anti-union industrial relations policy, Press clippings of the Opposition's
industrial relations spokesman's views on emergency services legislation, and a feature
article from a journal outlining the impact of New South Wales' essential services Act and
the effect it has had on workers.
I am most impressed that the Minister should find the speeches and the general direction of
the proposed policy to be stimulating enough for him to distribute them around the waterfront
in Western Australia. Not only does he save the Opposition the postage but also he does us a
favour by getting into some areas we might not necessarily get into ourselves. The Minister
quite wrongly assumed that one of the persons was a Labor supporter, only to find that he is a
strong Liberal of many years' standing.

Mr PEARCE: It says something for democracy that there are still strong Liberals of many
years' standing around the place.

Stateships has been dealing with a considerably increased toninage this year which is in part
as a result of the restructuring of operations, extra routes and extra ships. The extra tonnage
has a direct effect on administration expenses because those expenses relate to the cargoes
carried. The increase in administration expenses is the normal inflationary increase and
relates to the increased tonnage carried. Stateships is not obtaining its extra cargo by
undercutting, at the expense of the taxpayer, because we are able to demonstrate that during
the last financial year a decrease of $1.3 million has occurred in the deficit. We are looking
to a decrease of something like $3 million in that deficit. So the more cargo we carry the
more we pay out for administrative expenses but the more we receive in freight rates. That is
what a successful shipping company is all about.

Division 41 put and passed.
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Progress
Progress reported and leave given to sit again, on motion by Mr Pearce (Leader of the
House).

House adjourned a: 2.49 am ( Wednesday)



QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
HEALTH - FOOD

Irradiation - Government Policy
1455. Mr MacKIN NON to the Minister for Health:

(1) Referring to question 240 of 1988, has the Government now studied che report
of the House of Representatives Standing Committee into the question of food
irradiation?

(2) If so, what policy will the Government be adopting with respect to food
irradiation?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) The report of the House of Representatives' Standing Committee on food
irradiation has not yet been released.

(2) Not applicable.

CORPORATh AFFAIRS DEPARTMENT - COMMISSIONER
Shareholder - Western Australian Government Holdings Ltd

1480. Mr 116GHTFOOT to the Premier:

(1) Is the Western Australian Commissioner of Corporate Affairs a shareholder or
a former shareholder of Western Australian Government Holdings Ltd?

(2) If yes, what period was the commissioner a shareholder?

(3) Will he confirm that the commissioner may have or did have -

(a) a conflict of interest; and

(b) held the position illegally, given that his department may have to
inquire into Western Australian Government Holdings Ltd?

(4) Did not the former Commissioner of Corporate Affairs conduct an inquiry into
Burswood Management Ltd?

(5) Is not the involvement of the aforementioned in (4) a clear conflict of interest
given the Government's involvement in PICI and the Rothwelis guarantee?

(6) Is it correct that other shareholders in Western Australian Government
Holdings Ltd include directors of Rothwells, My Tony Lloyd and Mr Darcy
Farrell?

(7) Is Rothwells, given Government guarantees and Government appointed
directors - Mr Tony Lloyd, executive director, and Mr Darcy Farrell, director -

a subsidiary of the WADC or alternatively another Government quango?

(8) Is Burswood Management Ltd a shareholder in Western Australian
Government Holdings Ltd?

(9) Is the Government, through its subsidiary Northern Mining
Corporation/Western Australian Government Holdings Ltd, to buy its equity -
indirectly - in part, in PICI ftom Burswood Management Ltd through Bond
Corporation?

(10) If yes to (9), is not this a conflict of interest, given Burswood Management's
involvement as a shareholder in Western Australian Government Holdings
Ltd?

(11) Does he not consider that he has a clear responsibility to shelve the purchase
of equity in PICL until after the next Western Australian State election, given
the public antipathy to the Western Australian Government's involvement in
the project?

(12) is Northern Mining Corporation now titled Western Australian Government
Holdings Ltd?

(13) Does the Government still own 100 per cent and/or control the shell of
Northern Mining Ltd/Western Australian Government Holdings Ltd?
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(14) If yes to (11), can he supply the precise amount of accumulated losses from
the rime of the Government's acquisition in 1983 to June ended 1988?

(15) Are these losses to be carried forward and comply with the Federal Taxation
Act?

(16) What was the excess in net and/or gross dollar terms over the acquisition by
the Western Australian Government of Northern Mining in 1983 and the
subsequent public flotation of assets as Westemn Australian Diamond Trust?

(11) if the flotation of Western Auscraihin Diamond Trust exceeded acquisition and
flotation costs, what happened to the excess revenue?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

Under the terms of a deed of trust dated 17 November 1986, Mr Graham
McDonald held one ordinary share fully paid to $1, in Western Australian
Government Holdings Ltd, in trust for the Treasurer of the State of Western
Australia. This share was transferred to another trustee on 4 October 1988.
Mr McDonald has never had a beneficial interest in the company.

(3) There is nothing in either the Public Service Act or the legislation
administered by the department that would give rise to illegality as a result of
the commissioner being a shareholder of any company. A conflict of interest
would not appear to arise unless and until investigations into Western
Australian Government Holdings Ltd were requested. In such a case the usual
practice followed by the department is for the officer concerned to disqualify
himself/herself from participation in decision making on the matter.

(4) Yes.

(5) No.

(6) Mr Darcy Farrell is not now and never has been a shareholder in Western
Australian Government Holdings Ltd. Mr Tony Lloyd was a shareholder in
Western Australian Government Holdings Ltd, on the same basis of Mr
Graham McDonald which is outlined in (1)-(2) above.

(7)-(9)
No.

(10) Not applicable.

(11) The project will be of significant benefit to the State and there is no reason to
delay it or defer the Government's purchase of equity in it.

(12)-(13)
Yes.

(14) The accounting losses of WAGE! arising in the period 1 July 1983 to 30 June
1988 are $4 2615 510.

(15) The taxation losses of WAGH have been determined and carried forward in
accordance with the provisions of the Income Tax Assessment Act 1936, as
amended.

(16) The WA Government purchased Northern Mining for $42 million. The
WADC purchased Northern Mining for $42 million. The WADT purchased
the assets of Northern Mining for $45 million.

(17) See (16) above.
CRIME - TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS
Obern, Neil Stewart - Case Review

1611. Ms MENSAROS to the Minister representing the Attorney General:

(1) In view of the understandable anxiety of the parents whose son lost his life in
a traffic accident, will the Minister reconsider his previous negative decision
and review the case of Neil Stewart Obern with the view of instigating
prosecution against the driver of the vehicle involved?
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(2) If not, why not?
Mr GRILL replied:

(I)-(2)
I am advised that this case has already been the subject of a coronial inquiry
and a civil action. Ihe coroner returned a finding that the death was caused by
accident and took no further action. The civil action in the District Court has
been examined by officers of my department who have recommended against
a charge being laid. Bearing in mind the defence under section 23 of the
Criminal Code and the requirement for the Crown to provide evidence to a
criminal standard of proof, it is their view that the charge would not succeed.

PLANNING - DEVELOPMENTS
Stephenson Avenue, Lot I - Implementation Agreements

1665. Mr CASH to the Minister for Planning:

(1) Why did he not ensure the implementation of an appropriate zoned, council
approved, legitimate development of the Knightsbridge property at Lot I
Stephenson Avenue. City Beach?

(2) Are dhe majority, if not all, of conclusions and recommendations by the EPA
in bulletin 322 as evidenced by those numbered one to 13 on pages VIII to Xa
fundamentally planning matters and, if not, why not?

(3) Which of the 13 recommendations made by the EPA in bulletin 322, pages
VIII to )U. is it considered are of no relevance to him or the State Planning
Commission: in particular will he enable recomimendation 7 on page IX of
bulletin 322?

(4) Given that the Minister for Environment has stated that he referred the matter
to him as he was obliged to under section 45(l)(a) of the Environmental
Protection Act, and that the Minister for Planning has agreed with his
decision, did he so agree and, if so, why?

(5) (a) Did the Minister for Environment consult with the State Planning
Commission as he was obliged to under section 45(1 )(b) of the
Environmental Protection Act; and

(b) did the commission agree with him and, if so, when and how - orally
or in writing?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1).(4)
The proposal was found to be environmentally unacceptable and the
Government rejected it. Knightsbridge did not have council approval.
Council was not entidled to make a decision which could cause or allow the
implementation to proceed until after the Minister for Environment had
determined the environmental acceptability of the proposal. System 6
recommendations predate the purchase of the land by the current owner of
Knightsbridge. Recommendations are intended to protect environmental
values of the areas involved. Proposals that could damage these values need
to be appropriately assessed, if necessary via a public environmental report, to
establish whether they are environmentally acceptable.

(2) In matters of environmental significance, environmental decision making
precedes planning.

(3) None. Appropriate amendments to the metropolitan region scheme will be
made when necessary.

(5) (a) I refer the member to answers (1) and (2) to question 1415; and

(b) the Minister for Environment consulted with me in the normal
procedural manner as the Minister responsible for the State Planning
Commission.
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EDUCATION -TERTIARY

University of Western Australia -"Uninews", Proposed Changes

1678. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for Education:

(1) Further to question 1504 of 1988, is she satisfied that no changes -

(a) have been made; or

(b) are proposed to be made in advance of the required statutory process?

(2) Will she investigate the matter?

(3) Has she discussed the matter with the vice chancellor or other university
representatives?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1) (a) Yes; and

(b) arrangements will be established in parallel to the existing system to
enable smooth transition to the new system in the event of statutory
requirements being met. In the interim the existing system will
continue.

(2)-(3) No.

WORKERS' COMPENSATION ACT' - CHIROPRACTORS
Signing Off-work Certificates - Organisations' Objections

1681. Mr WILLIAMS to the Minister for Labour:

(1) What organ isations making statements to the tripartite committee objected to
chiropractors signing off-work certificates under the trms of the Workers'
Compensation Act?

(2) If no organisation made an objection, why is the Chiropractors Association not
being permitted to exercise this responsibility under the workers'
compensation amendment Bill before the House?

Mr TROY replied:

(1)-(2)
1 recently met with representatives of the Australian Chiropractors Association
and have requested that the Tripartite Labour Consultative Council consider
this matter further and provide me with a recommendation -as to whether any
change should be made to the Bill.

TRANSPORT - RAILWAYS
Northern Suburbs, Wanneroo - Extension Plans

1685. Mr CRANE to the Minister for Transport:

(1) As the Government is proceeding with its plan to electrify the metropolitan
rail transport system, has it made a decision on the extension of a rail service
through the northern suburbs to Wanneroo?

(2) If not, will it consider this matter urgently in view of the rapid increase in
population in that area and the need for a properly balanced metropolitan rail
transport system?

Mr PEARCE replied:

The options for mass transit in the northern corridor are under intense
Government scrutiny. The Travers Morgan report has been released and is
currently being reviewed. Public comment has been invited. I appreciate the
member's encouragement towards a rail system for the northern suburbs: He
might do well to encourage members on his own side to take an unambiguous
stand on the metropolitan railways' bright futuire.
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WELLER, HELEN - DIRECTORSHIPS
Business Dealings - Inquiry, Prosecution Launch

1687. Mir CRANE to the Minister representing the Attorney General:
(1) In view of the spate of advertisements on television by him supporting

so called "little" people, will the Government order an investigation by the
Commissioner for Corporate Mffairs into the directorships of Helen Weller
and her business dealings in relationship to the Nine Club, Artlook Books and
Newspapers Pty Ltd, Kingsdene Pty Ltd, Access Press, W. Reeve Pry Ltd, and
any other companies in which she may have had an interest, with a view to
launching prosecutions under the WA Companies Code where it can be
proved breaches have occurred, as a great number of people have suffered
losses and expense as a result of involvement with these companies?

(2) If not, why not?
Mr GRILL replied:
(1) The matter should be referred to the Commissioner for Corporate Affairs for

his consideration and any necessary investigations.
(2) Not applicable.

FOR ESTRY - PINE TREE GROWING
Manjimup Region - Land Purchased. Leased

1710. Mr BLAIKIE to the Minister for Conservation and Land Management:
(1) How many hectares of land have been -

(a) purchased; and
(b) leased
which are subject to farmer-Government agreement by -

(i) CALM; and
(ii) other Government Departments or agencies

for growing pines within shim areas of the Manjimup, region in t years 1987
and 1988 to date?

(2) Further to question (1), what has been the cost in each category?

Mr HODGE replied:

(a) (i) Area and cost of land purchased by CALM for growing pines
within the shires listed below -

YEAR SHIRE AREA PURCHASE
(HA) PRICE

1987 Manjiniup Nil Nil
Nannup 1 114 936000
Bridgetown-Greenbushes 326 262 000
Donnybrook-B alingup 498 602 000

1988
to date Donnybrook-B alingup 14 38 000

(ii) not known;

(b) (i) area and cost of payments to date for land leased for growing
pines within the shires listed below -
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YEAR SHIRE AREA PAYMENTS
(HA) $

1987 Manjirnup 363 32063
Nannup Nil Nil
Bridgetown-Greenbushes 151 10360
Donnybrook-Balingup Nil Nil

1988 Manjimup 452 56 711t
to
date Bridgetown-Greenbushes 110 26336
Note'that payments made in 1988 include subsequent
payments for land leased in 1987; and

(ii) not known.
PORTS AND HARB OURS -MARINE PARKS

Marine Nature Reserves -Establishment

1718. Mr GRAYDEN to the Minister for Conservation and Land Management:
(1) How many -

(a) marine parks; and
(b) marine nature reserves
have been established in Western Australia?

(2) Where are such marine parks and marine nature reserves located?
Mr HODGE replied:
(I) (a) Two; and

(b) none.
(2) Marmion and Ningaloo - near Exmouth.

POLICE - ROCKINGHAM
Sector Patrol - Operational Duty Hours

1723- Mr WILLIAMS to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:
(1) Further to question 1682 of 1988, will he advise if the sector patrol in the

Rockingham area finishes at 6.00 am and, if so, at what time the next
Rockinghami sector patrol commences operational duty?

(2) Does this break in the Rockingham sector patrol cause additional pressure on
the Fremnantle Police Station?

(3) Has the regional officer responsible for the Rockingham police district
addressed the problem of insufficient police manpower at the Rockingham
Police Station and, if not, why not?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) The combined Rockingham-Kwinana sector patrol operates from 10.00 pm

through to 6.00 am daily. On weekdays the sergeant in charge and one officer
commence duties at 7.00 am. On Saturdays and Sundays two officers
commence duties at 8.00 am.

(2) No. During the break two vans a Fremantle provide police cover for the areas
of Frenmantle, Palmyra, Brentwood, Hilton, Cockburn, Kwinana and
Rockingham.

(3) The regional police officer at Fremantle has addressed the problem of police
manpower at the Rockinghamn Police Station. A three. year plan being
prepared by this department as the result of the Government's "Beat Crime"
initiative will provide for additional staff to cover projected future
development. It is expected that personnel will be provided for Rockinghamn
during the first year.
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TRAFFIC - LIGHTS
Dianella-Morley Drive Intersection - Installation

1724. Mr CASH to the Minister for Transpont:

Given the proposed traffic management plans of the City of Stirling in the
Nollamara-Dianella area, particularly in Cobham Road, and the subsequent
increase in traffic volume at the intersection of Dianella Drive and Morley
Drive, Dianefla, can he advise when traffic lights will be installed at this
intersection?

Mr PEARCE replied:

The Main Roads Department wil investigate a City of Stirling proposal to
redirect traffic to the media complex in Dianella. This will include the effect
of the proposal on the need for signals at the intersection of Morley Drive and
Dianella Drive.

POLICE - OFFICERS. WOMEN
Statistics, 30 June 1980-87 - Average Time Served

1725. Mr CASH to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) How many female police officers were serving in the Western Australian
Police Force as at -

(a) 30 June 1980;
(b) 30 June 198 1;
(c) 30 June 1982;
(d) 30 June 1983:

Ve) 30 June 1984;
(0) 30 June 1985;

(g) 30 June 1986;
(h) 30OJune 1987; and

(1) 30 June 1988?
(2) What is the average time served by female police officers before retirement or

resignation?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) (a) 75;
(~b) 75;
(c) 76;
(d) 73.
(e) 86;
(f) 99;
(g) 153;
(h) 183; and
(i) 191.

(2) (a) Resignations - 5.58 years; and
(b) retirement - 23.92 years.

COPYRIGHT ACT 1895 - PROVISIONS
Current

1726. Mr COWAN to the Minister for The Arts:

(1) Are any of the provisions of the Copyright Act 1895 still current?

(2) If yes, which sections arc still in force?

(3) If no to (1). are there any legislative requirements for printers to supply the
State Library Service of Western Australia with books printed in Western
Australia?
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Mrs HENDERSON replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Sections 4 and 7-9 which provide legislative requirements for printers to

supply the State Library Service of Western Australia with books primted in
Western Australia.

(3) Not applicable.
ROADS - ARMADALE-RAVENSTH-ORPE

Hyden-H'olt Rock Section - Sealing
1727. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Transport:

(1) When will die Hyden-Ilolt Rock portion of the Annadale-Ravensdiorpe Road
be sealed?

(2) (a) Has there been a decision to delay sealing of this road; and

(b) if yes, why?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1)-(2)

The volume of traffic using the Ilyden-Holt Rock section of the
Armadale-Ravensthorpe Road is insufficient at ibis stage to justify the
expenditure of over $3 million to seal this section of road, particularly in view
of the continuing constraints on funding and the many other higher priority
projects throughout the State competing for road funds. Although there has
been little growth in traffic volumes over 'the past few years traffic will
continue to be monitored and consideration will be given to sealing as soon as
traffic counts warrant it and funds allow.

ACTS -WESTERN AUSTRALIA
Copyright -Electronic Retrieval System

1730. Mr COWAN to the Minister representing the Attorney General:
(1) Are Western Australia's Statutes subject to copyright?
(2) If yes, who holds the copyright?
(3) What effect does this have on the development of a system of electronic

retrieval of Statutes?
Mr GRILL replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) The Crown in right of the State of Western Australia.
(3) None. In creating the electronic database comprising die Western Australian

Statutes the intention is that access will be provided through a licensing
arrangement with an organisation which satisfies the Attorney General of its
ability to provide the widest possible availability of the Statues to the
community.

ACTS - ELECTRONIC RETRIEVAL SYSTEM
Development Progress - Projected Cost

173 1. Mr COWAN to the Minister representing the Attorney General:
(1) What progress is being made towards the development of a system of

electronic retieval of Statutes?
(2) What, at this stage, are the projected -

(a) financial; and
(b) staff savings of such a system?

(3) (a) Is there a target date for the establishment of such a systenm and
(b) if yes, when?
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(4) What is the projected cost of establishing it?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) The first phase of the project has already commnenced. This involves
reviewing the requirements for the system and acquiring resources.

(2) Productivity savings to the Governiment have been estimated at $469 000 per
annumn. In addition, considerable savings will accrue to the public and to the
legal profession by having access to current legislation.

(3) (a) Yes; and

(b) the project will be completed in 12-18 months.

(4) The total cost of establishing and implementing the system is estimated to be
$621 000.
NATIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL - FUNCTONS, ROLES

Departmental Takeover - Defensive Driving, Bicycle Riding Courses
1736. Mr CASH to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) Which deparments are now carrying out the functions and roles previously
performed by the National Safety Council, and in particular which department
handles the defensive driving courses?

(2) In view of his answer to question 2110 of 1988, will he ensure that there is
greater publicity given to the bicycle riding courses which he claims were
transferred to the Police Department to enable children to receive instruction
on riding safely on the road?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) Police Department. Health Department and the Marine and Harbours
Department. Based on the previous number of people attending these courses
it is considered that private instructors can adequately cater for demands.

(2) With the relocation of the bicycle education section to H-ighgate in December
1988. added publicity will be given to encourage children to participate in
bicycle safety programs during school holidays.

TRANSPORT - RAILWAYS
Meckering Station - Relocation Requests

1737. Mr CASK to the Minister for Transport:

(1) Is he aware of requests to relocate the Meckering Railway Station to a more
central location near the township?

(2) (a) Is it not a fact that the current location of the Meckering Railway
Station is some two and one half kilometres from the Meckering
township; and

(b) is this causing great inconvenience to Westrail passengers using the
Meckering station?

(3) What action is he prepared to take to ensure that the Meckering station is
relocated to a more central location in the Meckering townsite?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) (a) Yes; and

(b) I understand that of the small number of people using the Meckering
stopping place - an average of one passenger for every two trains -

some are inconvenienced by the existing location.

(3) There are a number of Westrail stopping places located away from the main
towosite. I believe when the standard gauge line was constructed in 1968 it
was the accepted practice, which was endorsed by local councils and others
concemned, to locate railway facilities away from the main townsite in order to
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enhance opportunities for town development and minimise train noise. This
was the case with Meckering. In view of the low patronage and the limited
potential for future growth the provision of a new relocated platform,
passenger shelter, lighting, etc, at Meckering could not be justified by Westrail
on economic grounds. However, considering the wishes of the Meckering
comuninty for relocation of the station, I asked the Commissioner for
Railways to negotiate with the Shire of Cunderdin concerning funding the cost
of the proposal. Unfortunately, council has recently advised Westrail. it is not
prepared to provide any finance for the purpose of relocating the stopping
place.

POLICE - SECOND HAND DEALERS
Pawnbrokers - Monitoring, Section Responsibility

1738. Mr CASH to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) Which section of the Police Force is charged with the responsibility of
monitoring the operations of second hand dealers and pawnbrokers?

(2) Are there sufficient police officers attached to this section to enable an
effective and efficient monitoring of both second hand dealers and
pawnbrokers?

(3) Is he aware of recent newspaper reports which suggested that between three
and 60 per cent of property being passed through licensed second hand dealers
and pawnbrokers was stolen property and, if so, can he advise of the actual
percentage of stolen goods which may be being passed through licensed
second hand dealers and pawnbrokers?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) A Criminal Investigation Branch squad - dealers squad - is dedicated to
checking on these types of operations in the metropolitan area, with their
tasking supplemented by other police performing random and specific checks.

(2)-(3)
The Commissioner of Police advises me that the levels of staffing of the squad
are considered satisfactory by him and their efficiency and effectiveness
established by the results they achieved. In the last financial year stolen
property estimated at $370 000 was recovered by the dealers squad, as well as
numerous arrests of offenders selling or pawning goods to these businesses.
Some newspaper reports have appeared with what could be described as guess
estimates.

POLICE - STATIONS
Pinjarra - Closure Discussions

1739. Mr CASH to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) Have there been discussions on the possible closure or a reduction in the hours
the Pinjarra Police Station is open to the public to transact business?

(2) If yes, will he advise of the proposal and the reasons for the changes?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) No.

(2) Answered by (1).
POLICE - CURTIN HOUSE

Relocation - Costs
1740. Mr CASK to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) When is the CIB and pant of the police administration to transfer to Curtin
House?

(2) Have the relocation costs exceeded earlier estimates and, if so, by how much?

(3) What is the expected relocation cost- and have sufficient funds been set aside
A64811-7
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for the removal and relocation of pant of the Police Force to Curtin House?
(4) Does the Australian Labor Party still own or retain an interest in Curtin House

and, if not, when was it disposed of'

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) The personnel of the crime portfolio and City Police Station will transfer to
Curtin House next year.

(2)-(3)
Relocation costs are still being finalised and sufficient funds will be available.

(4) No. June 1987.
CAMERON, MR LEEDHAM - ABORIGINAL LEGAL SERVICE

Employment
1741. NO CASH to the Minister representing the Attorney General:

(1) Is Mr Leedham Cameron employed by the Aboriginal Legal Service?
(2) If yes, in what capacity and for what period has he been employed?
(3) What are the responsibilities of his position?

Mr GRILL replied:

As a Commonwealth authority, the Aboriginal Legal Service does not come
under the jurisdiction of the State Attorney General. It is suggested that the
member address his queries to the Commonwealth Government.

MOTOR VEHICLES - MOTOR CYCLES
Running Headlights Proposal - Motor Cycle Riders Association

Concern
1742. Mr CASH to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) Is he aware of proposed changes to the Australian Design Rules which would
require motor cycles to have their headlights on whilst the motor cycle was in
use?

(2) Does he support such a proposal?
(3) In view of the concern of the Motor Cycle Riders Association (Western

Australian Branch) about this proposal, will he agree to meet the president and
committee of this association to discuss this matter which the association
believes could be inherently dangerous for motor cyclists?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) No.

(2) Not applicable.
(3) This matter has already been raised with me by the MLA for Scarborough, Mr

0. Burkett, and as I informed him I am always prepared to meet the
association to discuss any mailers of concern to them.

MOTOR VEHICLES - MOTOR CYCLE RIDERS ASSOCIATION
Safety Measures - Discussions

1743. Mr CASH to the Minister for Transport:
Will he meet with a delegation from the Motor Cycle Riders Association to
discuss appropriate safety measures which could be implemented at moderate
cost and which would significantly improve road safety conditions for motor
cyclists?

Mr PEARCE replied:
Yes. It would assist me if the association could submit prior to the meeting
details of the matters the delegates wish to discuss.
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MOTOR VEHICLES - MOTOR CYCLES
Trailer Towing - Legislation Amendments

1744. Mr CASH to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) Has he considered amendments to existing legislation to enable motor cycles
to tow a trailer and, if so, will he advise when this legislation is likely to be
brought forward?

(2) If no amendment is proposed will he advise of the reasons why?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

I have already discussed this matter with members of the Motor Cycle Riders
Association and it has been raised with me by the MLA for Scarborough, Mr
G. Burkett. The matter is currently being examined by the Police Department
and will be submitted to the Traffic Board, which will make a
recommendation to me on this matter.

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING - WORK SKILL AUSTRALIA
COMPETITION

National Finals, 1989 - Burswood Superdonic
1746. Mr CASH to the Minister for Employment and Training:

(I) What were the reasons for choosing the Burswood Superdome as the venue
for the national finals of the Work Skill Australia competition which are to be
held in April/May 1989?

(2) Who made the decision and was advice sought from those involved in the
organisation of the Western Australian regional finals?

(3) Is he aware that the Perth regional finials of the Work Skill Australia
competition were held at the Fremantle passenger terminal, which has
convenient public transport alongside, adequate public access and adequate
parking, and further allows the separation, by using both the ground and first
floors, of heavy and light trades?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:

(1) In the original submission - April 1988 - by the Department of Employment
and Training to the Work Skill Australia Foundation, Burswood Superdome
was put forward as an appropriate, suitably high profile location to
accommodate the national finals. This and other potential venues were
inspected by the representatives from the Work Skill Australia Foundation,
who agreed with the department's original assessment.

(2) The final decision was made on 21 October 1988 by Work Skill Australia
national finals management committee, chaired by Sir James McCusker. This
committee has representation from key people in industry, unions,
Government and Work Skill Australia. Advice was sought from key
participants in the organisation of the regional finals including the
subcommittees, the technical coordinator and the chairnan of the State
coordinating committee.

(3) Yes.
MOTOR VEHICLES - MOTOR CYCLES

Driving Safety - Motor Driver Education Program

1747. Mr CASH to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) (a) Will the Government consider a motor driver education program to
enable motorists to have a better understanding of the dangers that
motor cyclists face when motorists fail to observe normal driving
courtesies and endanger the lives of motor cyclists; and

(b) if not, why not?
(2) Will he ensure that the "Drive to Stay Alive" boolet provides additional
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information on motor cycles and the need for motorists to recognise the
special needs of motor cyclists?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(I) (a) If the member is prepared to elaborate on such a program the mailer
will be considered by the Commissioner of Police; and

(b) not applicable.

(2) Yes. T'he Commissioner of Police is considering the inclusion of such
information in future publications of the booklet.

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINNG - APPRENTICE OF THE YEAR AWARDS
Observation City, 23 October 1988 - Major Sponsors

1748. Mr CASH to the Minister for Employment and Training:

(I) Who are the major sponsors of the Apprentice of the Year Awards held at
Observation City on 23 October 1988?

(2) Were they invited to attend and, if not, why not?

(3) Did they present awards on the evening or were they invited to present
awards?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:

(1) Rural and Industries Bank of Western Australia;
Ansett Airlines of Australia:
Pioneer Australia's Coachline;
Bunnings Forest Products; and
GEC - Osram Wholesale Division.

(2) Yes.
(3) They were invited to present awards on the evening; all but two did so.

POLICE - METROPOLITAN POLICE PLAN
Results - Government Action

1750. Mr CASH to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) Has the metropolitan police pian been successful and achieved the desired
results?

(2) If not, why not?

(3) What action does the Government intend to pursue to rectify this situation?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1)-(3)
The metropolitan policing plan was introduced in the Warwick division as a
pilot scheme. Resulting from the review of the scheme, recent improvements
have been made and are undergoing further evaluation. The primary
objectives of the scheme are -

(a) Provide an effective, coordinated 24 hour patrol coverage;

(b) reduce patrol response time to tasks attended; and

(c) improve service to the public by providing set, uninterrupted office
hours at suburban police stations.

I ar advised by the police that these objectives are being met.

CONSUMER AFFAIRS - PAWNBROKERS
Stolen Goods Claims - Police Investigations

1751. Mr CASH to the Minister representing the Minister for Consumer Affairs:

Referring to his media release dated I I August 1988 stating he would ask the
police to investigate claims that some pawnbrokers were involved in handling
stolen goods and seek details concerning such illegal activities, will he advise
of the police response?
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Mr TAYLOR replied:
A Press release was issued on 8 September 1988 concerning this matter and I
have arranged for a copy to be forwarded to the member.

POLICE - PAWNBROKERS ACT
Law Reform Commissioner's Report - June, 1985

1752. Mr CASH to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:
(1) Is he aware of the report on the Pawnbrokers Act carried out by die Law

Reform Commission of Western Australia and published in June 1985?
(2) Does he support the various recommendations made in the report and, if not,

will he indicate which recommendations he does not support?
(3) When will amendments to the existing Pawnbrokers Act be submitted to the

Parliament?
(4) Are there any impediments to the police prosecuting breaches of the

Pawnbrokers Act in relation to stolen goods using the Criminal Code or the
Police Act to deal with stolen goods and, if so. will he advise of such
impediments?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Whilst the majority of the recommendations contained in the report are

supported, it was considered others warranted further consideration or
clarification. Accordingly, on 5 June 1986, the Commissioner of Police
having examined the report submitted a comprehensive submission addressing
a number of issues to the Director of the Ministry of Consumer Affairs. Due
to the extent of the submission, I propose to answer the question more
comprehensively in writing.

(3) The mailer of this legislation is not within my portfolio as Minister for Police
and Emergency Services. It is suggested this question be redirected to the
Minister for Consumer Affairs.

(4) Neither the Criminal Code nor the Police Act is deficient as to preclude
prosecutions in relation to stolen goods.

POLICE - SECOND-HAND DEALERS ACT
Marine Stores Act - Working Party Review

1753. Mr CASH to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:
(1) Is he aware of the formation of a working party to review the Second-hand

Dealers Act and the Marine Stores Act which was established by an earlier
Minister for Police and Emergency Services in 1984?

(2) (a) What were the recommendations of the working party and does he
support these recommendations; and

(b) if not, will he advise on which recommendations he is not prepared to
support and the basis of such a decision?

(3) When did the working party report its findings and recommendations to the
Minister?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) The review of the Marine Stores Act and the Second-hand Dealers Act was

conducted in 1984, however the working party which conducted the review no
longer exists.

(2) (a) A number of recomnmendations were proposed and details of these
were previously forwarded to the member in response to his similar
question on 24 August 1988. However, since that review was
conducted a number of further submissions have been made by the
industry which impact to a large extent upon those earlier
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recommendations. In the early part of this year a number of meetings
were conducted between staff of my office, members of the Police
Force, and representatives of the industry. As a result of these
meetings and the mailers arising therefrom, a comprehensive
discussion paper is currently being prepared for consideration by the
parties concerned; and

(b) not applicable.
(3) Due to the number of changes sought by the industry since the original review

was conducted, no formal recommendations have been made.
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING - MULTICULTURAL SHARED

WORKSPACE
Funding - Future

1754. Mr CASH to the Minister for Employment and Training:

(1) Further to question 1418 of 1988, has his office suggested that the level of
funding for the Multicultural Shared Workspace Inc is liely to be only
$20 000 for the period ending 31 March 1989 with a l~ikelihood of no funding
after this date?

(2) (a) If yes, what is the future of the Multicultural Shared Workspace lnc:
and

(b) does he support the concept and continuation of such an organisation?
(3) Have the tenants been made aware of the financial plight of the organisation

and, if not, why not?
(4) (a) Has, or is, a shared workspace to be located in or near his electorate;

and
(b) if so, will he advise of the past and current funding levels of any

proposals?
Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1) A basic principle of shared workspaces is that they should be self supporting

within two or three years of operation. An amount of $20 000 is sufficient to
operate the centre until 31 March when the future planning process should
have been finalised.

(2) (a) See (1) above: and

(b) yes.
(3) There are tenants' representatives on the management committee.
(4) (a) A submission for the redevelopment of the old Midland Technical

College site, which includes a proposal for a shared workspace, has
been received from the eastern region economic and employment
committee; and

(b) funding arrangements have yet to be finalised.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

ROTHWNELLS LTD -GOVERNMENT GUARANTEE
Retirement -National Australia Bank

317. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier
(1) Is he aware of the claim made by the managing director of the National

Australia Bank on the "Business Sunday" program, and reported on page 3 of
The Australian Financial Review of Monday, 7 November with reference to
the $115 million Western Australian Government credit line to Rothwells Ltd
that the indemnity the Western Australian Government gave to support the
credit line was still in existence and would be relied on "in the event of need"?
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(2) Was it not the purpose of the $175 million commitment of taxpayers' funds to
the non-existent petrochemical plant that the $150 million guarantee to
Rothwells be retired?

(3) If this was not the purpose did the Treasurer give public assurances at the time
the petrochemical deal was being done that it was only being done if the
Government's exposure to risky losses was reduced through the retirement of
the $150 million guarantee to Rothwells?

(4) What explanation does the Treasurer now offer for the fact that he claims the
original $150 million Rothwells' guarantee, placing taxpayers' funds at risk, is
retired when the National Australia Bank clearly believes the credit line is still
firmly in place?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1)-(4)
1 think the Leader of the Opposition has a similar question on the Notice
Paper. I understand that the National Australia Bank has put out the following
statement -

In view of public comment relating to a facility of $150 Million
granted to Rothwells Limited in October 1987, Mr N.R. (Nobby)
Clark, Managing Director of National Australia Bank, today confirmed
the whole of the facility had been repaid and the Bank is satisfied that
there is no reason to make any write-off or Provision in its accounts in
respect of this facility.

That accords with the Government's advice. As I have said before, when we
sought from solicitors and others who were giving advice on what was the
outside level of Government exposure, assuming that the $150 million
guarantee was called upon, the suggestion was that the limit was $100 million.
The answer to the first part of the question is that I can only go on the
statement made by the National Australia Bank which I have read to the
House. The second thing that should be said about this matter is that the
facility was retired by the National Australia Bank in the ordinary course of its
business transactions. I do not want to get into an issue. Of course theme will
be people who will want to pursue the suggestion that the $150 million
guarantee has not been retired, despite the Government's assurances that it
has, and they will be of the opinion that it should be fought over in the courts.
The Government's advice is that the guarantee has been retired, that the
National Australia Bank takes the same view and that the National Australia
Bank is obliged to contest the view, if it were ever raised, and at the end of
that contest and at the end of the liquidation, if it were required and called in,
it would be part of the pool for distribution which would give rise to the figure
of between zero and $100 million of Government exposure.

Of course the Opposition will be able to find people who will want to take the
view that the guarantee is still in place because it will actually suit some
people, but our advice is that it is not.

Mr Mensaros interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDING: I do not think that is correct. However, it will be contested
and our advice is that it will not be called upon. I am sure there is nothing
more the Opposition would want than not only to see Rothwells fall over, but
also to see the guarantee called upon. As the Deputy Premier has predicted, I
will bet members that tonight or tomorrow the Opposition will be turning its
focus away from Rothwells because it has had its say about it and will start
homing in on the petrochemical project to fly to make that fall over. I bet that
is what the Opposition does. It is absolutely determained to try to destroy
whatever is good for Western Australia on any basis at all.
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COMMISSION ON ACCOUNTABILITY - MEMBERS

318. Mr BURKETT to the Premier:
Can he inform the House who the additional member, or members, of the
Commission on Accountability will be?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

I announced yesterday that the commission will be chaired by Sir Francis Burt
and will include amongst the membership, the Executive Director of the
Confederation of WA Industry, the Auditor General and the Under Treasurer.
I have given a clear public commitment that the final composition will be
determined in conjunction with and in terms acceptable to the former Chief
Justice, Sir Francis Burt, in the limited time available. In the last couple of
days a number of people have expressed some interest, but the final
determination has not been made. However, I make it quite clear that it will
be someone who is acceptable to the chairman.

WESTERN COLLIERIES LTD - COAL DEAL
Advance Pa -yment - Deputy Premier's Authorisation

319. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Agriculture:

(I) Did the Minister, acting for the Minister for Economic Development and
Trade, authorise the deal whereby $15 million was paid in advance for coal to
Western Collieries Ltd?

(2) If yes, who were the company officials who handled these negotiations?

(3) Was Tony Lloyd approved by Western Collieries to negotiate this deal on
behalf of the company and receive the money?

(4) Has action been taken to find out why it took more than two weeks for the
funds to reach Western Collieries?

(5) Did these funds go into Rothwells or a company associated with Rothwells?

Mr GRILL replied:

(I) Yes, [ did authorise the transaction.

(2) I am not sure of the company officials who handled these negotiations. The
dealing was done on a commercial basis between the State Energy
Commission of Western Australia which, as I understand, received an offer
from the Managing Director of Western Collieries. It responded to that by a
counter offer which, in due course, was accepted by Western Collieries. That
was the transaction which I authorised.

1 do not know to whom the monies were paid and that would not normally
.come within the province of my knowledge or within the 'province of the
knowledge of the Minister for Economic Development and Trade had he been
here on that day. I am assured, however, that the SEC acted quite properly in
the way in which it drew the cheque, endorsed the cheque and handed it over.
I have no reason to believe that it was not properly paid.

In respect of where it was paid I advise members that it is properly a matter
which should be directed to the directors of Western Collieries.

Mr Hassell: Commercially confidential, is it?

Mr GRILL: It is not commercially confidential at all. Members could ask them and
no doubt they will give a response. I think I have answered the question. I do
not know where the money was deposited.
Having listened to the debate in this House this afternoon and having read
what the Opposition has had to say about this matter over recent weeks, I am
absolutely sickened by the Opposition. It seems to have a monumental
disregard for all of those depositors in Rothwells, the depositors and small
account holders in the Teachers Credit Society, and all the small deposit
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holders in the Swan Building Society. I think that the Government operated
properly and responsibly and with some compassion in coming to the rescue
of that range of people in those organisations. Certainly the list of the types of
people who were helped in respect of the rescue of Rothwells - I am referring
to the list read by the Premier earlier today - demonstrates very clearly that the
beneficiaries of this rescue have not been the "Mr Bigs" of Perth or the
Eastern States; they have been a range of very responsible people in our
community who run businesses, and who are involved in charities and in a
range of practical activities in our community. I want to place on the record
that I am proud that the Government came to their rescue, and I think the
Opposition has a lot to be ashamed of and to be questioned about.

ROTHWELLS LTD - LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION
Alternative Rescue Remarks

320. Dr GALLOP to the Premier:

(1) Is the Premier aware of the remarks made by the Leader of the Opposition in
relation to Rothwells that "There are alternative ways to go about that rescue',
and in particular, a reference to problems faced by the Finance Corporation of
Australia in Adelaide?

(2) If so, can he comment on the accuracy of those statements?
Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1)-(2)
I saw the Leader of the Opposition on "The 7.30 Report" which always
involves fairly probing interviews, when he was asked what he would have
done. The Leader of the Opposition said, "Well, urn, three bags full, etc etc",
and would not make up his mind and give a commitment. The interviewer
probed further and Mr Macinnon said that the Government could have done
it in another way. What other way? The Leader of the Opposition has
referred to the rescue in 1979 of the Bank of Adelaide and its subsidiary, the
Finance Corporation of Australia. The Bank of Adelade was covered by State
Government legislation which provided it with a broad level of guarantee, the
provisions of the Reserve Hank, and the support of the Australian Bankers
Association, of which it was a member. Of course, things were different when
FCA got into difficulties with $60 million of unfunded liabilities. That
$60 million pales into insignificance next to the $7 000 million liability that
the Liberal Government put on the people of Westemn Australia in conjunction
with a contract within which the secrecy clause was so secret that it cannot be
quoted. That is how much commercial security and sensitivity the Liberal
Government had in relation to that deal.
What would the Leader of the Opposition have done in relation to Rothwells
in 1987? He did not criticise the decision when it was made; he was invited to
endorse that decision and he did not have the gumption to do so. He has sat
on the sidelines waiting for it for fall over so that he could step in and have a
peck. It having now fallen over, the Leader of the Opposition tomorrow will
start on the petrochemical industry.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT - PETROCHEMICAL PROJECT
Roehweils Guarantee - Government Involvement

321. Mr COURT to the Deputy Premier:
(1) In answer to question 135 in relation to the Government's investment in the

petrochemical project, the Deputy Premier stated -

The Government has secured a position where a very substanitial and
important project for this State will go ahead while at the same time
the Government will have no financial liability to Rothwells bank; a
very credit worthy result, I would have thought.

In the light of recent events, does the Deputy Premier stand by this statement?
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(2) Will the Government now continue its involvement in the petrochemical
project as negotiated with Bond interests?

Mr PARKER replied:

(04-2)
Question 135 of course related to the Government's position with regard to the
guarantee. Contrary to the comments made by the Leader of the National
Party, the Premier and I have stated publicly on a number of occasions - both
in July when announcing the decision of the Government to participate in the
petrochemnical project and in October when announcing the basis of that
participation - that it was in the knowledge that by doing so, apart from
securing an important investment for the State, the Government was ensuring -
as the Premier has emphasised and underlined by reading the statement from
Mr Nobby Clark - that the $1~50 million lent to Rothweils by the National
Australia Bank could be repaid.
At various times the Leader of the Opposition has tried to suggest that there
has been some negotiation of an extension of that guarantee; in fact, the
motion moved before question time referred to the extension of the
Government's $150 million guarantee. There has been no extension, no
renegotiation or no new indemnity, such as I heard the member for Cortesloc
refer to in the last couple of weeks. As the Premnier has said, in the normal
course of business the National Australia Bank had funds repaid to it and it
anticipates that that is the end of the matter. The Government also expects
that to be the end of the matter. In an effort to be up front, because everybody
has said that the Government should come clean and tell the truth, the whole
trmth and nothing but the truth, the Government made clear what the worst
possible situation might be in the unlikely event that the guarantee were called
upon by a liquidator and that call were successful. That was the basis upon
which the Government derived the maximum possible liability figure of
$100 million. The Government could have said that its advice was that it
would lose $10 million, $5 million, or no money at all, but that things would
work out and the Government did not expect the guarantee to be called. In
that case the Opposition would have criticised the Government for not dealing
with the unlikely possibility that the guarantee would be called upon. The
Government took the open route, the up front route, of saying that it did not
believe the guarantee would or could, be called, which accords with the
National Australia Bank's position; but if it is, the position 'as outlined by the
Premier will be an absolute maximum over some years - not being asked for
until some years hence - of$ $00 million.

ASBESTOS - DISEASE SOCIETY
Tenth Anniversary - Success Celebrations

322. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Labour:
Is the Minister aware that today is the tenth anniversary of the Asbestos
Diseases Society, and that the society is celebrating the success of its struggle
for justice for victims of asbestos related diseases?

Mr TROY replied:
It certainly is a significant dare for the Asbestos Diseases Society. I hope to
attend a function tonight at which the society will celebrate that occasion. I
am sure that all members of the House will wish to join me in congratulating
the Asbestos Diseases Society for its 10 year struggle to achieve justice and
recognition for the victims of asbestos related diseases, and their families.
I refer in particular to Mr Robert Vojakovic, the president of the society, who
must be congratulated '>r his tireless endeavours over that period, and his
gentle and courteous approach to a very difficult and emotional subject.
In 1986 the Asbestos Diseases Society petitioned the State Government to
appoint a Royal Commission to inquire into the Wirtenoom. catastrophe. The
State Government considered that submission at great length and, after
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discussions with the society, decided to support an alternative strategy which
has now proved to be successful.
The successful Government strategy had the following key features: First,
amendments to the Limitation Act to enable retrospective damages claims by
sufferers of asbestos related diseases.

Secondly, provision of access to Government reports and files to assist in the
presentation of asbestos related diseases claims - this access to information
proved crucial in the success of the common law actions.

Thirdly, provision of funds through the Legal Aid Commission to enable
plaintiffs with asbestos related diseases to pursue common law claims in the
Western Australian courts. In addition the strategy included: Arrangements
providing that when an application was made for trial the court would provide
hearing dates in priority to any other actions; and, furthermore, special grants
to the families of some individuals to indemnify them against counterclaims.

It is a tragedy that the incidence of asbestos related diseases ever occurred in
Western Australia. I congratulate the Asbestos Diseases Society for having
achieved the justice in the courts that it clearly deserved, and I am proud of the
contribution that this Government has been able to make towards that result.

COMMISSION ON ACCOUNTABILITY - STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE
COMMISSION

Commercial Operations Reporting
323. Mr TRENORDEN to the Premier:

Will the proposed Commission on Accountability have authority to require the
SGIO to comply with Life Insurance Commissiotier's and General Insurance
Commissioner's requirements for reporting on its commercial operations?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

That is really a matter for the Statute. It was not intended that the Commission
on Accountability should look at the issues which the member has taken a
great deal of interest in, which relate to the expansion of the SGlO's role,
because that is a provision of an Act of this Parliament. If the member has a
specific area that he thinks is appropriate to be looked at in the context of the
SGlO's general accountability, I suggest that he write to me and I will take it
up with the comm-ission.

LIQUOR LICENSING BILL - PROCLAMATION

324. Dr ALEXANDER to the Minister for Racing and Gaming:

Cart the Minister advise - in view of the intransigent attitude of the Opposition
pantics to certain parts of the proposed Liquor Licensing Bill in this Chamber
and in the upper House - when this Bill is likely to be proclaimed9

Mrs BEGGS replied:

The original timetable for the liquor licensing legislation was that it would be
proclaimed as early as possible in the new year, approximately 31 January.
Members may not be aware that was dependent upon the smooth passage of
that legislation through the upper House. Some amendments have been made
to the legislation, and I am not in a position to accept those amendments
because they will completely un~do the balance between the needs of the
industry and the needs of the community, which is an essential part of the
legislation, and which I explained clearly during the debate in this House.

Mr Cowan interjected.

Mrs BEGGS: The member may not agree, but I can tell him that the community
does. I would think that most sections of the industry, apart from the
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Australian Hotels Association, are very anxious for the legislation to be passed
as quickly as possible because -

Mr Cowan inerjected.
Mrs BEGGS: No, I am not.

Mr Cowan. Why not introduce the Bill, and when the review shows that it is
deficient, you can put it in?

Mrs 88005: The Leader of the National Party would see, if he were to have another
look at the legislation, that the community would have absolutely no rights at
all because in the previous Act the community had the right to object at the
time the licence was up for renewal. That provision has been taken our of the
legislation currently before the House because the pant that members opposite
are trying to take out is the part which provides that the community can object
at any time as long as the complaint is sustained and justified. If we take out
section 117, the Act will have no recourse at all for the community. I have no
intention of accepting that amendment, which will mean we will have to
withdraw the legislation, and [ doubt whether it will get up in this session of
Parliament.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT - PETROCHEM[ICAL PROJECT
Funding - Ultimate Owner

325. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:
(1) Is the Minister satisfied that the petrochemical project can now proceed on the

basis -

Mr Peter Dowding: I said they would start tomorrow.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member should at least be able to get his question out.

By the same token, members of the Government would appreciate the
opportunity of being able to answer a question without interjection. I think we
should reciprocate.

Mr HASSELL: It is interesting that the Government, which has so loudly proclaimed
today that it is going to -

Several Government members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order? I think you should ask the question.
Mr HASSELL: Is the Minister satisfied that the petrochemical project can now

proceed on the basis of totally borrowed funds, without any liability on the
pant of the Western Australian Government - and it is a matter of
accountability - other than its shareholding in PICL? That is a question we
have been trying to get an answer to for a long time.

(2) Who is the true ultimate owner of the petrochemical project other than the
43 per cent owned by the taxpayers of Western Australia?

MrPARKER replied:

To answer the second question firs:, I am not all that much into philosophy,
especially medieval philosophy, although I have seen a lot of it from the other
side of the House in the nine years that I have been here, so I will take the
question at face value and assumne there is not some metaphysical aspect to it.
My understanding is that the true ultimate owner of the 56.25 per cent which
is not owned by the Government - which I assume is what the member for
Cotcesloe is talking about - is beneficially the Bond Corporation, or companies
within the Bond Corporation group. I cannot be precise about which
companies, but it is the B'-2d Corporation in one of its formns.
In relation to the first question, I have repeatedly answered questions by the
Leader of the Opposition, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition and the ex-
Leader of die Opposition - the triumvirate over there - as to what the position
about this project is.
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Mr Pearce: Past, present and future - those three.
Mr PARKER: Well, I would have thought past, past and past. I have answered those

questions. There has been some Press commnent in recent days - notably
within the Eastern States' Press - suggesting that there may be some difficulty
in raising the hinds that were originally projected. I assume it is that comrment
to which the member for Cotresloc is referring. If it is, then all of the
statements I have made to the House about the willingness of various parties
to become involved, about the basis upon which they will be involved, and
about the basis upon which we are involved, stand absolutely and have not
been changed by the events of the past few days - contrary to the aims and
aspirations of the Opposition.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS - FREMANTLE CREDIT UNION
Inade quat Performance - Public Statements

326. Mr COURT to the Premier:

The Premier said in his statement to Parliament today, when referring to local
financial institutions, that the Fremantle Building Society's iniadequate
performance was obvious. Was the Premier referring to the Fremantle Credit
Union, and has the Governent previously made any public statements about
the difficulties of this financial institution?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

If there is, that is a typographical error.
Mr Court: It is on page 19, which states: "Recently, the consequences of inadequate

performance by the Teachers Credit Society, Rothwells Lid, and the Swan and
Fremantle Building Societies" -

Mr PETER DOWDING: That is a mistake. It should be the credit union.
Mr Court: Have you previously made comments about its difficulties?
Mr PETER DOWDING: Yes. It has been the subject of some considerable publicity.

In fact, a manager was put in, at my request as Treasurer, and on the
recommendation of Mr Metaxas, who was drawn in from the industry. But
that was the credit union and not the building society. I will have that checked
and make sure a corrective. statement is issued. I understand the very real
dangers to commercial institutions from their names being bandied around this
House, and I will correct any mistake that has inadvertently occurred in the
preparation of the statement. I just wish that was a lesson that the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition, above all people, would be able to persuade his
party to learn.
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