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Wednesday, 16 September 1992

THE SPEAKER (Mr Michael Bamneut) took the Chair at 11.00 anm, and read prayers.

STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION - COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGE ON PRE-
EMPTIVE RELEASE OF PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND EXPENDITURE REVIEW

COMMITTEE'S REPORT ON NOTRE DAME LAND GRANT
Moton

MR LEWIS (Applecross) [11.04 am): I move, without notice -

That so much of the Standing Orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the
following motion to be moved and the question to be put and determ ined at this day's
sitting -

That this House appoint a Committee of Privilege comprising five members to
inquire into and report on the circumstances of the pre-emptive release to the
media of all or part of the report of the Public Accounts and Expenditure
Review Committee's investigation into the Notre Dame land grant prior to its
being presented to the Legislative Assembly.
And further, that the committee have power to send for persons, papers and
records and, notwithstanding any rule or order to the contrary, the committee
have power to require any member of the Legislative Assembly to appear and
give evidence, and that the committee report its findings and
recommendations not later than 15 October 1992.

Points of Order
Mr DONOVAN: While I have absolutely no difficulty with that motion being dealt with at
some time today, I express some concern as to the orderliness of it, since it would give rise to
a debate about the contents of a report that has not yet been tabled in this place.
Mr LEWIS: Mr Speaker, matters of privilcge take precedence over all other matters of the
House.
The SPEAKER: That is not a point of order, it is an extra bit of advice for me.
Mr House: It is just in case you did not know!
The SPEAKER: Under our Standing Orders it is appropriate for any member to rise in his or
her place on a matter of privilege immediately arising and at the earliest opportunity the
member for Applecross has seemingly taken that action because he appears to think there
may be a matter of privilege to be considered.

Debate Resumed
The SPEAKER: The member for Applecross has moved to suspend so much of the Standing
Orders as would allow him to take that action. As that motion was not on the Notice Paper it
will require an absolute majority in order to succeed.
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [11.07 and: The Government is prepared
to accept this motion. In fact, I was proposing to move a motion very similar to that
proposed by the member for Applecross. I was advised by the Clerks, however, that the
necessary process was for the Chairman of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee to draw to the attention of the House the fact that a breach of this kind had
occurred. The chairman of the committee indicated to me before the Hciuse sat this morning
that he was proposing to bring to your attention, Mr Speaker, and mine the very significant
contempt of the Parliament that was undertaken by some person in the course of the last day
or so. It is totally appropriate that the House should take the necessary steps to find out who
that person was and to apply any penalty that might apply to that person - which, 1
understand, can be up to and including expulsion from this House. I am one, and I speak for
the Government here, who views very seriously the leaking to a journalist or journalists of a
parliamentary report. I will look with great interest at the report which is tabled in a little



while, because I saw on Channel Nine last night what appeared to be a page of a
parliamentary report. Although it was a little hard to pick off the freeze frame from the tape
the actual terms of it. I was able to read clearly enough what appeared to be a page of a
report which is to be tabled in this Parliament. That goes far beyond anybody simply saying
a few loose words to a journalist.

Points of Order
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The motion before the House is to suspend Standing Orders. I believe
the Leader of the House is now entering into debate on the motion proposed to be moved by
the member for Applecross, which we are very happy to have and in fact welcome.
However, the motion before us is to suspend Standing Orders so that the member for
Applecross may formally move his motion.
The SPEAKER: I think the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is right; that is the motion
before us.
Mr PEARCE: I was demonstrating why the Government proposes to support this motion to
suspend Standing Orders:, that is, the issue itself is a particularly serious one, and its
seriousness merits the suspension of Standing Orders. I was demonstrating to you, Mr
Speaker, and to what appears to be a very sensitive Opposition on this matter, why the
Government takes the matter very seriously. I was saying that if the report which is soon to
be tabled turns out to be in fact, word for word, exactly the repont which appeared on
television last night - not just in terms of report but in physical fact - this will go far beyond a
member or two speaking rather loosely to journalists. It would mean that a member of the
Select Committee or some person associated with it -
Mr C.J. BARNEIT:. Point of order, Mr Speaker -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Any member is entitled to take a point of order; whether we agree
with it is a matter to be determnined later.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The motion is to suspend Standing Orders- If the Leader of the House
wishes to debate the content of the foreshadowed motion we will be delighted to do that.
However, we want to move the formal motion - which is the right and privilege of the
member for Applecross.
Mr KOBELKE: Mr Speaker, I suggest that no Standing Order covers a member's being
thin-skinned and therefore objecting to a speaker.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Shame on you!
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I strongly suspect that the rest of today will be very much like a
Thursday except that it will extend into the evening and that we will be here until 11I or 12
o'clock. On the basis of what is about to be discussed, I ask members to give me a little
leeway - and other members as well. I will not condone the breaking of rules. I will simply
apply the rules today in a way which will facilitate the wishes of the House and not aggravate
too many members, if that is possible.

Debate Resumed
Mr PEARCE: It is not my intention to make a long speech on the suspension of Standing
Orders but simply to say that it appears at first blush, and it would be difficult to demonstrate
otherwise, that some member of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee -
one of the most significant committees of this House, and one in which we should have
sufficient confidence and crust that the forms and privileges of the House are not treated in a
contemptuous way - or a member closely associated with the committee's activities has done
something which, in my view, is unpardonable ini parliamentary terms arid deserving of
extreme censure.
Itis not liely that a committee of inquiry of this kind will be able to get to the truth of the
matter unless the member involved is prepared to own up to what he or she has done. That
does not seem to be a very likely occurrence. Nevertheless this is a contempt of Parliament
that deserves to be dealt with by the Parliament making an effort to discipline itself and take
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the responsibility for its own operations. Thierefore, the Government is prepared to support
the motion foreshadowed by the member for Applecross, which we were proposing to move.
MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) (11. 13 am]: I have spent 20 years in this place and 1
never fail to be amazed. Driving in this morning I predicted that a motion would be moved
today for a Committee of Privilege to investigate what appears to have been a breach of
privilege of the House but I did not think it would come front this side of the House. I
support the motion.
Question put and passed with an absolute majority.

MOTION - COMM ITTEE OF PRIVILEGE ON PRE-EMPTIVE RELEASE OF
PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND EXPENDITURE REVIEW COMMITTEE'S REPORT

ON NOTRE DAME LAND GRANT
Appointment

MR LEWIS (Applecross) 111. 14 am]: I move -

That this House appoint a Committee of Privilege comprising five members to
inquire into and report on the cimrcustances of the pre-emptive release to the media
of all or pant of the report of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee's investigation into the Notre Dame land grant prior to its being presented
to the Legislative Assembly.
And further, that the committee have power to send for persons, papers and records
and, notwithstanding any rule or order to the contrary, the committee have power to
require any member of the Legislative Assembly to appear and give evidence, and
that the committee report its findings and recommendations not later than 15 October
1992.

This is a very serious matter. The Liberal Opposition is absolutely appalled and angry that
by imputation of the comments by the Premier this morning on radio, members of the
Opposition - particularly the member for Wellington - have had their integrity impugned.
We want to place firmly on the record that no leaks have come from this side of the House.
The Government is up to its old Burke-like nicks; that is, when in trouble, become all too
smart and leak information that should not be leaked.
Dr Lawrence: Absolutely wrong!
Mr C.J. Barnett: Your behaviour is abysmal. It is crass.
Mr Court: The endowment land announcement had nothing to do with the timing of the
report!
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LEWIS: Obviously, the media and the public of Western Australia are aware that the
Government is up to its old WA Inc wricks again. The Government has not leant from its
dishonesty and lack of morality which stand so manifest -

Point of Order
Mr PEARCE: My understanding is that the member for Applecross has moved to establish a
committee to determine who has done something unparliamentary. In doing so, one would
think that the member would address himself to the reasons that a committee should be set
up, and not to advance his own suspicions.
Mr Court: Your Premier was on radio this morning accusing members on this side of lealdng
documents.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Whenever a member in this House is on his or her feet making a
speech, inteijections are disorderly. Members know that we accept certain types of
interjections but we do not accept any interjections when a member is on his or her feet
referring a point of order to me. I need to listen carefully to such points to determine the
correctness or otherwise of them. I would appreciate members' assistance in that.
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Mr PEARCE: T'he motion before the Chair is to establish a Committee of Privilege to
determine certain facts. The member should address himself to that, not to his own
suspicions. I understand the reason for the pre-emptive move by the Opposition was to try to
get the chairmanship of the committee but by his comments the member for Applecross has
ruled himself out by making claims about the facts before the committee has met or even
received the approval of the House to be constituted to consider these matters. I am
disappointed in the Opposition because in its initial statement I thought it was seeking to
protect the forms of the House but now it seems that the Opposition is trying to protect one
of its members. I ask you, Mr Speaker, to direct the member to confine himself to the
motion that he has moved.
The SPEAKER: I simply will not bind this debate by technicalities at the outset. I would
sooner allow things to happen, even though technically one side may be right and technically
the other side not so right. From my perspective at this time, until I hear from someone on
the committee, I can have assumptions about matters but I do not know that there has been a
breach of privilege - nor does anyone else other than members of that committee. Until such
time as one of those members gets to his or her feet I am unable to make a determination, but
I am happy to listen to all members.

Debate Resumed
Mr LEWIS: It is obvious that this is a very sensitive matter and that the Government has
been caught on the hop. As soon as the motion was read, the Leader of the House blanched
and looked around and said, "What are we going to do about it?"
Several members interjected.
Mr LEWIS: That is the truth of the matter. The Government knows that it was too smart by
half, and that it will be caught out. We, and the public of Western Australia, are sick of this
disgusting, dishonest Government which tries to pull these stunts all the time. We have
integrity on this side of the House -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LEWIS: I say absolutely that no member of the Liberal Party said anything to any other
member of the Liberal Party about anything to do with the inquiry by the Public Accounts
and Expenditure Review Committee.
Mr Pearce: You could not say that to the House. The most you could say is that other
members of the Liberal Party have told you that that is the case, and you believed them.
Mr LEWIS: We know from where the leak came: Every time the Government gets into
trouble, Mr Wally World floats around the corridors and sees the Press, and to hose down the
situation he puts pieces of paper out. We know what happens as we have been seeing it for
several years. Does the Government think we are silly?
Government members: Yes!
Several members interjected.
Dr Gallop: This speech is a reflection of your psychological state within the Liberal Party; it
does not reflect the facts of the matter!
Mr LEWIS: They doth protest too much!
Several members interjected.
Mr LEWIS: The Opposition and the public know that the coincidences are too great- How
naive and silly does the Premier think the public are? She is trying to implement damage
control to protect her soiled integrity. She thinks she is smart by leaking this report to the
media and then accusing the Opposition of the leak on radio this morning. That is effectively
what she did. However, she did not think that the Opposition would come into the
Parliament and challenge her, and that is where she has slipped up!
Mr Kobelke: How can she leak it when she is not a member of the committee? You're off
the planet!
Mr Court: That is a good question.
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Several members interjected.
Mr LEWIS: It is perfectly obvious that the Government has known about the substance of
this report for some time. Only two or thre weeks ago Government members were to-ing
and fro-ing about whether the committee should be closed down because they were afraid of
what might come out. Once again, damage control went into effect. It was decided that it
would look bad to the public if the Government closed down the committee and hid the tuth
in a cover-up using the same old tricks we have seen over the years. The Government had a
rethink and decided that damage control should go into operation again. It wondered how to
hose down this matter: The scheme was announced to give all universities a grant and then
dud the University of Notre Dame Australia by talking away land it previously had been
given. This was too much of a coincidence taking place as it did on the day before the report
which accuses the Premier of lying in the Parliament was released!
Mr Taylor: How do you know that?
Mr LEWIS: I happened to see the Channel Nine report last night.
Mr Pearce: How do you know whether it is true?
Mr LEWIS: We will find out.
Mr Pearce: You are saying that ic is the case.
Mr LEWIS: We will find out.
Mr Shave: The Premier is no different from Burke and Dowding!
Mr LEWIS: Spot on!
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LEWIS: The Government's action on this matter reeks of dishonesty and is reminiscent
of the old tricks Burke, Dowding and Parker would pull to try to attack and impugn the
Opposition and make it look foolish. We are not fools. We have a sense of integrity and
honesty that would not allow us to do such things.
I would have thought that this Premier - who came to office making statements about turning
over a new leaf and leading a new Labor Party with honesty and integrity - would not cover-
up. However, she finds it impossible as such activities are always beneath the surface. We
have seen it. The Government's stunt has tried to impugn the member for Wellington, the
Independent member for Morley, and the member for Avon, but we will not wear it! We
will lead this debate and ensure that a Committee of Privilege is appointed to get to the root
of the matter and find out from where the leak came.
It is perfectly obvious to me, although it may not be to you, Mr Speaker, and other members
of the Government, that substantial leaks have come from this report. We want to know how
and why. Not much more needs to be said, as it is obvious that this matter should be
pursued.
The SPEAKER: The Leader of the House, the member for Morley and the member for
Cottesloe all stood in their places quickly, and I saw no one member before the others. I
advise the three members that in order to proceed, the motion requires a seconder.
Mr PEARCE: I propose to second the motion, Mr Speaker.
Mr DONOVAN: I also wish to second the motion.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: This is a turn up.
Mr DONOVAN: It may well be a turn up.
Mr C.J. BARNETT?: I propose to hand out membership forms to the Liberal Party. We
thank the Leader of the House for his support.
MR PEARCE (Annadale - Leader of the House) [11.25 am]: I am happy to second the
motion for a Committee of Privilege. As I said, it was my intention to move a motion along
these lines in accordance with the forms of the House-, that is, I was to move the motion after
the Chairman of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee had reported on
the breach. As you pointed out very correctly, Mr Speaker, it is not clear that a breach of the
committee's decision has occurred, and until such time as the chairman of that committee
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indicates the position, the motion should not be moved. The member for Applecross was
disingenuous in his presentation to the House because be purported to know a whole range of
things which theoretically he should not know unless he has been party to discussions with
committee members regarding what happened in this matter.
The course of action I followed was this: I saw the report on Channel Nine, by which I was
astounded. My understanding of the Standing Orders of this House is that one is unable to
provide a copy, or any portion thereof, of a proposed report to a journalist prior to its being
tabled in the House. After the report appeared on Channel Nine I sought out the chairman of
the committee to discuss the timing of the report to the House. I spoke with the entire
committee about that last evening and drew to their attention the fact that reference to the
report was made on Channel Nine. I said that the issue of privilege was likely to be raised in
discussions today. Therefore, there was no lack of knowledge on the part of Liberal Party
members of the committee that I intended to raise this issue today.
When I saw the member for Applecross try to preempt me by leaping to his feet before the
Chairman of the Public Accounts Committee could report to the House - which I suppose he
thought was a clever little stunt - I thought something had come over the Liberal Party; it was
showing a concern about the integrity of the Parliament which I had not previously noted
from the member for Appiecross.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You are trying to be too clever by half on the Alkimos matter you have
been caught out.
Mr PEARCE: I wonder how silly the members of the Liberal Party think the public and the
members of the Press Gallery are. The member for Applecross claims that the Premier, or
some person associated with her, deliberately leaked to the Press a report which claims that
she lied to the Parliament. What would be the motivation of the Premier's leaking of that
claim? If the Premier had been able to gain access to the report soon to be tabled, and if she
was seeking to be a leaker, she would have picked out aspects of the report which were
favourable to her and leaked them. That is surely what people who leak these things do.
Such people would choose favourable aspects, and instead of waiting for the whole story to
be placed before everybody - which is due to happen today, as everyone knew - only the
favourable aspects would be leaked.
The whole report, without interpretation, was to be placed before the Parliament and the
people of Western Australia today. Members should ask themselves who would be likely to
pick out the section of the report which alleges that the Premier misled the Parliament. and
leak that information? Who would be the least liely, and who the most likely, to pick out
those aspects? Surely, the least likely would be the Premier or one of her supporters. The
most likely would be somebody who wished to do the Premier some harm.
The member for Applecross was protesting too much in seeking to place the blame for the
leak on a Government member. It is inherently improbable of itself that a Government
member would seek to leak such information. Also, surely the member should have paid
some account to the fact that at least two people in this State, apart from the person who
leaked the information, know who was responsible for the leak. That is one journalist with
Channel Nine and at least one with The West Australian.
Mr Lewis: All the media have the information.
Mr PEARCE: I do not know that.
Mr Lewis: I understand it was on every channel.
Mr PEARCE: The member's understanding appears to be deficient. It is interesting to find
the way in which the member for Applecross has researched what he thinks to be true about
what is in the report and about where it was leaked. Th~e member seems to know a huge
amount.
Mr Lewis: I do not know anything about it. I only know what I saw on television.
Mr PEARCE: Did the member for Applecross see it on Channel Two?
Mr Lewis: No, I saw it on Channel Nine.
Mr PEARCE: Did you see it on Channels Seven and 10 or did you hear it on ABC radio?
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Mr Lewis: Get on with the debate.
Mr PEARCE: What is the basis of the claim made by the member for Applecross chat all the
media have the information? At least two journalists know who is responsible for this leak.
Mr C.J. Bamnent: Name them.
Mr PEARCE: It is no: hard - Jannette Cotterell from Channel Nine and either Grace
Meertens or Paul McGeough of The West Australian because their names were attached to
the newspaper reports.
Mr Lewis: Did you see it on television and read it in the newspaper?
Mr PEARCE: Yes I did.
Mr Lewis: Just like me.
Mr PEARCE: I noticed the names of the journalists attached to those articles. I am not
blamning those journalists. I suppose any journalist presented with a story is almost honour
bound to use that story; although there arc severe penalties which might apply to journalists
who print information under those circumstances. In my view, it is not a question of
attempting to seek out journalists and asking them to disclose their sources or to punish them
under those circumstances. There is one culpable person in the eyes of this Parliament, and
that is the person who leaked this information. That person has behaved disgracefully.
Mr Donovan: The person or group and whose resources and whose motives? The Leader of
the House should be careful about how enthusiastic he is about his defence of the
Government because he might come unstuck.
Mr PEARCE: Let us find out, because five members of the comnmittec must now be under
suspicion in one way or another. Let me ask the member for Morley: Did you provide this
information to any journalist?
Mr Donovan: No I did not, and I can further that at the appropriate time.
Mr PEARCE: Member for Balcatta, did you provide this information to any journalist?
Mr Catania: No.
Mr PEARCE: Would the member for Maylands care to respond? Did she provide this
information to any journalist?
Dr Edwards: Absolutely not.
Mr Pearce: Member for Wellington, did you provide any information?
Mr Bradshaw: No.
Mr PEARCE: Member for Avon, did you provide this information?
Mr Trenorden: I will not get into this farce.
Mr PEARCE: So we have four denials.
Mr Trenordtn: Is this questioning replacing the committee proposed in this motion or will
we have a second inquiry?
Mr PEARCE: I am giving all members this opportunity.
Mr Trenorden: I am happy to go to this inquiry when it is constituted and be involved 100
per cent, but I am not going to be in this farce.
Mr PEARCE: The member for Avon is not going to say, on his honour, in this House that he
did not provide the information.
Mr Trenorden: What is the committee for?
Mr PEARCE: That is a matter for the member for Avon.

Point of Order

Mr DONOVAN: I understood the Leader of the House was seconding a motion to do certain
things, not to run his own inquisition of members in this place one by one.
Mr Thomas: Feeling a bit guilty are you?
The SPEAKER: Order! It is a point of view, not a point of order.
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Debate Resumned
Mr PEARCE: I thought it was entirely appropriate to give each member of the committee
the opportunity to say before die House that he or she was not involved in that leak. It is
interesting that only four members have denied involvement.
Mr Lewis: The Government is having trouble with this one, isn't it?
Mr PEARCE: Not at all.
Mr Lewis: When it's in trouble the Government brings in the Leader of the House to break
up the debate.
Mr CSJ. Barnett: It is verbal diarrhoea; it has no substance.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr PEARCE: Thiere is a little more substance in this than die member for Cottesloc might
think. We are dealing with questions of misleading the House, as I understand from the
reports of die media. I have given the opportunity for each member of the committee to put
his view clearly before the House. Knowing that there ame people in the Press Gallery who
know who has leaked this information I wanted to give people the opportunity to say clearly
and on their honour before the House - knowing the penalty for misleading the House - that
they were not involved in this leakage. Four of the commiutee members have taken the
opportunity to do that and one has declined. That is a matter about which the committee may
care to have some regard or concern. I would have been quite happy, on behalf of the
Government, to second this motion and let the committee go off and do its work if it were
not for the fact that in moving the motion the member for Applecross quite clearly sought to
do something else. He was not seeking to have a committee set up that would inquire and
report back with its findings at some future time.
Mr Lewis: What does my motion say?
Mr PEARCE: That is what the motion says, but it is not what the member for Applecross
said. When the member for Applecross popped up, he said that he was desperately seeking
to deflect from die Opposition member, or members, on the committee - if we were to take
the member's putative coalition partner into account - any potential blame for the leaking of
the report The reason the member was so firm in wanting to do this is that suspicion clearly
rests on the opposite side of the House. There is no conceivable motivation for anybody on
this side of the House to leak that report in the way that it was leaked.
Mr Shave: Why not get on with the committee?
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr PEARCE: The only person whom that leakage set out to damage was the Premier. It is
absolutely inconceivable that anybody on this side of the House would seek to instigate the
leakage in that way; it is totally unbelievable. The fact that the Opposition put up one of its
less credible members to bluster and bluster means that it understands the incredibility of the
proposition that it is asking this poor fool to put before the House. No-one in the State will
believe it.
Mr Lewis: Is that why you are seconding the motion?
Mr PEARCE: I am seconding the motion, my friend, but that does not mean that I second
the member's silly comments No-one in the State will believe that this report was leaked by
a Government member. As I said before, my view -

Mr Bradshaw: It was coincidence that the announcements were made yesterday.
Mr Court: It was just a coincidence.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr PEARCE: That is not what we are discussing. We are asking how a proportion of this
report appeared on air on Channel Nine and a large proportion of its substance appeared on
the front page of The West Australian. That is what is being inquired into. Unfortunately,
that kind of selective leaking of information which goes before Select Committees has
become commonplace in another place. It has become something of an art form - if one can
call a person like Hon Bob Pike an artist, which in the normal course of events I would not
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like to do. This kind of selective leaking to try to give an impression which is not necessarily
borne out by the whole documentation or die whole information when it has become
available has become part of a stock in trade of the Liberal Parry in another place. In my
view, chat is the only thing that could have motivated the person to leak this information.
That person wanted to put forward to selected journalists a particular view about information
that would come before the Parliament in its entirety in a very short rime, to put a particular
spin on the comments being generated. Journalists are almost certain to print this sort of
information. I suppose it is a badge of honour to them to get this information; they can hold
their heads up with their peers about having done it. However, the price they pay in terms of
their own integrity is that they may well be printing only part of the story. They may not be
able to make a positive assessment because they cannot be certain that what they have been
given is accurate. They have to take the word of the person who gave them the information,
and that might not be a reliable thing to do under the circumstances. They are certainly nor
able to make the judgment in the ight of all the information. People get involved in this kind
of leaking exercise because they want to put a particular slant or interpretation on the
information, rather than laying our all of the information before the journalists or the people
concerned and allowing them to make their own conclusions. It is reprehensible if this
Parliament gets into the position where it allows its committee process to be subverted by
some person who wants to get in first and put his or her own interpretation on things. That
undermines the integrity of the Parliament. It has been happening for a year or more now in
the upper House and I am sorry that it is starting to happen here. I am particularly sorry it
has involved the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Comm ittee. If ever a committee
should uphold the standards of this Parliament, it is that committee. Public accounts
committees play a crucial role in other Parliaments. During a previous debate when the
member for Morley resigned from the Labor Party and, fortuitou sly, changed the balance of
power of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Comm ittee away from the
Government majority -

Several members interjected.
Mr PEARCE: My position was vindicated. Members will recall that I made two points at
that time. I discussed with the Opposition the proposal that a different kind of public
accounts committee should be established, such as that which exists in the Westminster
Parliament and which is routinely chaired by a member of the Opposition. I said that I
thought that was a good idea. However, one aspect about our Parliament which worried me
was that there was not yet the maturity for an Opposition to chair a public accounts
committee and effectively be able to avoid an opportunity for political points scoring. In the
Westminster Parliament, as a result of its hundreds of years of tradition, members have
appeared to be able to avoid that kind of thing. I have met with Opposition chairmen of the
Westminster public accounts committee and they hold their position with great
responsibility. I venture to say, given that tradition, that a report of its public accounts
committee would nor be leaked in contempt of the Parliament in the shameful way in which
the report of our committee was leaked. That would only undermine the integrity of the
Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee and lead people to trat it as a
potentially political tool rather than one which seeks to maintain the integrity of the
Government and of the Parliament. If this practice were to continue, in the eyes of the public
this committee would gain the reputation of the Pike committee. What could be more
demeaning of the Parliament than that - to have its premier committee looked at in the same
light as the Pike committee?
Mr Court: Are you reflecting on a committee in another House?
Mr PEARCE: In all the years I have been in this Parliament there has been no greater blow
to the integrity of this Parliament -

Mr Court interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr PEARCE: - than what has happened to the Parliament's premier committee. It is
disgraceful.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Those members who have been yelling for a point of order may
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take account of this ruling. I might selectively begin to apply Standing Order No 73A during
the day to interjections by those people who simply refuse to take notice when I reasonably
call for order. They might address themselves to that Standing Order.

Point of Order
Mr COURT: The Leader of the House reflected on a committee of the other place when he
referred to the Pike committee. I believe it is improper to reflect on the operations of a
member or a committee in the other place.
The SPEAKER: Standing Orders refer to this matter in both Houses. The last time this point
Of Order was raised in the other House was with respect to a matter referring to the Speaker
of this House. The person who raised it was told not to be so thin skinned.

Debate Reswned
Mr PEARCE: A great blow has been done to the Parliament in the past day or so and I hope
the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee can recover from that. I do nor
have any great confidence in the proposed Select Committee of Privilege to be able to root
out the facts of this matter. However, it should certainly try to do that and the Parliament
should take it seriously. Members of any party, once they become aware of the
circumstances, rather than seek to protect their colleagues, should try to protect the
Parliament. I did not hear the member for Applecross during his speech acknowledge the
importance of the Parliament; I heard only an effort to protect one of his colleagues. I hope
that the personnel put forward when the Opposition appoints its members to this select
committee will ensure that this committee will operate in a way which will restore -

Mr House: You should let the Opposition have a majority on the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee. What about backing up your words with actions?
Mr PEARCE: The difficulty with that -
Mr House: It is not difficult; it is the principle you have been claiming should apply.
Mr PEARCE: Gee whizz! I put that Proposition to members opposite, including members of
the National Party. 18 months ago when we were discussing the position of the member for
Morley. The deputy leader of the National Party agreed, but the Liberal Party would not
agree to a permanent majority of the Opposition on the public accounts committee.
Mr House: You should have done that,
Mr PEARCE: The Government was not prepared to create a situation which had the
majority of the Opposition on the committee while the Labor Party was in Government and a
majority of the Liberal Party if it were in Government. I was prepared to put that into
legislation. I know the deputy leader of the National Party is only the tail of the Opposition
which wags the sheep occasionally, but on that occasion it was not. If my proposition had
been accepted the Government could have dealt with chat. Even with a temporary
Independent-Opposition majority, in this case it has been demonstrated that members do not
have the maturity to look to the greater good of Parliament rather than the short term good of
the political leak. I emphasise chat it is incumbent on all of us, for the sake of this institution
and its long term survival in a time of great community pressure because of the general belief
that parliamentarians do not do their job with the integrity required of them, to ensure that
members of the public do not see the Parliament's premier committee placed under pressure
as a result of a political move made for patently political purposes which will undermine its
integrity. That is a disastrous trend. The Parliament should rake this opportunity for
whatever reason to try to redress that imbalance. It is important to ensure that the people on
the committee will genuinely seek the truth of this matter and will sincerely wish to restore
the standards of this Parliament.
MR CJ. BARNEITr (Cottesloe - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [11.A7 am]: I support
the motion to form a Select Committee of Privilege, moved by the member for Applecross.
Undoubtedly a serious breach of privilege of the committee and of this Parliament has
occurred. I simply draw the attention of members to the sequence of events: Firstly, an
announcement was made late yesterday of the withdrawal of the Alkimos land grant to the
University of Notre Dame and of the granting of a new endowment of land for the benefit of
all universities. Secondly, we saw the leaking of the details of the report of the investigation
into the Alkdmos land grant by the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee.
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Thirdly, those details were reported by the media, and extensively in The West Australian.
Fourthly, the Premier commented in an interview with Peter Kennedy on ABC Radio this
morning. I will read the text of those comments -

And I find it appalling too, that a committee of the Parliament should leak sections of
its report or conclusions apparently to the media in advance of the Parliament itself
having a chance to look at it. I am no wiser than you are about the content of that
report, I can only speculate about sources of the leaks to the media, but it would
normally be regarded very seriously by the Parliament as a breach of privilege.
Something I certainly wouldn't want to tolerate.

Peter Kennedy then responded with a question -

Well, you were reported on ABC radio news this morning as saying it was a clear
breach of Parliamentary privilege and you said the source of the leak deserved to be
censured, will you be pursuing that matter in the Assembly today?

The Premier replied -

It's a matter I think should be pursued to its utmost, Peter. Because if it becomes a
common practice for committees to use their findings for political purposes as is
clearly the case in this instance - and to leak selectively conclusions and material to
the media before members of Parliament have a chance to scrutinise the documents -
then that will be a very sorry day for the Parliament; members of Parliament
maintaining a reasonable reputation in the community without engaging in that sont of
skulduggery.

The fourth occurrence in this series of events was that the Premier, in a predetermined
manner, went to the media this morning implying that the leak had been for political
purposes and therefore, by implication, that the leak had been from this side of the House.
Several members interjected.
Mr C.J BARNETIT: Why would this material have been leaked? Members should consider
the motives. What motive would the Liberal or National Parties have for leaking the report?
The member for Wellington and the member for Avon knew what was contained in the
report, and they knew it would be tabled this morning. They knew they would have the
opportunity of addressing the Parliament and the people of Western Australia on the report.
Why would they need to leak it in advance? I have great respect for the members for
Wellington and Avon. They have assured me, and members on this side of the House, that
they have not passed on a copy of the report or allowed the report to be read by any other
persons.
Mr Pearce: The member for Avon wouldn't tell us if he had.
Mr Bloffwitch: He wouldn't tell you!

Point of Order
Mr MINSON: The Leader of the House has just implied that the member for Avon is in
some way guilty of leaking this report and that he would not tell the House whether he was
responsible for that. It is disgraceful that the Leader of the House has tried to turn this place
into a kangaroo court. I ask the Minister to withdraw those comments and all previous
comments implying that the member for Avon would not answer properly the question of
whether he had leaked this report.
The SPEAKER: It is not improper for a member in this place to ask another member a
question. Similarly, it is not improper for the other member to choose whether to answer it.
As I see it, that is all that has occurred so far.

Debate Resumed
Mr CiJ. BARNlETT: There was no rational motive for members on this side of the House to
leak this report. However, could the Labor Parry have had a motive? I put it to members
that there was a motive by Labor members on the Committee who knew the contents of the
report. The Government knew, as was reported in The West Australian this morning, that the
report contained allegations that the Premier lied to the Parliament. It knew that that
allegation would be damaging to the Labor Party and to the Government. It also knew that
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bad news would result from the report so t best the Government could do was to contcrol
the way it came out; that is, to control the leaking of that information. The Committee of
Privilege will find that that was the Government's motive. Secondly, in doing so, the
Government has cried to shift the debate away front the focus on the Premier and whether she
lied to Parliament to whether there was a breach of privilege. The report was leaked so that
its release could be controlled, and also to create a diversionary issue. The only incentive for
that leak lay with members opposite.
How might the leak have occurred? There were two Labor Party members on the
Committee, the member for Maylands and the chairman, the member for Balcatta. I place on
the public record that members on this side of the House have high respect for those two
members of Parliament. The Opposition respects their integrity, but the question of how the
leak occurred remains. Could it have been that one or both of those members, either
carelessly or deliberately, allowed members opposite to see copies of some or all of that
report? Perhaps that was unknown to the member far Maylands. and the member for
Balcatta. The Labor Party's Press machine got the information out. Was the Deputy Premier
reading a copy of the report in the corridors last night?
Mr Taylor: In the corridors?
Mr CJ. BAR.NETT: Did the Deputy Premier see a copy of the report in the Parliament last
night?
Mr Taylor: No, definitely not.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: Did the Minister for Housing have a copy of or see the report?
Mr McGinty: Have you seen the report?
Mr C.J. BARNE7iT: I have seen it, but I have not read it.
Mr Pearce: How did you see it?
Mr CiJ. BARNETT7: The member for Wellington had it under his arm. He said, "Here is the
report;, we are releasing it tomorrow." I have not seen one word of that report. However, did
the Minister for Housing and the Minister for State Development have it last night? Who
else had the report last night and who controlled the leak? The Committee of Privilege will
establish the facts. I support the motion to form the committee.
Mr Graham: You left out one member.
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [11.57 am]: The member for Pilbara is correct in saying that the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition left out one of the five members of the committee, namely
me. This debate is fast turning into the charade that was intended. I am as surprised as
anyone else on the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee that I spoke to this
morning that this motion has come before the House now. I was even more surprised to find
that it would be moved by the Opposition. Therefore, it did not surprise me much to learn
that the Leader of the House was entertaining a similar motion. Frankly, that is from where I
would have expected such a motion to comne.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition was very close to the mark in looking at the question
of motives and who may have had one for the leaking of this report. 1 have a couple of
simple propositions to put to the House on this mailer. The Australian Labor Party in this
State and the Government have found themselves in a position where, for the next State
election, they must engage in a presidential style campaign. That campaign will profile, if
not exclusively then almost exclusively, the Premier. The second proposition is that the
report, as everybody in the Press Gallery now knows, says things about the Premier which
are not favourable to her image. In short, it could be said that this report represents a torpedo
at the Premier who will spearhead such a political campaign.
The SPEAKER: Order! At the beginning of the debate I thought there may be some
difficulties. I now find myself in a dilemma; however, I must point out to members that
irrespective of what has gone before, it is improper in this place for anyone to discuss the
content of the report before it is released. I remind members that I have no idea, nor do most
people in this Chamber, whether a breach of privilege or a contempt of Parliamient has
occurred. There is no way members in this House will know whether the accusation has
been reasonably placed until the report is presented to Parliament.
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Mr DONOVAN: I accept your ruling, Mr Speaker, and if it appeared that I was callng about
the contents of the report rather than the contents of the breach which occurred last night and
is now in the public purview, I apologise. I was certainly attempting to address myself to the
breach.
My third proposition for the leak is that it was intended to discredit as much as possible the
report specifically and the committee generally. That is absolutely essential if the Premier's
presidential type of campaign is not to be seriously embarrassed. That does not mean
necessarily that the Government is the only party to have an interest in discrediting the report
or the committee. Indeed, it is my sad duty to tell you, Mr Speaker, that in your gallery this
morning a most inappropriate comment was made to me by another party. The comment was
chat I should not be surprised by this debate, as, after all "you leaked it, didn't you?' That
comment was made by the Chancellor of the University of Notre Dame, Mr Terry O'Connor.
I suggest, therefore, that not only the Government has a tangible and material motive for
questioning the credibility of this report and of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee.
I do not know who leaked it. I understand that the university has an interest in this matter;
nobody understands that better than the members of the Public Accounts and Expenditure
Review Committee. We understand its trying to preserve as much and as appropriately as it
can the credibility and integrity of the institution. In that, I amn the first to support it.
However, let us be clear: The university and the Government may have had an interest in
damnaging the credibility of the report and of the committee.
I am probably being disorderly, but I eyeball members of the Press in the gallery above you,
Mr Speaker. Of the 13 or so media people up there, I know I have spoken recently, or during
the tortuous process of the inquiry, to at least eight of them. They all know that my comment
to every one of them up to as late as yesterday was that my objectives were, first and
foremost, to safeguard the credibility of this report and therefore I would not canvass its
evidence or contents with them. Every one of them has had that comment or something like
it made to them by me. I must now embarrass one of them. One member of the Press
Gallery in company with another engaged me yesterday morning and said words to the
effect, "Look, what about the $10-6 million loss?" I said, "I am not sure which $10.6 million
loss you mean." He said, "It is all over the place and we will run it as our lead.' I said, "If
you do, your paper will be acting in the most irresponsible manner that I can imagine in
relation to this matter and I will stand in the Parliament and publicly rebuke the paper for it."
I have not seen an issue of that paper this morning and therefore am unable to determine
whether that happened.
I cannot impress on members enough - certainly the members of the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee know and members of the Press Gallery know - that if
anyone has striven hard to ensure that the integrity of this report is maintained, I have. If
anybody has striven hard to make sure that its content is not canvassed, I have. I adopted the
discipline that I would not make any public comment unless, frst, the chairman had been
spoken to by that media person and, second, that his comments related to content rather than
to his proper and normal role in advising the media about the actions of the committee. That
occurred once in the past 12 months and related to the alleged $250 000 donation. For nearly
12 months, the committee has been successful in that enterprise until the day before this
report was to be tabled; the same day, as it has been pointed out already in this place, that the
offer of the land grant was withdrawn.
I ask members to understand those circumstances and, given what has been said by members
in this place about what might be my motive for moving for this inquiry to be set up, I ask
members: Who has less motive to leak the damned report than I? Who has the least motive?
There is a third target. The purpose of the leak was not just to discredit the report or the
committee; frankly, its purpose was to discredit me and, therefore, the whole argument.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Who had the motive for that?
Mr DONOVAN: Exactly, who had the motive for that? Mr Speaker, members of the media
will tell you - and certainly the representatives from Channel Nine on which the document
was screened last night will tell you - that I was very angry and disturbed, to put it mildly, to
hear chat that report was screened on Channel Nine last night. I am particularly disturbed
because I can identify the page that was screened; it was page 1 of the overview, a draft of
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I1I September 1992, 1 think; I have forgotten the exact dare. That means that that draft had
not been produced by the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee staff. In fact,
no member had it until Monday. Straight away, that narrows down the field, but it looks
pretty bad for me, does it not? It is my draft, or it came from my office. What an extremely
convenient tur of events that it should be leaked on the day before the report was tabled, the
report that ends an inquiry that has been resisted steadfastly by every member of this
Government and by the proponents of the University of Notre Dame which has appropriate
and recognisable interests. It is convenient that that leak should occur the day the land grant
was withdrawn, the day before the report was to be tabled in this place, which report, bearing
in mind your ruling Mr Speaker, is said to have the capacity to torpedo the presidential style
campaign of the Premier of this State in the next election.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Who chose the date of the Alkimos announcement? It was the Premier.
Mr Taylor: We will see about that.
Mr DONOVAN: I am on my feet and I will not be more than another 30 seconds.
I support this motion unequivocally although I regard it as an added impediment to the
business of the House. However, that is too bad. As you know, Mr Speaker, I sought to
second the motion. If this Select Committee shows anything at all - it will be sad - it will
show that there was a leak, that the leak might easily have come through Government or
university sources and that it is explainable in those terms. That is one of the ironic tragedies
of this matter because the two parties that have most wanted this project to go ahead -
particularly the university, which has a tradition to follow and a future to meet- will damage
their own credibility if it was they who leaked it. If the Premier or the Government is found
to be the source of the leak, I suspect that the Premier - or the Government on her behalf or
on behalf of whoever did it - has done herself more damage than this tabled report could ever
do.
MR CATANIA (Balcatta) [12.11 pm]: I speak to this motion with great regret. I have just
heard a member of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee actually point to
the Labor Party members of the committee - which includes me as the chairman of the
committee - as being responsible for leaking the report.
Several members interjected.
Mr CATANIA: I am very disappointed because the committee's investigation into the
University of Notre Dame Australia issue has been conducted in cooperation, although with
some combat between the members of the committee who viewed the situation differently. I
an very disturbed by the insinuation that the two Labor Party members of the committee
would entertain the idea of leaking the document. The stated motives behind our doing that
are very peculiar.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr CiJ. Barnett: You do nor know the crowd you are in bed with.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Several members interjected-
Mr Pearce: The member for Applecross made the claim.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The very next member who deliberately ignores my call for order
will receive his first warning under Standing Order 73A and I will be very quick to follow
that warning with the following two Standing Orders. I suggest members bear this in mind.
Mr CATANIA: I find it very disturbing to have to debate this motion which calls for the
establishment of a Select Committee of Privilege to ascertain whether the members of a
Standing Committee have dispensed their responsibilities properly and whether their
integrity has been impugned. It is absolutely abhorrent because in this House neither my
colleague the member for Maylands nor I have pointed a finger at anyone. We have not
made any accusations against anyone. To have accusations levelled at us is disturbing.
Mr House: Do those comments apply to ocher members of the committee?
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Mr CATANIA: I will repeat -

Sevenal members interjected.
Mr CATANIA: Will members opposite do me the courtesy of allowing me to continue my
speech? I did not interrupt any members opposite when they were speaking and I request
that they give me the same courtesy.
I repeat that the two Labor Party members of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee have never stood in this place, and they certainly will not do it today, to make
accusations against anyone.
The Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee is a committee of great repute
which has the responsibility of examining the financial affairs of Government and its
agencies and it must ensure that its reports and its integrity are of the highest standard.
However, we are debating this motion today -

Mr CSJ. Burnett: Did you show anyone a copy of that report?
Mr CATANIA: The member for Cottesioe should listen to me in the same way as I listened
to hint He should show me some courtesy.
The chairman of the committee is the only person who can comment publicly on the
committee's deliberations and he has always asked members of that committee whether he
can make public statements. As chairman I gave no authority for the report to be issued to
anyone and I decided that when I tabled the report I would advise the custodian of this House
what took place and chat no information was released by my office or me. I do not make
accusations like members opposite.
Mr CJ. Barnett: H-ow did they get hold of it?
Mr CATANIA: Is the member for Cottesloe accusing me of giving it to mny colleagues?
Mr CSJ. Barnett: I am not doing that; I am asking how they got hold of it.
Mr CATANIA: The member for Cortesloe has asked a pointed question and I suggest he
withdraw it.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr CATANIA: Government members did not have any motive to release the report. Why
would I release a report which, in some way, improperly accuses the leader of the party to
which I belong of impropriety? What is the motive behind it?
Several members interjected.
Mr CATANIA: The logic of members opposite defies me. I regret that we are debating this
motion today because the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee has a great
responsibility. It conducts hearings under oath and some information which is given to the
committee should be kept within its confines. What happens if the integrity of the committee
and its members is impugned? What standing will the committee have now? As I said, it is
a great pity we are debating this motion.
The occasions on which minority reports of' the committee have been tabled in the four years
I have been a member of it have been few. For 95 per cent of the time the members of the
committee have fully cooperated with each other. I fid it very difficult to accept that
information was leaked; it is abhorrent. Whoever has leaked the information improperly
should examine his conscience and consider not only what it has done to the reputation of the
committee and its members, but also the reputation of this House and its members.
It is with great regret chat I have had to speak to this motion today and I sincerely hope the
matter is cleared up very quickly because I do not want to walk the corridors of this place
under suspicion of having leaked the report. This is a sad day.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [12.18 pm]: One of the difficulties
of motions of this nature is chat it detracts from the substance of what is in the draft report
which has been prepared by the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee. it is a
sad thing because a great deal of importance is attached to the whole issue of the way in
which the Government dealt with the grant of land to the University of Metre Dame
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Australia. In fact, that importance has probably been demonstrated very clearly by the extent
to which the Government has moved in the last day or two to attempt, in my view, to hose
down what is a potentially serious and embarrassing situation for it
While the National Parry supports the motion it does have some concerns, and I hope that
members do not think I am being pedantic. In my view the motion is far too explicit in that it
requires the House to appoint a Committee of Privilege to inquire and report into the
circumstances of the pre-emptive release to the media. We have seen today the Leader of the
House stand and ask each member of the Select Committee a question. I could stand and ask
the same question of all members couched in different terms, as follows: Have you
discussed the content of the committee's inquiry with other members of your party? It may
very well be that some members would have to answer yes. The reason is very simply that a
great deal of information has been trickling through the system over the period of time chat
the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee has been examining this issue.
Members may recall that the issue was referred to the Public Accounts and Expenditure
Review Committee by my amendment to a substantive motion seeking to have a Select
Committee inquire into this whole affair. It might be worthwhile for members to remind
themselves of which parry instigated this inquiry. Members should also ask themselves who
has the greatest motive. There is no question at all that the only conclusion one can draw is
that the Government has the greatest motive, and anyone wanting proof of that should
consider the events that rook place yesterday. Nobody would believe that it was mere
coincidence that the Government chose yesterday as the day on which to announce that it
would withdraw some of the land it was previously prepared to grant to the University of
Notre Dame Australia at Alkimos. The Government announced that it was prepared to offer
more than 300 hectares of land in another part of the northern suburbs of Perth for the
purpose of establishing an endowment trust, and said that the five universities in this State
would share in any money accumulated in that trust. No matter how much the Government,
the Premier, or the Minister for Education deny it, the fact remains that it is too much of a
coincidence to believe that somebody did not speak to the Government and indicate that the
draft report - which I believe will be presented in the near future - has some very damaging
conclusions that will reflect upon the integrity and credibility of the Government -

Mr Pearce: Did your member tell you?
Mr COWAN: - and in particular the Premier -

Mr Pearce: If you are prepared to make that aspersion against other people, why not respond
to it yourself?
Mr COWAN: The Leader of the House casts aspersions on everybody in this place and he
very rarely responds. He should not tell me what to do or judge me. No-one in this place
would like to take his actions as an example on which to base their own performance. The
Leader of the House should sit and cop it.
Several members intetjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mi COWAN: I could ask the five members in this place who are members of that committee
the same question framed a little differently and I am very confident that they would have to
answer in the affirmative. I would ask themn whether they had discussed this matter with any
member of the Government. They would have to answer yes, because the actions the
Government took yesterday prove that very point. That is one of the reasons this motion is a
little narrow in its confines. It merely requests the committee to inquire into the release to
the media. In my view we need to inquire into the release of all or part of the draft report.
Also, the motion should be corrected because it refers to the report, which does nor yet exist,
rather than the draft report.

Amnend~nenrs to Motion
Mr COWAN: I move -

Lines 2 and 3 - To delete the words "to the media".
Should that amendment be successful I shall move a further amendment to line 4 to delete
the word "report" and substitute the words "draft report of the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee". The motion would then read "That this House appoint a
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Committee of Privilege comprising five members to inquire and report into the
circumstances of the pre-emptive release to the media of all or part of the draft report of the
Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee", and so on.
I want to be sure that the Committee of Privilege does not just deal with the release of the
draft report to the media, but that it looks at the release of that draft report to anybody at all.
That is most important because in my view it is not necessarily the case that only one person
discussed the evidence given to the Select Committee and, therefore, breached Standing
Order No 375.
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [12.26 pm]: The Government will not
oppose this amendment. We do not mind the Select Committee locking at all these sorts of
issues. I riterate the disappointment I expressed earlier in the debate, in that people seem
concerned to throw as much mud and dust as they can in the course of the debate today,
presumably to obscure the clear facts and circumstances that a draft copy of the report has
been released to at least some sections of the media. I do not mind how widely people want
the debate to sound or how widely they want to cast the terms of reference of the Select
Committee because in the end all these things should be properly investigated. This debate
today has not been an exercise of getting at the truth or protecting the Parliament, but one of
people seeking to protect either themselves or their colleagues. That is a very unfortunate
outcome for the Parliament. It does not reflect well on any individual in the House who has
been involved in this debate or who has listened to it. This is one of the most unfortunate
debates I have heard in the Parliament. I hope the committee it proposes to set up -
Mr Trenorden interjected.
Mr PEARCE: As a reuctant witness before that kangaroo court, I thought the member for
Avon might be a little more careful. If he wants to ask me questions about those things, I
will respond quite clearly.
Mr Trenorden intetjected.
Mr PEARCE: No.
Mr Trenorden: You came into the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee last
night and told moe you knew.
Mr PEARCE: I saw it on the Channel Nine news program.
Mr Trenorden: You told the public accounts committee last night.
Mr PEARCE: This makes the point quite clearly. I not only did not know what was in the
report, but also I did not know it would be tabled today.
Mr Trenorden interjected.
Mr PEARCE: It is my responsibility, as members know, to lay out the business for the
House and I was proposing to deal with this report - which I understood would be finished
some time this week - on Thursday because of a simple timing problem for Wednesday
morning. We have only one hour for Government business between 11.00 am and 12 noon
before we move to private members' business, and that was clearly likely to be inadequate
given the interest of certain members in this report. During the dinner break I saw the
Channel Nine news report and sought a meeting with the chairman of the Public Accounts
and Expenditure Review Committee to say two things. Firstly, I was concerned about the
potential breach of privilege and, secondly, I wanted to meet the committee to discuss the
timing of the presentation of this report because I proposed to deal with it on Thursday. The
committee was anxious the matter be dealt with on Wednesday. One of its members may
have known more about the publicity to come than I knew at the time. I put two points to the
committee; first, that I preferred to deal with the matter on Thursday - and all members know
that is the truth; secondly, that if the committee insisted on dealing with it today I was happy
to do that on the clear understanding that private members' business be put back because I
would not have the debate on this important matter interrupted; and, thirdly, that on the basis
of the Channel Nine report other matters might be raised in the Parliament which some
committee members might have to answer. The only thing I said to the member for Avon
and the committee regarding what was in the report was what was alleged to be in it by the
Channel Nine Newt. That was clearly the basis of my comments to the committee. Is that
not tre, chairman?
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Mr Trenorden: You were not there.
Mr Catania: He came and saw me.
Mr PEARCE: I saw the chairman prior to attending the meeting, so for the member for
Avon to distort that set of circumstances strikes me as passing strange for one unprepared to
deny on his honour in this House that he was involved in this matter.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr PEARCE: The Government would have been perfectly happy to set up a Committee of
Privilege and let all this be done by it, but because of the mud slinging from the other side
that has proved impossible. Once we are out of this debate it is important for the future
integrity of this House that the committee conducts its operations in a way that the House has
found impossible to do.
MR TAYLOR (Kailgoorlie - Deputy Premier) [12.32 pml: It is worth my while going
through this supposedly remarkable coincidence of the announcement yesterday, raised by
the Leader of the National Party and others, about the proposed land endowment to the
University of Notre Dame Australia.
Several members interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: The member who interjected might listen to the run of events in relation to
this issue. The State Labor Party conference last year dealt with the University of Notre
Dame -

Point of Order
Mr WATT: The motion before the House relates to an amendment to the substantive motion
to remove certain words. The Deputy Premier is going way beyond the scope of that debate.

Speaker's Ruling
The SPEAKER: Members who have been here for some time know that different Speakers
have adopted different practices in relation to this matter. Some Speakers in the past have
said that such a motion is simply to delete words and that members should speak only to that
motion. That, in my view, for whatever it is worth, was an impediment to reasonable debate
in this place.
That course of action can be taken if that is what the House wants. In that case every
member would stand and speak briefly on the removal of these words from the motion and
then stand again later and make the same speech with additional words. Failing that, I can
allow a bit of flexibility, which has been my practice, and have one speech per member.
That is the course I choose. However, I am in the hands of the House and if members think
that that is a bad way for us to be doing business then they should tell me that. In the
meantime, it is my view that, given time, the Deputy Premier will tell us why he feels the
words ought to be deleted.

Debate Resumed

Mr TAYLOR: The very reason the Leader of the National Party gave for moving for this
deletion relates to the issue I will now speak on. I go back to the time of the Labor Party
Conference when a decision was made about the University of Notre Dame and whether we
would seek to pmovide an opportunity for the other universities in Western Australia to have
endowment land. Members on the opposite side endorsed that approach. I was recently
asked a question on notice by the Leader of the National Parry on that matter. He asked what
progress the Government had made towards making land available to the other universities.
Members would be well aware in relation to die University of Notre Dame land endowment
that I have been particularly bloody-minded in saying that I believed it was the right thing to
do. I have never resiled from that belief and still believe it is the right thing to do.
The next event occurred towards the end of July when the people from the University of
Notre Dame asked to see me to discuss future progress of the Alkimos land grant and how
the Government intended to handle it- Members should remember that that happened at the
end of July. On that occasion I was accompanied by one of my officers. We met Terry
O'Connor, chancellor of the university, the vice chancellor, David Link, Mr Des O'Sullivan
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and Peter Tannock. The meeting was in my office and was to discuss the Alkimos land.
During the course of chat discussion Professor Link in particular raised the point that one of
the things the university would like to see happen was the Government puttng together a
land grant to help all the universities.
Mr Cowan: They did not mention the original joint venture falling over, or anything like
that, did they?
Mr TAYLOR: No. I said I thought that the suggestion was worth pursuing but I was
prepared to pursue it only on the basis that, first, it was possible to find an area of land to
encompass all the universities as I bad no knowledge of Government landholdings around
the metropolitan area at that time; and, secondly, chat it would be pursued only on the basis
chat the university was prepared to give up its claim to the Alkimos land. The university
representatives said they were prepared to think about that and would come back to me with
a recommendation about whether I should take the matter further. They later returned and
said they would like me to take the matter further. They said that we could perhaps have a
further meeting to go through the matter again.
As some Ministers know, I then set about finding out whether a suitable block of land was
available in the metropolitan area. I had discussions with LandCorp on that matter and also
with an officer who works for the Minister for Planning and who I knew had a good
knowledge of landholdings throughout the metropolitan area. Members of the Ministry
would also be aware that I discussed the matter with the Premier right after the end of July to
ascertain whether she thought it was a good idea. I also discussed the matter with a range of
Cabinet colleagues to ascertain whether they thought it was worthwhile my pursuing that
option. We came to the view in early August that the option was worth pursuing if I could
find a satisfactory parcel of land.
I looked at various areas of land including some to the south in Mandurab, Amarillo and
other areas. It seemed to me, after getting the advice I could related to landholdings, that the
best block was the Neerabup one east of Wanneroo Road. I pursued the matter to ascertain
the value and status of that land. Interestingly, Executive Council's minute related to a major
amendment on that land was dealt with last week and the major anmendmnent to put that block
into urban zoning came before this House yesterday.
Mr Cowan: Very fortunate.
Mr TAYLO)R: It was fortunate, as a matter of fact.
Mr Cowan: Your timing was impeccable.
Mr TAYLOR: I am not known for impeccable timing, but in relation to this issue my timing
was impeccable.
Several members interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: I will deal with that in a moment. The next step was to go back to the
representatives of the university and teil them that I had identified some land and proposed
that all the universities receive a one-fifth share of it. We debated a number of issues related
to that matter, including whether the University of Western Australia should be part of the
scheme, given the nature of its endowment. We decided the nature of its current endowment
was such that UWA should be part bf the proposal. We further discussed whether the people
involved thought the best thing to do was to give up the Alkimos block and take up the new
venture. I said I would leave it to the representatives of the University of Notre Dame
Australia to tell me whether they wished to pursue the matter.
Last Friday, I received correspondence from the University of Notre Dame that stated that it
would go down that track. I am sure the university would be able to give evidence to
anyone, without any trouble whatsoever, that in August it had discussions with people
involved in the real estate industry in the Perth metropolitan area in order to get their views
about whether Neerabup was an appropriate location and when it would come on stream. On
Monday, I put the proposition to Cabinet in an informal way by saying, "This is where we
can go now so far as Notre Dame is concerned."
Mr Cowan: Because it had been kept regularly informed of what was happening in the
Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee.
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Mr TAYLOR: It had been kept informed by me in respect of Notre Dame. There was no
intention to put together this proposal, as the Leader of the National Party suggested
yesterday and again today, on the basis of putting out any fires. It was put together on the
basis of the discussion at the end of July between me and the University of Notre Dame
about how we could pursue, or otherwise, the matter of its land grant at Alkimos. It did not
come about as a result of any issues associated with the report of the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee, and that is the truth of the matter.
MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) [12.41 pm]: I oppose the amendment moved by the
Leader of the National Party, for the reason that if theme is to be a Committee of Privilege to
investigate this matter, it is important that this House address the total question of how any
breach may have occurred. It may serve a political purpose to single out for attention the
Press, but in respect of the workings of this House I submit that it is important that the whole
question of the integrity of this committee be addressed because that will have a bearing on
what happens with all other committees.
Mr Wiese: That is exactly what the amendment does.
Mr THOMPSON: I still think that the emphasis is to identify the leak to the media.
Mr House: The purpose of the amendment is to expand the inquiry.
Mr THOMPSON: I apologist. I have obviously misinterpreted that. Therefore, having told
the House that I will not support the amendment, I will. It is not often that I change my mind
and it is not often that I go red in the face. I have made a blue, and I admit it. I wilt now
suppont the National Party's amendment. However, I indicate to the House that when we
come back to the main question, I will give some reasons as to why I do not support the
motion.
The SPEAKER: This may be one of those occasions when debate actually causes someone
to change his mind.
Amendment put and passed.
On motion by Mr Cowan (Leader of the National Party), resolved --

That the motion, as amended, be further amended by deleting the word "report" in
line 4 and substituting the words "draft report".

Motion - as Amended
MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) [12.45 pm]: I oppose the establishment of a
Committee of Privilege. Indeed, as I said earlier in this debate, I cannot imagine why the
Opposition moved this motion because, in my view, the fundamental issue will not be
addressed by the establishment of a Committee of Privilege. I remind members that on
earlier occasions I have opposed the establishment of this sort of committee. Many years
ago, I had the experience of being the chairman of a Select Committee -

Mr Cowan: You have still got on the same suit!
Mr TH-OMPSON: It is not the same suit. It is the same colour.
That committee was established to investigate allegations that were made by the then
member for Ascot, Malcolm Bryce, when he accused members of the Court Government of
having sticky fingers. That experience has long stuck in my mind, and it demonstrated to me
clearly that such a committee can achieve absolutely nothing because what occurred on that
committee, what has occurred on similar committees since then, and what will occur on this
committee, is that it will be a politically charged committee. Two reports will come to the
House, each accusing the other side of being guilty of the breach. That is an absolute
nonsense. It is a vehicle that does not produce an acceptable result. I suggest that the
reputation of this House and of its members will be tarnished by our getting involved in such
activity. I can almost write the two reports now, and I feel confident of being accurate in that
respect.
An Opposition member interjected.
Mr THOMPSON: There may even be three reports but, whatever the score, there will
certainly be more than one report and they will all come to the same conclusion and wilt do
absolutely nothing. They certainly will not do anything for the reputation of this institution.
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I will probably be a lone voice in this because it appears that both the Opposition and the
Government are at one on this issue. Hopefully, I might attract the support of at least one of
my Independent colleagues.
Mr Watt: I understand what you are saying, but what do you see as the solution to the
problem?
Mr THOMPSON: The solution to the problem is that behind the Chair and within the party
rooms, some soul searching be done about what should occur with the activities of Select
Committees of this Parliament, because if we finish up with the sort of situation that now
confronts us, the committees of this Parliament will simply be brought into disrepute. I am
currently chairing a committee on the Official Corruption Commission legislation, which
was born out of political controversy. I accepted the chairmanship of that committee with
some apprehension, but I am able to say that I am perfectly satisfied that the integrity of that
committee has been preserved, and I compliment the members who have served on that
committee for the way that they have gone about it.
There is a danger in committees that are involved in politically charged issues that leaks will
occur which will bring the system into disrepute. It would be more productive for this
Parliament today to address itself to the fundamental issue of the Norm Dane report rather
than our operating in a vacuum, and the Press trying to glean what is or is not in the report. I
think that we will waste the whole of this day because it will rake the whole of the day before
it is all over, and we will not get down to the fundamental issue that the community expects
to be debated following the revelations that have been made in the last few hours. I think a
Select Committee of Privilege is a very suspect vehicle for dealing with alleged breaches of
this kind and I certainly will not support the motion as amended.
MR BRADSHAW (Wellington) [12.50 pm]: I support the motion, as amended As the
member for Darling Range has indicated, there is probably grave doubt that anything will
come of it, but at least an attempt will be made to find out who leaked that document. We on
this side of the House certainly have no reason at all to pre-empt or leak it.
Several members interjected.
Mr BRADSHAW: The Government has more to gain from this than the member for Avon,
or I. In fact the Government has already gained, because it has us running off down a rabbit
warren.
Mr Taylor: Your side moved the motion.
Mr BRADSH-AW: But that has been achieved, and the University of Nore Dame deal has
been sidetracked. The Leader of the House asked whether I leaked the document to the
media. That question is very limited.
Mr Pearce: Did you leak it to somebody else?
Mr BRADSHAW: No, I did not leak it to anybody else, but I am saying it could have been
leaked to someone's colleagues.
Mr Pearce: Did you leak it to any of your colleagues?
Mr BRADSHAW: I did not leak it to a soul; so from that angle it was a very limited
question. The Leader of the House also asked in a point of order why the Government would
wish to put out something detrimental to the Premier rather than something favourable. How
does he know there is anything favourable in the report? Does he know more than he is
indicating?
It is sad that the integrity of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee has
been blackened because that committee has got on very well, and its members have quite
good rapport On occasions we disagree with each other, but that is the political reality of
committees such as the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee. It is
unfortunate that that committee's integrity has been impugned because it exists for a good
purpose and should be held in the highest esteem. Like everybody else, I am disappointed
that the report was leaked in any way and [ support the motion, as amended.

Division
Question (motion, as amended) put and a division taken with the following result -
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Ayes (50)
Mr Ainsworth Dr Gallop Mr McGinty Mr Taylor
Mr CJ. Barnett Mr Graham Mr McNee Ms Thomas
Mrs Beggs Mr Grayden Mr Minson Mr Trenorden
Mr Blake Mr Grill Mr Nicholls Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Bloffwitch Mrs Henderson Mr Omodei Dr Tunbufll
Mr Catana Mr Gordon Hill Mr Pearce Dr Watson
Dr Constable Mr House, Mr Read Mr Watt
Mr Court Mr Kierath Mr Riebeling Mr Wiese
Mr Cowan Mr Kobelke Mr Ripper Mr Wilson
Mr Cunninghamn Dr Lawrence Mr Shave Mr Bradshaw (Teller)
Mr Donovan Mr Leahiy Mr DiL. Smith Mrs Watkins (Teller)
Mrs Edwardes Mr Lewis Mr P4. Smith
Dr Edwards Mr Marlborough Mr Strickland

Noes (2)
Mr Thompson Dr Alexander (Teller)

Question thus passed.
Appointment of Select Committee

On motion by Mr Lewis, resolved that -

(a) the members of the committee be the member for Perth (Dr Alexander), the
member for Wagin (Mr Wiese), the member for Nollamnara (Mr Kobelke), the
member for Cockburn (Mr Thomas) and the mover, and

(b) the committee have the power to move from place to place and to sit during
the sittings of the House.

Sitting suspended from 1.0010o 2.00 pm

PETITION - WESTERN AUSTRALIAN STATE EMERGENCY SERVICE
Funding Cuts Concern

MR HOUSE (Stirling) [2.03 pm):- I present the following petition -

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

The Western Australian Volunteer Emergency Services Association Incorporated
(WAVES) being the representative body for the volunteer element of the Western
Australian Stare Emergency Service hereby submit to you Petitions serial numbered I
to 320 totalling 6 026 signatories. This is a portion of the 18 417 signatories
obtained.
The signatories express serious concerns on the proposed funding cuts to the Western
Australian State Emergency Service and the effects it will have on the community.
We urge the Minister for Police and Emergency Services to provide the Wester
Australian State Emergency Services with adequate funding to train and equip its
volunteers to carry out its assigned operational role.
We respectfully suggest that the 1992/93 budget for the Western Australian State
Emergency Service be set at no less than one million two hundred thousand dollars
($1,200,000.00); a complete justification of this figure is hereby submitted also.
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 6 026 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 98.1
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A similar petition was presented by Mr Gordon Hill (Minister for Mines), (6 339 persons).
(See petition No 99.]

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND EXPENDITURE REVIEW COMMITEE
Alkimos Land Grant to University of /ore Damne - Report Tabling

MR CATANIA (Balcatta) [2.08 pm]: I present for tabling the report and evidence of the
Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee on its inquiry into the proposed grant
of land at Alkimos to the University of Notre Dame. 1 move -

That the report do lie upon the Table and be printed.
1 do so with regret, as I must indicate char the member for Maylands and I felt compelled to
tender a minority report. In our view, the majority repont represents an abdication of the duty
of the committee to report objectively and impartially on the basis of all available evidence.
The flaws in the majority report highlight two areas that we believe detract from the
credibility of parliamentary committees and, in turn, sadly, the very significant Public
Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee, in the eyes of the public. I address, first, the
important area of parliamentary committees. I believe, in many instances they are incapable
of dealing objectively with politically charged subject matter. flat is especially so if some
members of a committee doggedly pursue personal agendas and preconceived conclusions,
or if they seek to exploit a committee for the purposes of political gain or publicity. Such
improper motives lie behind the majority report.
The member for Morley has a deep and personal commitment to a point of view on the
University of Nonre Dame Australia issue which contributed to his decision to leave the
Labor Party. Since that rime he has been obsessed with vindicating that decision, and that
has clouded his judgment and led to his manipulation by the other authors of the majority
report.
The members for Wellington and Avon have acted on simpler, but perhaps less honourable,
bases in grasping at political opportunities.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr CATANIA: Absolutely. The featwres of the majority report cause grave disquiet
because the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee has long been held in high
regard and has avoided the unreasonable practices which characterise some committees.
I now refer to the specific issues with which we unfortunately disagree. I cannot address all
of the issues contained in the majority report, but I will try to address those which raise
matters which should not be left unanswered.
Chapter 3 of the majority report deals with undertakings. It purports to demonstrate that the
then Deputy Premier on three separate occasions made binding commitments to the
proponents of UNDA on behalf of the Government of the day. However, evidence available
to the committee demonstrates no more than the fact that then Deputy Premier Parker's
authority from Cabinet was limited-to negotiating support for the project in principle and did
nor include the authority to commit or bind the Government in any way. With the single
exception of Mr Horgan, the proponents of UNDA knew and accepted the limits of his
mission.
The introductory discussion of chapter 3 - regarding undertakings - of the majority report
concludes that a firm undertaking of Government support for the joint ventuire - the
guarantee - was given on behalf of the Government by Mr Parker at the meeting of
12 August 1988. The preliminary evidence leading to that conclusion is a letter written by
Father Edward Malloy, the President of the University of Notre Dame, Indiana, to the
committee on 10 August 1992. The committee says this evidence is 'impeccable", and
suggests -

From the evidence of participants at this meeting there is only one departure from the
view received by the committee.

In other words, the impeccable source, Rev Malloy, stated categorically that there were
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undertakings. The evidence before the committee indicates that Mr Horgan had agreed to the
view of Rev Malloy. However, other proponents of the university - Dr Tannock, Professor
Link, Mr Terry O'Connor, QC, and Mr Keil - offered a different interpretation of the level of
Government commitment. Indeed, Dr Tantnock gave evidence to the committee from which
I quote -

I certainly understood the Government, and the Opposition for that matter, to be
strongly encouraging the university in its goals and aspirations and, provided we
could meet the conditions which had been laid down, I understand that there was
every likelihood we would be able to come to an agreement.

When the same question was posed to Professor Link he offered the same opinion.
Similarly, Mr Terry O'Connor, QC, stated in his evidence that there were no undertakings at
the time the legislation was introduced into the Parliament in December. 1989, and that
LINDA made a number of different proposals for Government assistance.
Professor Keil was even more specific in his evidence -

Given the vagueness of Mr Horgan's initial discussions with the members of the
Government at the initial announcement of the university, it was not able to progress
the matter on any reasonable commercial grounds or in a way which would have been
acceptable to the Government. At no rime prior to the proclamation of the university
did any detailed and specific discussions with officers of the Government take place
with my involvement. Certainly, nio definite commitment was made by the
Government.

As stated in the evidence of Father Malloy, on which so much of the emphasis is placed in
the majority report, it is consistent with Mr Horgan. Thbis was surprising when the origin of
Father Malloy's evidence is considered. When the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee received Father Malloy's evidence, I took the opportunity as chairman of the
committee to contact him in America.
Mr Trenorden: Not as the chairmnan; it was off your own bat.
Mr CATANIA: I accept that. When he was questioned about why he had volunteered his
evidence about this matter, he responded that it was at the request of Mr Horgan. He advised
that he had little recall of the events on 12 August 1988 until Mr Horgan provided a
summary of events to refresh his memory. The member for Morley advised Mr Horgan -
when speaking to the committee - of what sont of evidence would be required to justify his
opinion that the undertakings were given by Government.
It has not been my intention anywhere in this report to discredit Father Malloy, but to bring
more logic to the argument. This man visited a foreign country on the other side of the
world, and spent five days here attending numerous meetings, so naturally his recollection of
events must have been hazy. I deduced this, and this was confirmed in a fax sent to the
Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee this morning from Father Malloy,
which I submit as evidence. The fax is addressed to Mr Michael Baker, the secretary of the
Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee. It reads -

Dear Mr. Baker,
I refer to my fax of August 10, 1992.
1 understand that my fax has become important in the deliberations of the Public
Accounts and Expenditur Review Committee. Because of that fact I thought it
appropriate I should set out the background to the letter.
I was first approached about the Committee's Inquiry by Mr. Denis Horgan. Mr.
Horgan asked me if I had a recollection of a meeting with Mr. David Parker in
August 1988 at which Mr. Parker outlined Government support for the University- I
indicated to Mr. Horgan that I did have a general recollection, but did not recall
specifically what was said by Mr. Parker. He inquired if I would write to the
Committee on the matter, which I agreed to do.
Mr. Horgan sent me a summary of what he said occurred at the meeting. Although
my recall of the meeting was not specific, Mr. Horgan's summary seemed not
inconsistent with my recollection of what occurred at the meeting. For this reason I
incorporated Mr, Horgan's summary into my letter.
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At the time of writing my letter to you I did not have a copy of the press release from
Archbishop Foley. I have since seen a copy of that press release. What I now realize
is that I was in error when I said in my letter that as of August 12, 1988 there was a
decision to proceed with the planning for the establishment of a new university.
Having now seen the press release again, it is clear to me that my letter was incorrect
in the following respects:

- no decision had been made to set up the University at that stage. The
decision was to conduct a feasibility;

- Mr. Parker assured the meeting of Government support for the
University. In my letter I said there was a specific undertaking and
commitment in respect of the joint venture: and guarantee. I believe
that was an unhbappy choice of words as it gives the wrong impression.
It would be fairer to say Mr. Parker agreed to negotiate a joint venture
and guarantee. It is clear from Archbishop Foley's press release that
no firm commitment had been given in these matters.

I should also say I was wrong when I listed the people who attended the meeting with
Mr. Parker They were the Archbishop. Mr. Horgan and myself. The other two
people from Notre Dame, Indiana (Timothy O'Meara and E. William Beauchamp) as
well as Peter Tannock joined us for the Press Conference.
For your information I enclose a copy of the Archbishop's Press Release.
Whilst the information, included in my letter from Mr. Horgan's note to me, accorded
with my general impression that the Government and the Opposition were prepared to
give strong in principle backing, I am unable to say that the precise details of my
letter are correct.
Thus I am writing to you again because I would be very concerned that a grave
injustice could be done if, based on my original letter, the Committee were to
misinterpret the evidence.

The whole basis of the undertakcing that the Government was supposed to have given,
through Mr Parker, to the UNDA proponents was based solely and wholly on the evidence
given to the committee by Father Malloy. This fax changes the whole basis of the majority
report; it has now sunk.
The conclusion reached by the majority report that a firm commitment or binding
undertaking was given on behalf of the Government by the Deputy Premier placed emphasis
on Father Malloy's evidence, which is doubtful. Father Malloy has admitted that in his
letter. The evidence is without the support of other witnesses. The undertaldngs supposedly
given by David Parker on 2 February 1990 suffer the same fate. The evidence of proponents
of the university and the opinion of a professor of law stated categorically there were no
binding undertakings and it is inconceivable and outrageous that the committee in a majority
could have concluded otherwise.
The second specific area in chapter 5 of the majority report is that of false and misleading
statements. The authors have misconstrued a statement and on that basis concluded that the
statement was deliberately misleading. I am amazed that of the tonnes of information that
were given to the committee only one statement was selected and singled out as proof that
the Premier had misled Parliament. The majority authors take exception to the fact that the
then Minister for Education, Hon Carmen Lawrence, in her second reading speech, referred
to the establishment of the University of Notre Dame Australia in Fremantle when they
believe she knew that the LINDA planned a larger campus at Alkimos. Given that the word
" establisht' means to "set up" and the university has indeed been set up in Fremantle we do
not see anything that is misleading. I fail to see the members' logic in that area. The third
issue was a statement mate during the second reading speech that the university was non-
profit. That is correct. It is different from the Bond University and other private universities
because it is a charitable institution and any profits which are made are used for the
university and not dispensed as dividends. It is unlike other universities, and the then
Education Minister's summation was correct. I could go through a number of other issues in
the majority report and disprove the conclusions that were made; however, I will surnmarise
my points. It is important that it is recognised that this investigation has been difficult and

4771



traumatic. I am staggered by the single mindedness of those members who make up the
majority report to find something, anything, to throw at the Government. Although in places
they have applauded the Premier for her actions during the enabling legislation, they
continue and conclude that she has misled the Parliament. I am staggered at the obsession of
one member supported by the bigotry and andi-Catholic zealot members of the National Party
and its leaders.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Shame!

Points of Order
Mr LEWIS: It is most unparliamentary to reflect on another parliamentary party as being
bigots and to say that the only reason they make a decision is on the basis of that bigotry.
That reflects on members by calling them bigots.
Mr Trenorden: I treat the remark with the contempt it deserves.
The SPEAKER: Order! There are clearly going to be times throughout this debate when
things are said about members and parties on both sides and as I have said before I take both
sides from time to time. However, I would prefer it if we did not get into the name call1ing
business. I am not convinced that that is what this is, and, while I am not prepared to rule in
favour of the member for Applecross, I take the opportunity of saying that perhaps we might
consider where we will end up if we start along those lines.
Mr LEWIS: Mr Speaker, on that point of order -
The SPEAKER: I am sorry, I cannot entertain the member's canvassing my ruling. If the
member has another point of order or wants to disagree he may feel free to go ahead, but he
cannot canvass my ruling.
Mr LEWIS: Mr Speaker, I will not canvass your ruling, but I raise another point of order: If
we are going to sca a debate like this then, as you suggest, anything will go.
Mr Pearce: That is canvassing.
Mr LEWIS: If that is what this House wants that is fine, but the remark of the member for
Balcauta was one of the most disgraceful things I have ever heard.
The SPEAKER: The member has had more than a fair opportunity to put his point of view.

Debate Resumed
Mr CATANIA: This zealotry was supported by the political opportunism of the Liberal
Party to cast a cloud over what was an attempt to establish a wonderful educational
institution that would enrich and have great benefit to the Western Australian community. It
is said that the prejudice, obsession and political opportunism have cast a cloud over not only
the university and the many fine and outstanding contributors, but also the Catholic Church
as an institution. It is not deserved. It is totally obscene and should weigh heavily on the
consciences on those who supported this unjustified tactic. We have seen opponents of the
university, an e-leader of the Opposition, the present Leader of the Opposition, Hon Max
Evans in the other House, Cheryl Edwardes, the then shadow Minister for Education and
member for Kingsley, as well as the Leader of the National Party being kept informed. They
had no wish to hide any of the dealings or negotiations that were going on. They had no
wish to involve themselves in a political storm over this issue. The Opposition parties have
taken every opportunity to cast doubt on the Government's negotiations. They should stand
condemned for their veiled support of the UNDA to obtain political advantage. The majority
report referred to the ex-Leader of the Opposition where he is stated to have misled
Parliament.
Mr Bradshaw: That is not correct.
Mr CATANIA: The majority report has watered down that conclusion. The two problems in
the establishment of the university have related to the two major players in David Parker and
Denis Horgan. The Government was unfortunate in having David Parker as its negotiator,
because I believe he was grossly irresponsible and showed a total disregard of convention
and propriety. His actions were of a man catering to the whims of the supposedly wealthy
entrepreneurs in his constituency. He was never given authority by Cabinet to give
undertakings which could have been construed to be binding. The State and Government is
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better off for his demise. The second problem was among the proponents - that is, Mr Denis
Horgan. I am certain that other members will comment on his part in the establishment of
the university. He was a typical entrepreneur of the 1980s. He used the university, the
Catholic Church and its institutions that crusted him, for his own ends. He falsely presented
himself as a benefactor to obtain standing and to feed his hunger for recognition. Like Mr
Parker, his demise and disappearance from the scene should be welcomed by the LINDA and
the people of Western Australia.
Mr Lewis: You are dumping on him.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Lewis: You are using this place as a cowards' castle.
Mr CATANIA: No. The Premier, the Deputy Premier and the fine citizens involved with
the UNDA, including Professor Link, Dr Peter Tannock, Terry O'Connor, Des O'Sullivan,
the late Archbishop William Foley and the present Archbishop Barry Hickey, and the many
little people who have given their time, energy and kind donations, have all acted with the
utmost integrity. With the announcement yesterday of the university land grant I am certain
that the UNT)A will prosper and grow like all the other universities in Western Australia.
They would be delighted that the yoke has finally been thrown off their backs. It is a final
statement and I hope a final chapter to close and so leave the university and the Government
alone in their endeavours to help promote the university and establish a fine institution which
will benefit the community of Western Australia.
Mir House: You will be in the confessional a long time.
Mr CATANIA: That is the kind of statement I was referring to previously. I commend the
report to Parliament with great reservations and regrets.
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [2-31 pmil: I will try to be as quiet and deliberate as possible.
The SPEAKER: Do not be too quiet as it is difficult enough for me to hear and I am sure it
is difficult for the Hansard reporters.
Mr DONOVAN: In that case, Mr Speaker, I will speak up. I will mean exactly what I say
when I speak about the members and the Chairman of the Public Accounts and Expenditure
Review Committee. Politicians everywhere experience from time to time a position which
has become enshrined in the metaphor "between a rock and a hard place". The chairman of
the committee found himself in the centre of a triangle, one point of which was the rock,
another the hard place and the third a spiritual graveyard. I do not mean that unkidndly. On
the one hand the chairman of the committee has - I publicly commend him for it - a very
keen sense of responsibility to this Parliament. On the other hand he diligently, and to the
best of his endeavours - no member of his party could criticise him for doing otherwise - did
the best he could to meet his responsibilities as a Government representative on that
committee. Unlike the rest of the committee members, he also occupied a third position, that
of being a life long and committed member of the Catholic faith. He also had to do his best -
I believe that he attempted to do so - to protect what he saw as his responsibility and spiritual
values in that quarter. That must be a pretty hard position from which to work.
Mrs Beggs: Being a Catholic does not impair one's judgment.
Mr DONOVAN: The Minister should shut up; that is not what I am saying.
Mrs Beggs: That is exactly what you are saying.
A member interjected.
Mr DONOVAN: That will not deter me; I will still put on the record that the Chairman of
the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee did the best he could to meet all
those responsibilities as well as anyone could expect at the time. After listening to the
chairman's report that Mr Parker, the then Deputy Premier, acted with impropriety and
without the support of Cabinet, one wonders what specifically provoked the chairman to
make that comment. It is what the committee concluded was the basis of the inquiry. Mr
Parker made certain undertakings with specific reference to a joint venture, to land, to a
Government guarantee and to enabling legislation to allow events to take place.
Firstly, it is not true that the report hinges its conclusions on the evidence of Father Malloy.
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We certainly valued his evidence, and it is true that until, I think, 10 August when we
received Father Malloy's letter, the committee spent many frustrated hours of both member
and staff time looking for the link between the many boxes of evidence of the actions people
took following 12 August 1988. About the only evidence not available to establish that those
undertakings were made on that date was one statement which would support Denis
Horgan's proposition chat that was exactly what happened. That is quite different from
saying that that was the fundamental basis of the committee's conclusions. That letter came
and it certainly supported that proposition. Therefore, in the light of the events of this
morning, last night and yesterday, one cannot but wonder how it should come about that - not
at the eleventh hour, but at the twelfth hour, as the chairman reported this morning when it
appeared that all efforts to delay the report would be futile - someone was able to provide
Father Malloy, who provided a number of written pieces of information to the inquiry but
never appeared before it, with sufficient information about the findings of this report for him
to conclude -

.. that my fax has become important in the deliberations of the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee.

One wonders who could possibly have had sufficient information about the conclusion of this
report which induced Father Malloy to reconsider that which in the letter immediately
previous to that he had firmly decided he would not enter into again. What Father Malloy of
Indiana said in his third letter to the committee was -

As you know, I have tried to be of assistance to you in your inquiry. I have done so
out of a spirit of good will. Very recently I responded to your inquiry about the
participants in a morning meeting on August 12, 1988. Your even more recent set of
questions of September 1, 1992 strike me as excessively specific and tantamount to
being cross-examined in a court of law.
Like most human persons I do not have total recall of previous events -

I wonder whether any one member or certainly any one Minister of this place does. I bet
neither the Leader of the Opposition nor the Premier does. I certainly do not. Father
Malloy's letter continues -

- particularly those that seemed to me merely contractual at the time in which they
took place.

Only one meaning, I understand, is attached to the word "contractual". The committee was
driven quite specifically, not by Catholic, party, Deputy Premier or Premier bashing, but by
its ters of reference.
Term of reference No 2 does not ask the committee to consider what contracts or legally
binding undertakings or commitments were made. The term of reference asked the
committee simply to inquire into and report on, inter alia, what undertakings were given; it
did not ask about contracts. Nobody expected there would be any written contracts. The
reason that the university and the Government arrived at the position it did in 1990 was
precisely that there were no written contracts. Had there been written contracts the guarantee
would have been acted on and neither the university nor Denis Horgan's Barrack House
group would have collapsed, at least in respect of the Fremantle properties. We must be up
front and clear about that. We are talking about undertakings that were given; we are not
trying to find linguistic ways around the problem. We were asked to look at undertakcings;
we looked at those undertakings and we found them.
The consequences of the undertakings led people who are used to making executive
decisions, however questionable or otherwise their actions, to make those decisions.
Following 12 August, Mr Morgan went to the R & I Bank looking for $30 million with no
deposit, stamp duty covered, legal costs covered, and 100 per cent provisioning for properties
yet to be acquired on a simple draw down facility. He was told to go and find them and the
bank would draw down the money. That is a pretty big decision. The R & I Bank advanced
that $30 million on, we are told, nothing other than its holding the first mortgage security of
the properties as they became available, Morgan's personal guarantee - members can decide
what that was worth - and the guarantee of Barrack House against the interest. That was an
absolutely astounding decision for a banker who has obligations imposed on him by the
R & I Bank Act to make and the potential obligations imposed on the Government by the
same Act in relation to liabilities and losses.
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The SPEAKER: Order! A number of conversations are going on around the Chamber that
are far too loud. I am not saying do not have them, however I am saying do not have them at
that volume.
Mr DONOVAN: The next major decision that was made was made by Archbishop Foley,
who sadly is deceased. One wonders how much his condition at the time had to do with this,
but that is another matter. That it was very stressful is an understatement. He had to make
major and significant decisions. Certainly, the Government did and so did the universities,
bath here and in Indiana. No-one makes the sorts of decisions reported in the majority report
or takes the actions also reported in the report lightly. T1hey are not made on the basis that
there may be a guarantee or there may not be. They are not made on the basis that there
might be a joint venture or some land or there might not be; not at that level anyway. I might
make them, but I am not a senior executive used to handling those sorts of matters at that
level. No-one takes those sorts of actions which were reported on quite as lightly as the
chairman would have us believe.
Father Malloy's evidence was valued by the committee, as was the evidence of every other
witness. Also, the committee was obliged to scrutinise it, as the chairman described, as
objectively as possible because of the seriousness of this issue. The committee had to look at
all the evidence and it came to the conclusion that, even if we took Father Malloy out of the
equation, some of the actions were totally inexplicable until one sees the evidence that
suggests that they were not so inexplicable but that they were supported by the assurance
given to the primary players that the Government was committed to the project, to the
guarantee and to the enabling legislation.
Mr Pearce: That is where the committee made its mistake because there is no truth in that
assumption.
Mr Lewis: How would you know?
Mr Pearce: Because I am in the Cabinet. I have not seen the report. One should question a
report that has been given to journalists but members of Parliament cannot get a copy of it. I
have been advised that I cannot have the report for 45 minutes and I know that the claim
made by the member for Morley is wrong.
Mr DONOVAN: The conclusions speak for themselves.
Mr Pearce: They are wrong conclusions.
Mr DONOVAN: In each case they exist within the context of the text that immediately
precedes them. In that sense the report is unusual. Each conclusion follows the text of the
argument supporting it. They are distributed throughout the report. They are supported by
the text that immediately precedes them.
There is no doubt that it has been a gruelling and difficult inquiry. In that respect I agree
completely with the chairnan. It has been frustrating and exhausting certainly for me, both
physically and mentally.
Mr D.L. Smith: Why frustrating?
Mr DONOVAN: It was prompted very largely by the early work of Andrew Smith in
Fremantle, the editor of The Fremantle Herald.
Mr Pearce: And on failing to get the evidence you reached the conclusion anyway.
Mr DONOVAN: The Leader of the House has a problem with the proposition that the
chairman of the committee was asking us to accept. If members want to make a fight of it
here, let us do so. The chairman asked the House to accept the proposition that the only
evidence we had of the Premier misleading the Parliament was that she made some statement
in her second reading speech that was interpretable. That is not the primary piece of
evidence. On 28 November 1989, the then Minister for Education, Dr Carmen Lawrence,
replied to a question from Mr Hassell. It is in Hanard and has been transcribed word for
word in the report. The bottom line of the answer is -

Mr D.L. Smith: Don't tell us what is the bottom line; tell us what the answer was.
Mr DONOVAN: I have only four minutes left; the Minister can read it himself. The bottom
line was whether the Government had received any formal submissions and the answer was
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no. The second question was: What was the package of support that the Government was
considering, and the answer was none.
Mr Taylor: Dead right!
Mr DONOVAN: That is not dead right as the Deputy Premier knows. It is not the way the
chairman would like us to believe it is. All I ask members to do is to look at the report and
the conclusions. They should look at them in the context of the text in which they appear,
not in the context of any ideas members might have for their own self-preservation.
The report is the result of an inquiry in which every member strived for the truth and that is
what is contained in the report The report does not need me to defend it; it defends itself
admirably whereas the actions of certain people to frustrate and constrain the lines of inquiry
and the report should be criticised and there is some criticism in the conclusions. I urge
people to read the conclusions in the context in which they are given and not in any other
context. I conclude by saying that of course I support the motion to print this report. It is
one of the most important reports brought to this Parliament, not because of what it says
about the startling but because of what it says about what has become the commonplace.
That should serve as a note of caution for future Governments.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [2.50 pm]: This is an historical day for this Parliament.
Mr D.L. Smith intrjected.

Point of Order
Mr LEWIS: The Minister just accused the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee of lying. He referred to the lies of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I know that the member for Applecross is hard of hearing, but he should
know that I said "the demise" of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee.

Debate Resumed
Mr TRENORDEN: I am not concerned at what the Minister said but I am concerned about
making a few comments and then sifting down. This is an historical day in this Parliament
because it is the first time that the Chairman of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee has presented a minority report. This Parliament needs to think about that. I
have spoken many times in this place about public accounts committees. In Australian
politics all public accounts committees have a majority of members from the Government
and a minority from Opposition parties. By a quirk of fate that is not the case in Western
Australia. Under the Westminster system in the mother of this place the majority of public
accounts committee members are from the Opposition parties and the minority are from the
Government. That is the way these committees should be structured. The birth of this
committee was by Caesarean section rather than by natural birth, because it is not the original
composition of the public accounts committee. People writing a history of this Parliament in
years to come will regard today as the birth of the public accounts committee rather than
1971 when it was constituted in this House. Today members have witnessed accountability
in action, rather than in words alone. This situation arose because the member for Morley
resigned from the Parliamentary Labor Party and became an Independent member. In spite
of the many things that have been said about the member for Morley I am happy to defend
him, although I am not here for that purpose.
Mr D.L. Smith: Why did he leave the Australian Labor Party?
Mr TRENORDEN: Because he was in the party room when these decisions were made and
he knew they were on the nose. The member for Morley is not a member of a political party,
nor does he propose to stand for Parliament at the next election. When the member for
Morley resigned from the Labor Party the Government immediately moved for his removal
from the membership of the public accounts committee. This Parliament, in its wisdom, did
not allow that to occur. That was a telling time in die history of this Chamber. Today, a
public accounts committee has reported in the manner in which it should report. Members
apposite will all argue that they do not like the report. There is a lot of anger on the
Government side with members saying they dislike the report and tipping bile on it.
However, with the passage of time, when Government members move to the Opposition
benches, those Government members who are now so heavily bitching will be ever grateful
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for this report, not for what it says but for what it means to the functioning of the public
accounts committee. When Government members are in Opposition they will breathe a great
sigh of relief that this committee produced such a report because it will change the course of
events in this Chamber. Whether members opposite agree or disagree with the contents of
the report, in a few months' time they will be very appreciative of it. Members on my side of
the House who are so gleefully crowing today will have a different perspective when they are
on the Government benches. It will be a sobering situation when they find that the balance
has changed. All members know that from today the rules will be different, and it will affect
the whole operation of this Chamber. As members know, the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee is a Standing Committee of this House. It has a position in
this Parliament by virtue of the Standing Orders. It is the duty of the public accounts
committee to investigate and supervise the proper accountability for the spending of public
money. That has occurred today. I do not object to members opposite reaching their own
conclusions about the report but they cannot argue with the fact that the public accounts
committee investigated for a year the public accountability of a certain issue. This is the first
time accountability has been evident in this Parliament. This is not rhetoric, this is hard copy
which has hit the Table and history will be the judge of it.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
Mr Shave interjected.
The SPEAKER: Oder! The Minister for Local Government, Lands and all the other things
for which he has responsibility, and my very good, close personal friend, the member for
Melville, should take close note that they should not interject in that way again today.
Mr TRENORDEN: It is for the Parliament to act on this report. Almost a year ago the
National Party introduced a motion in this House and, with the support of Independent
members and the Liberal Party, sent this mailer to the public accounts committee for
investigation. The committee spent 12 months deliberating on the issues and has delivered a
report. It is now for the Parliament to decide what to do with that report. I do not say the
work of the public accounts committee has finished because there is more to do. The
member for Morley and I have other interests. I believe there will be a response to this
report from the Royal Commission because some of the matters dealt with are before the
Royal Commission. This is not the last this Chamber will hear of this matter. It is for the
Parliament to deal with it. That means for the first time since I have been a member of this
House the Parliament will exercise its function over the Executive of Government.
This morning the public accounts committee met for the 111th time since its formation
immediately after the last election three and a half years ago. That represents a substantial
contribution by the members of that committee. Unlike a few of my colleagues, I will not
denigrate any members of that committee. The committee works hard, and I have a great
deal of respect for its chairman, deputy chairman and members. Until today the public
accounts committee workced perfectly. We kicked and argued about the political nature of
certain matters, but as individuals and members of Parliament we operated with the proper
ethos of a public accounts committee. Even though the chairman of the committee tipped a
substantial bucket on me a moment ago, I do not think anyone believes his comment that I
am anti-Catholic and so on, nor do I think he believes it. I will not give such statements the
time of day. I have a great deal of respect for my fellow committee members and if they
want to produce a minority report, it is their right to do so and that is fine by me. The actions
of this morning were very regrettable.
Mr Pearce: And of yesterday even more so, and you are not prepared to deny that. Deny it
now.
Mr TRENORDEN: I was not going to say this, but seeing that the Leader of the House is so
willing to talk about it, what happened last night is that at 6.00 pm the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee met in what I believe is the Minister's room. Some time
after 6.00 pmt - about 7.30 pm - the Leader of the House came in and said that Ministers had
been named in the report and would want the opportunity to respond. The Chairman of the
Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee said here in debate, and it was clear for
everyone to hear, that they had met each other and discussed that matter before the PAC met.
The PAC met at 6.00 pm, and the Channel Nine news was at 6.00 pm. Who told the Leader
of the House? Who gave him the information?
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Mr Pearce: I saw the committee at 8.00 pm.
Mr TRENORDEN: The Leader of the House asked me questions this morning. Now it is
my turn. Who told the Leader of the House?
Mr Pearce: I saw itcon the Channel Nine news.
Mr TRENORDEN: The Leader of the House did not. It happened before 6.00 pm.
Mr Pearce: I did not talk to you before 6.00 pm. You have caught yourself out.
Mr TRENORDEN: Before the Leader of the House runs a kangaroo court in this Chamber,
he should put his mouth into gear. He has caught himself out.
Mr Pearce: I saw the committee at 8.00 pm.
Mr TRENORDEN: The Leader of the House had information before 6.00 pm.
Mr Pearce: That is untrue. I saw the committee at 8.00 pm, and if you do not know that 8.00
pm comes after 6.00 pm that is not my responsibility. You are two hours out.
Mr TRENORDEN: There are substantial differences in this report. Much of the
investigation and work involved in this report was done by the members of the PAC. I am
not crying to downgrade the efforts of the staff of the PAC, which over t last 12 months
were substantial, but the members of the PAC immersed themselves in the investigation and
spent a considerable amount of their time. I cannot tell members how much time was spent
by the member for Morley and me -

Mr Taylor: Desperate hours.
Mr TRENORDEN: The member for Morley has given information to the Royal
Commission, and there are other matters of high interest which I will not mention today
because they have not been proved, but I believe they will come before the House at one rime
or another. The main point is that it does not matter what anyone throws at me. The
evidence of the PAC has been tabled, and it is for anyone who wishes to examine that
evidence to come up with whatever conclusions he or she likes. I challenge any open
minded individual to come up with a conclusion other than the main thrust of the conclusion
that the majority has come up with. It is impossible to come to any other conclusion.
Mr Pearce: It is not impossible. The committee has got it wrong.
Mr TRENORDEN: In the end, it is a simple mechanism of saying just how this matter was
worked by Government. It is an unfortunate fact that the Catholic Church put a considerable
amount of money into Barrack Securities, and that money was lost. It did so - and the files
are now part of the record of this Chamber - because the R & I Bank, the archdiocese of
Perth and the University of Notre Dame clearly understood that a guarantee was
forthcoming.
Mr Catania: That is not true.
Mr TRENORDEN: The files are very plain. Would anyone put in excess of $10 million into
a system without some assurance about the security of that money? I do not wish to go into
that. It is an unfortunate fact that the Catholic community has lost a great deal of money.
That is not on my head. I am painting out that people do not put $10 million of hard earned
trust moneys into an investment unless there is security, and the only security was that a
guarantee was forthcoming from the Government.
Mr Catania: There was no security for that money. You know that. Where was it placed?
Mr TRENORDEN: It was placed with Barrack Securities. It then went into a number of
Horgan companies and ended up in the R & I Bank. That is what happened to the money.
Mr Catania: Where was the security?
Mr TRENORDEN: The security was an arrangement that was put together by the
R & I Bank, on the advice of its solicitors, which hinged fully on a guarantee from the
Government. It is all in the files.
Mr Catania: What a lot of rubbish! You are drawing a long bow, and you know it.
M~r TRENORDEN: It is of some regret that today we received a letter from Father Malloy of
Indiana, but I do not think that is of any consequence to the report.
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Mr Catania: It is crucial.
Mr TRENORDEN: It is not. On 2 February 1989, the Deputy Premier wrote to Mr Horgan
and gave specific undertakings. Not once from that date - and this is a valid point, and I
want everyone to hear it - did any member of this Government write to any of those
individuals and say that letter was not correct and the Deputy Premier was acting outside his
portfolio. Not once was that countermanded.
Mr T7hompson inteijected.
Mr TRENORDEN: It was public information. It was on the front page of The West
Australian. It was never refuted by the Government.
What I wanted to do in my time was talk about the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee. Unfortunately, and I will say this even though I will get abused by many people,
today we should be standing here with some pride in the formation of the accountability of
this House. However, we are not. I spent a very uncomfortable morning, as I suspect did
every other member of the PAC, and it is of some regret that this morning's debate took
place because it is very important if we are to operate as a mature Parliament that we have a
PAC that has the ability to operate. What we have seen today and felt the pain of today is a
properly functioning Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee. I have no
compunction in saying that is the case. I expect to be on the other side of the House in due
course, and I will have to live in the hope that this House will change the format of the PAC
because it has now seen how one can operate. The majority of the members of the PAC
should be from the Opposition, and the chairperson should be from the Government.
I challenge any member of the PAC here today to say that the members do not work well
together. I have absolute confidence - or did have, until yesterday - that we work well
together. I trust my colleagues on that committee to do the right thing. I have no argument
with members opposite putting their case. They have every right to do that. However, I ask
members opposite to consider just what has happened today. We have had a change in the
history and format of this Chamber, and it is a change for the better. When members
opposite, who have been so loud, get to this side of the Chamber, they will appreciate what
has happened today, and I may not appreciate it so much at some time in the future if I am
fortunate enough to get to the other side of the Chamber.
I did not intend to have a go at the Leader of the House, and were it not for his keenness to
have a go at me while he was running his kangaroo court earlier this morning, which was an
appalling exercise, I would not have done so. I want to emphasise the positive. The report
will stand on its own. The media are currently poring through it. The people who read and
examine the report will come to their own conclusion. That is their right. They will say
either that we are right or that we are wrong, and we will live by those reports, and that is the
way it is. I emphasise that today is an historic day for this House. After the issue has died
away, all members should remember the actions taken today and make sure that the Public
Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee lives in perpetuity.
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) 13.10 pm]: I have had only a brief opportunity
to examine the report presented by t Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee
to Parliament. Given the nature of the controversy surrounding the report - and as a
parenthetical observation - it strikes me that it is unreasonable when such serious allegations
have been made in the report, the only opportunity members have to refute or rebut any
allegations made or conclusions reached is after a very brief examination of the report.
Despite what some members of this House may think, that is the position in which I find
myself. However, I have found in the course of an examination of the sections of the report
that at least refer to my own actions, a number of very transparent and obvious faults appear.
Firstly, the logic that has been used to reach the conclusions is tortuous in the extreme- It can
only suggest to a reasonable and objective observer that the conclusions were framed before
the evidence was contrived to fit the conclusion. T'hat is rmy first point. The sort of logic
used in the report is that for which I would have failed first year university students, and no
doubt high school teachers would have failed considerably younger students. It is the most
appalling example that I have seen in this Parliament.
Secondly, there is a clear misuse and selective use of evidence - whatever suits the purpose.
Again, as a member of this House, I find that extraordinary. I hope that other members will
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rake the time to read the report in its entirety, as I will. 1 hope further that they will do the
members of this House the justice of looking at the evidence, and some of the evidence - we
have heard - that has not been presented.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: How do you know that?
Dr LAWRENCE: I have been listening to debate. One of the observations that might
reasonably be made by me and at least by the Deputy Premier, and others. is that we were not
asked our opinions about some of these questions. For example, we were not asked to
provide a response to the accusations by the majority report. That seems to me to be
something required by natural justice. I expect that is something that would normally be
undertaken. As members would appreciate, the chairman of the committee did not concur
with the conclusions reached by the rest of the committee, so it became the responsibility of
the other members of the committee who were seeking to reach those conclusions. Thirdly,
there is a failure to provide natural justice in a way that anyone in this Parliament can hold up
his or her head about. I find that most extraordinary.
I will comment briefly on this morning's debate: The suggestion made by the member for
Morley and members opposite that there was some advantage to the Government, or to me,
in leaking sections of the report or a draft, is the most extraordinary proposition I have ever
heard. A reasonable question to ask would be: Why would I, why would the Government,
even if we were in a position to do so, selectively leak the most damaging parts of the report?
It is the most extraordinary proposition I have ever heard. Only the most extraordinary mind
could dream it up. Not only is the motivation ascribed to me or to Government members of
the committee - depending on who one was listening to this morning - incorrect, but there is
no suggestion of evidence in support. It is not true that the Government leaked any of the
material. The journalists involved know who did it!
An Opposition member: Do you know?
Dr LAWRENCE: They have not told me either, and I doubt that they will. Being
journalists, they will probably keep their sources close to themselves.
I go on to the substance of the report insofar as I have been able to glean it from a brief
reading. As members of this Parliament will know -

Mr Lewis: You have said that four times!
Dr LAWRENCE: It needs to be stressed. The report came down at two o'clock; it is now
3.15 pm. A members will know, the most serious accusation that any of us can make about
any other person, or that can be made about us in this Parliament, is that of lying to or
misleading the Parliament. Itris a very serious allegation; hence my point about the need for
the committee to have exercised greater care. It is an accusation I treat very seriously. Until
today, I believed that other members of the House had the same view. I am not now
convinced that it is treated with the same level of seriousness by other members of this
House; otherwise I cannot believe that members of the PAC and the majority repont would
have reached that conclusion. It is not an accusation that should be flung about without the
most exacting and detailed substantiation. Itris something that is not to be made capriciously,
with malice, or in the hope of personal or political gain. Sadly, I think that has occurred on
this occasion.
Members of Parliament around Australia, sadly, are held in disrepute precisely for this
reason - the misuse of the forms, the conventions, and privileges of parliamentary practice.
On a daily basis in this place - but this is one of the most extraordinary I have seen today -
we hear members say that this is a great day for the Parliament, Today, is a very sad day for
the Parliament of Western Australia. History will mark today as the day that a committee -
normally noted for its bipartisanship and for its exacting attention to detail; one which, in the
past we could have had confidence in - brought to the Parliament a predetermined and
wilfully concocted accusation without giving the innocents an opportunity to give one word
of evidence. Not one! Every notion of natural justice has been denied, but I will leave it to
history to judge the actions and motives of those concerned, although I have my suspicions.
Unequivocally and without qualification, I have never lied to this Parliament; I have never
misled this Parliament, nor will I ever do so. I am absolutely appalled that I actually have to
stand in Parliament today, through no act or word of mine, to deny an accusation that is
totally unsubstantiated. Mr Speaker, if you look at it, it is in total contradiction of the facts.
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It is not only unsubstantiated but also every action of mine has been in contradiction to what
the committee concluded. That, I find, particularly scurrilous.
I will now outline the facts of my involvement as Minister for Education and the Nonre Dame
land grant. Many people in the State, particularly in the higher education sector, know that at
the outset I was not an enthusiast for the proposition that the university should exist at all.
Of all the Cabinet Ministers, I was the one most opposed even to the passing of the
legislation; but I belong to a Cabinet in which the majority position prevails, so I brought to
the Cabinet the enabling legislation. That is a matter of fact. I ami sure it will be backed up
by anyone who is asked the question.
An Opposition member Is that relevant?
Dr LAWRENCE: It is not irrelevant. I know there are people who believe in the University
of Notre Dame, and who believed in the past that it would be a significant addition to higher
education in this State. I recall very well during the second reading debate that I was chided
by members opposite for my lack of enthusiasm. Nonetheless, the legislation was passed,
and at my direct intervention reference was made in the legislation, and in the second reading
speech, to the fact that no continuing financial support would be provided to the University
of Notre Dame from the Government coffers. That was implicit.
Members in this House know that it was due to my intervention that that was included in the
legislation and in the second reading speech. Furthermore, in relation to additional support
that might be provided to the university, in the course of the second reading debate in this
House, several members expressed the view - not the National Party, it has at least been
consistent on this - that the university should be provided with some form of endowment. It
was specifically detailed by way of interjection from the member for Vasse who suggested
that land in Margaret River might be provided to the university. To suggest, as the majority
report does, that somehow the Parliament was kept in the dark about whether a land grant
was in prospect is absolute nonsense. It is nonsense too because the material provided to the
committee glossed over and somewhat distorted - particularly in relation to the member for
Jandakot - the fact that many members opposite knew that the university was putting to the
Government a proposal that it be endowed in some way with land. I certainly opposed the
initial establishment of the university as a matter of my own views, but accepted the
Cabinet's majority on that and as Minister for Education introduced the legislation.
However, I profoundly rejected, in the initial phases, the suggestion that the university might
be given some form of endowment, particularly one that involved any guarantee by the State
or involvement by the State. One did not have to be a genius to see the pitfalls inherent in
that.
It is also a matter of record, and if the majority report of the committee had looked carefully
at this it would have reached the same conclusion, that I stoutly resisted all attempts to
commit the Government to any support to the university in the form of a land grant,
particularly involving any guarantee or joint venture by the Government; indeed, to the
extent that by the end of 1988 when a series of propositions had been put to the Cabinet in
various forms either informally or formally, not in a form that constituted a final proposal to
Government, I fought, kicked and scratched. The result of that was that at the end of 1988
the matter was deferred indefinitely. What is more, whoever continued to negotiate -
apparently on behalf of the Government, in this case the former Deputy Premier - had no
authority to do so; none at all. He had neither the authority of the Cabinet nor of any
significant subcommittee of Cabinet. He had no authority at all. It is significant that
although the Cabinet records will show that a number of Ministers including myself were
supposed to be part of a task force to discuss with the University of Notre Dame what
support might be provided, I clearly revealed that to the House in the question in which I am
supposed to have lied in response to the former member for Cottesloe.
Mr Speaker, one of the things that I resent about this whole thing, and it is ironical in a way,
is that I find myself in a position of having to defend a university that I first resisted, and
second, to which I resisted any form of Government assistance being given. I was
deliberately kept away from the negotiations for the University of Notre Dame Australia and
had only perfunctory meetings with them. Anyone in attendance at those meeting would tell
you that my attitude was not cooperative at any stage, and that I continued to resist, finally
successfully preventing any formal proposal even being considered by Cabinet. It was
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deferred indefinitely; it was not even considered. Hence, my answer to Mr Has sell was
absolutely correct. There was no proposition before Cabinet because it had been deferred
indefinitely. The Deputy Premier continued to have discussions with the university and it
was only very belatedly, when I became Premier, that I discovered thac a letter had been
written to the university purporting to give certain assurances apparently on behalf of the
Government. The Government had never endorsed that course of action. I find it passing
strange that in The West Australian this morning - and I have not had a chance to check
whether it is in the final majority report; apparently material was made available to The West
Australian - there was a suggestion that the relevant Cabinet meeting where the Cabinet
decided not to even consider the matter - referral means it is put off the agenda sine die, that
is forever -

Mr Shave interjected.
Mr Pearce: Does the member understand the meaning of the word "indefinitely"?
Dr LAWRENCE: It was delayed indefinitely. It was quite clear in The West Australian this
morning that someone was suggesting that somehow the Cabinet decision sheet was missing.
It is not, nor was it ever, missing - none are missing. Mr Mike McMullan, the policy officer
in charge of the Department of the Cabinet, took considerable offence at that. I received a
letter from the chairman of the committee some time ago asking whether that decision sheet
would be provided. Obviously one of the con ventions of the Parliament and one of the oaths
that we take about these matters is that they are not normally provided to the committee, but I
did reply to Mr Catania saying -

In response to your letter of 9 March 1992, I advise that Cabinet's decision in relation
to the Cabinet Submission dated 15 December, 1988 was to defer the matter
indefinitely.

That was on the advice of Mr McMullan, who went back to the decision sheet, which is still
in the Cabinet records, and determined that was the outcome. That is the way it is signed.
Mr McMullan took particular offence at the supposition that that decision sheet was
missing - "somehow lost conveniently' was the inference in this morning's newspaper. Mr
McMullan stated in a letter -

As you will be aware I maintain the Cabinet Record on behalf of the Parliamentary
Secretary of the Cabinet. I would like to report to you that there is an error of fact in
the West Australian Newspaper's Report relating to the Notre flame Select
Committee where it is reported that:

"It is also understood that key Cabinet Records are missing".
I assume that the context of the report refers to the Cabinet Records relating to the
Notre Dame issue.
At no time has any suggestion been put to me or by me to support the proposition that
any Cabinet Records relating to Nore Dame are missing.

All of the Government officials who have been asked have cooperated fully with the
committee, and I am sure that the chairman will bear that out. Furthermore, as I understand
it from discussions with some of them today, from time to time research staff of the
committee approached them directly to ascertain whether certain material existed and, if so,
what it comprised. Any suggestion that somehow the Government has been uncooperative in
this or has not wanted to hear the conclusions, is simply untrue. I find the attitude of the
majority members of the committee passing strange. It may be convenient - indeed, it seems
to be - for members opposite to conclude that because of my standing in the community and
in the party I should be the target for the scurrilous accusations that they have concocted. I
can understand the day to day hurly-burly of politics, and I can dish it out too, but I do nor
stoop to manipulating evidence, or to reaching conclusions that suit a political purpose.
Labor members of the committee, I know, worked very hard to try to reach a consensus on
this matter and I know they wanted to achieve that result. That would have been the best
outcome for this Parliament; instead what do we see? We see a quite selective targeting of,
first, the Premier and, second, the Deputy Premier. Mr Speaker, you might ask why is that.
Ir is because we have a desperate Opposition that is prepared, as far as I can tell, to use any
vehicle, any mechanism at all, to attempt to denigrate me and to diminish my credibility. In
the end I am happy to stand in this Parliament and before the people of Western Australia. I
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am pretty confident I know who will be the leader - not because of some sleight of hand but
because of a very strong obvious commitment that I have made to be clear about these
matters.
1 began by condemning those politicians who for their own reasons bring the democratic
processes of this Parliament into disrepute. It is very easy to make accusations, as we all
know, of lying and misleading the House. They have been made flippantly in this case and
without substance. It is much harder to abide by the standards of substantiation, close
argument, honour and commitment, that I think the community deserves of its
parliamentarians.
It would be easy for me to respond to the majority findings by levelling specific accusations
at individuals. I will not do that although I have my suspicions about their motives. I will be
content to defend the truth. My activities in this matter have been beyond reproach.
Furthermore, 1 believe that I will not be the only person to conclude that.
Mr Pearce: That finishes that.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Leader of the Opposition) [3.30 pm]: "That finishes that" is a
typical remark from the Leader of the House. The Premier has made her speech. In her
speech she denigrated the members of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee by saying that they have used a sleight of hand in their presentation of the report.
This is a sad day for Western Australia. This is not a debate; a report from the Public
Accounts Committee has been tabled and the Premier has said that she wants everyone to
know that she did not want to have the University of Notre Damne in the first place. We are
not interested in whether she deliberately kept away from the negotiations. This report refers
to the Premier lying to this Parliament. The report states that the committee can draw no
other conclusion than that she lied to the Parliament when responding to Mr H-assell's
question. It was a pretty simple question. He asked what package of support was under
consideration. The answer was none. He asked whether the Government had a considerable
package through which it was providing support. The answer was no. From my quick
glance at the report the public accounts committee said on five occasions that the Premier
misled the Parliament during her second reading speech. We have become used to that in
second reading speeches made by these Ministers. However, more of that later.
This morning we went through the debacle of the Government trying to explain its position
away on the leaked report. After 10 years of watching this Government in action, we are
used to those tactics. The Government used to get away with it, but these days so many
people have been caught out by members opposite that they can no longer get away with it.
It is absurd for members opposite to suggest that the member for Morley sided with members
of the Opposition on that committee.
I do not want to delay the House. However, the Premier should take responsibility for her
actions. The Government has made a decision to tough this one out. flat was indicated by
the remark by the Leader of the House, "That finishes that." The suggestion is that now that
her speech is out of the way the Government will tough it out. However, the Premier has
refused to take responsibility. Last week she referred to record levels of unemployment but
said that she would not accept responsibility for them because that was someone else's fault
and problem. What did she say in relation to the key Cabinet meetings when the
Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd deals were put in place? She said she cannot recall.
However, about this deal, which was negotiated at the same time, she recalls every word of
what was said in Cabinet. The Cabinet decision at that time deferred the matter indefinitely.
She said that she particularly, and other Cabinet members, were not impressed with what was
proposed and the result was that nothing further happened. She had a clear memory about
this deal but could not remember negotiations on a deal that was to cost the State hundreds of
millions of dollars and about which the Government has a $500 million court case hanging
over its head. She cannot have a selective memory.
The very foundation of this Parliament is based on Ministers accepting the responsibility of
their positions. The Premier's misleading this Parliament and lying to this Parliament are
most serious offences. I have had an opportunity of reading this report only briefly. No
doubt when all members of this House have had time to go through it there will be a more
extensive debate in this place. I was in the Parliament when the questions were asked and I
was in the Parliament when the answers were given. I was in the Parliament also when the
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second reading speech was made and members opposite did not tell this Parliament the truth
about what had taken place.
Mr Catania: Were you ever briefed?
Mr COURT: I was briefed on the university, but not on the deals going on with Alimos. I
was briefed on the concept of a university in Fremantle. Nothing was said to me in those
briefings about the Alkimos deals. I can confinrn that because Hon Max Evans from the
other place was with me at those briefings.
Mr Pearce: That is a reliable witness!
Mr COURT: Does the Leader of the House not believe he is a reliable witness? That is
typical of him.
It is a sad day for Western Australia when a report contimias the Premier's involvement in
this matter. She described the comments in the report as flippant and she said she would
stand on her trck record. She said her personal popularity would get her through. She is as
cunning as the rest of the members opposite. We have been through it all before. We have
dealt with Burke and Dowding and now we must deal with Lawrence. When they get caught
out their solution is to tough it out. When the Premier was first elevated to that position, she
said that she would restore miust, openness and confidence in Government. However, we
were not told the full story about those deals. After we have had the opportunity to read the
report in detail, we will have an opportunity to debate these matters more comprehensively.
In the meantime, the Premier has denigrated all members of the public accounts committee,
apart from the two Labor members, as if members other than Labor members cannot be
trusted. The Premier should not be asked to resign; she should be prepared to stand down.
MR BRADSHAW (Wellington) [3.38 pm]: I support the motion for the printing of this
report. This has been a very complex and difficult issue for the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee to come to grips with. The Premier's remark that the report
is flippant is untrue. Conflicting evidence was given to the committee and it was a very
difficult and mind torturing matter to deal with. It is a sad and sorry state of affairs that the
good name of the University of Notre Dame has been discredited. We all wanted the
university for Western Australia and we hoped that it would be established without its
resulting in this sort of report. I am not suggesting that the people involved with the
university were wrong in what they did or said. However, I believe that the Government and
other people have been out of line in what has gone on. It all fell into place only in the last
two or three weeks when certain letters from Mr Denis Horgan and Father Edward Malloy
came to light.
Mr Taylor What about the last letter from the good reverend? It all fell out of place then,
didn't it?
Mr BRADSHAW: No, it did not. It is interesting that his letter of two or three weeks ago
said that it was his unequivocal -

Mr Taylor: You know it fell out of place.
Mr BRADSHAW: No. What he said in the letter was unequivocal. It is all very well to
come up with another letter later which says, "I made a mistake previously."
Mr Pearce: Why did the committee not go back and reconsider its position regarding the
letter that came today? Why did the committee members not say, "We do not wish to report
today. We need another week as we have received another letter."
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BRADSHAW: This is an interim report. The committee will be considering further
issues.
Mr Pearce: It may change this report then, may it?
Mr BRADSHAW: The committee will not change this report.
Mr Pearce: You cannot reconsider it if you are not prepared to change it!
Mr BRADSHAW: I have already said this is an interim report and the committee will be
looking at the things still before the Royal Commission.
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Mr Pearce: That means the committee is not proposing to reconsider the matter. Does that
mean the committee has reported, but not on the basis of the letter which apparently came in
yesterday or today?
Mr BRADSHAW: Not necessarily. The problem is that the letter came to light after the
report was prepared.
Mr Pearce: So what! It was prepared and ready to go and in comes a bit of extra
inconvenient evidence, so the committee does not consider it!
Mr BRADSHAW: It was not extra evidence.
Several members interjected.
Mr BRADSHAW: There is other evidence to support the recommendations and conclusions
of the committee in its report.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Cross Chamber interjections will cease.
Mr BRADSHAW: Another matter of great concern to me which camne to light at the meeting
of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee on Monday was that certain
money was put into Barrack Securities by the Catholic Church. I said at the meeting that I
held grave concerns about including that information in the report and that it would not do
the Catholic Church much good because of the circumstances under which the information
came to light. It had certainly been talked about. I was convinced that it tied in with the
same issue and that it was important that it went into the report. I am disturbed that that
matter appeared in the report, but because it was an integral part of the matter it was
important that it be included. Thbis is another example of what has been going on in Western
Australia over the past eight or nine years. It is a sad state of affairs!
The present Premier came to office following the resignation of Premier Dowding saying she
would have an open and honest Government. In her second reading speech on the University
of Notre Dame Australia legislation she spelt out in no uncertain terms that the purpose of
the legislation was to give legal standing to the UNDA which was to be established in
Fremantle. That was it! The second reading speech mentioned "Fremantle" but not one
word about any area north of Perth yet negotiations took place for a couple of years on that
matter. A joint venture and a guarantee were talked about relating to the Alkimos land, yet
that was not mentioned in the Premier's second reading speech.
Mr Pearce: So what! The member is wrong about the state of the negotiations. However,
even if he were right, the fact that the second reading speech referred to establishment at
Fremantle, which was the plan at the time, and mention was not made of a potential future
plan does not mean the speech was misleading at all. The member is wrong when he says
that those discussions took place and, even if he were right, that does not make it misleading.
Mr BRADSHAW: The second reading speech should relate to the whole picture and deal.
Mr Pearce: It is not the whole deal and picture.
Mr BRADSHAW: Part 6 of the Bill mentions making the university financially independent
of the Government and states that it is not to receive direct funding from the Consolidated
Revenue Fund. Also, unlike State agencies, any shortfall in operating revenue would not be
made up out of the Government's Budget.
Mr Pearce: That is true.
Mr BRADSH-AW: Evidence that came to the committee indicated a plan was in place for a
guarantee. Why did the R & I Bank lend $30 million?
Mr Pearce: Theme was no guarantee. What was the evidence of one, and from whom?
Several members interjected.
Mr Pearce: The Premier made it perfectly clear that the former Deputy Premier wrote to the
university totally without authority. However, the committee had the Cabinet minutes before
it which related to these things along with its decisions on this matter. They showed clearly
that when the propositions contained in the suggestion that then Deputy Premier Parker was
trying to work up, Cabinet refused to accept it.
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Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Members should return to the debate.
Mr BRADSHAW: The Leader of the House is not saying what the truth was. The facc is
that evidence was brought before the committee that a guarantee was in place.
Mr Pearce: What evidence?
Mr BRADSHAW: The letters. The Leader of the House can read this in the report: Denis
Horgan's was one and Father Malloy's was another.
Mr Pearce: The proposition that the Government should give a guarantee was discussed by
Cabinet on one occasion. It was argued for with great strength by former Deputy Premier
Parker and former Premier Dowding and was argued against, as it turns out with greater
strength, by the present Premier and me. Cabinet then made a decision not to give any
guarantee and to defer the whole thing indefinitely.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Over the past few minutes the length of interjecdions has
reached the point that every time an interjection is made the debate degenerates to a cross-
Chamber debate. Despite my saying to the member for Riverton earlier that I do not need
help when I try to shout over members already shouting, it is difficult for me to be heard. I
ask members not to interject at length. The Leader of the House is the past master of
interjection, but!I have no reason to try to overrule particular interjections. However, when
they reach the point that they almost become a mini speech that causes the debate to
degenerate. If members wish to interject they should do so in an appropriate time, length and
volume and not make a speech that takes some minutes.
Mr BRADSHAW: When the Bill was drafted the Premier had removed from it any
suggestion of a guarantee or commitment being given about a joint venture. The reason
given to the Opposition for that being done was that it would expedite the passage of the Bill
through the Parliament.
Mr Pearce: Who gave that evidence to the committee?
Mr BRADSHAW: David Parker.
Mr Pearce: He was a person operating without authority, so what could he say?
Mr BRADSHAW: I cannot help that. The fact is that he said those things were taken out so
the Bill would pass because the university people were adamant that they wanted the
legislation in place so they could get cracking with the development. That created problems
because commitments were given by the Government, as I stated earlier, on the guarantee
and joint venture arrangements. Under those circumstances the Alkimos land created a
problem down the track when things started to fall apart with Barrack Securities and debt
management problems arose related to the money for the Fremantle land, so the Government
had to come up with an arrangement.
Mr Taylor: The Government was never involved in the debt management problem.
Mr BRADSHAW: It was in the end. That is when the endowment came to pass.
Mr Taylor: I dealt with the matter, the member will be happy to know.
Mr BRADSHAW: I know the Deputy Premier tried to get 500 hectares of land for the
endowment which was knocked back by Cabinet because he had a problem. The
Government had a commitment to the university people and it then had a debt management
problem.
Mr Taylor: Not at all. You have drawn an absolutely incorrect conclusion. You have not
even called me and asked me about it. You were too scared to do that.
Mr BRADSHAW: The fact is that the money was to help with the debt management, to get
the R & I Bank our of its problems, and also to fulfil the Government's commitments to the
university people. I do not agree with the statement in the report that the then Leader of the
Opposition, the member for Jandakot, left himself open to the claim of misleading
Parliament. I assure the House that that member is recognised for his high integrity and
honesty. The member for Kingsley told the committee that -
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In respect to the question of guarantees being raised, Dr Tannock raised it almost as a
side issue, to which Barry MacKinnon again indicated his very firm stance, that on
matters of guarantees to projects, they are a matter for Parliament to scrutinise; and to
deliberate on.

No commitment was given in the briefing about guarantees, the northern land deals or the
joint venture. As the member for Kingsley pointed out to the committee, it may have been
included as a throw away line. As I pointed out, the member for landacot indicated that it
would be approved by him only on the condition that it be brought before this Parliament for
scrutiny, and that it was not for him to give a commitment to anybody that it was an
acceptable proposition. I certainly do not agree with what is stated about that matter in the
report. It is up to the community to decide whether that conclusion should be reached.
Another issue which needs further investigation and which is currently before the Royal
Commission relates to a possible $250 000 donation to the Australian Labor Party. It is
incredible that the Royal Commission has receipts to show that a donation from Barrack
House to the ALP was cancelled and another from Denis Horgan was written out. The media
have reported other records obtained by the Royal Commission indicating that a $250 000
donation was made to the ALP. Since that report. Mr Horgan and Mr Parker have publicly
denied that donation. However, it came at a crucial time Eor the legislation which was
introduced into this House. Under the circumstances, if the issue is not resolved by the
Royal Commission, the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee should further
investigate the donation.
Another area of concern outlined in the report relates to the loan of $30 million by the
R & I Bank to Denis Horgan and his companies to purchase properties in Fremantle. That
money was lent on very loose terms. Mr Horgan pointed out to the committee that although
he gave a guaratee, he was told that it would never be called on. He also indicated that his
net worth was zero. He had virtually no assets in his own right, yet the money was lent to
him under his personal guarantee and Barrack House's securities, which at that stage were
only $200 000 worth of assets. It must be closely examined why the R & I Bank was put at
risk. I do not believe that this is the end of the matter. There is evidence suggesting chat
wrongdoing occurred. It is a sad state of affairs for Western Australia, particularly for bodies
such as the University of Notre Dame and the Catholic Church.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [3.55 pmJ: I support the question
that the report be printed. I agree with the Leader of the Opposition that it is difficult to have
any meaningful debate about a report that most members have seen for the first time only
today, and to expect them to comment on it. If the Leader of the Opposition moves a
substantive motion to further debate this issue I will support it. However, it is appropriate
that the report be printed because it focuses attention on several1 issues which cause grave
concern to the public of Western Australia. It is the legacy of the distrust that has been
carried through into this year, and perhaps was even evident last year. In fact, it has been
evident through the whole period that the Government has been under the leadership of the
present Premier. The distrust has come from the activities of the previous Governments
under Premiers Burke and Dowding.
It is clea in the evidence I have received, prior to the draft report's being presented to
Parliament, that questions exist about a number of issues. Although I am not able to
comment on some of the conclusions which have been drawn in the draft report, the area of
my disquiet relates to the fact that in December 1989 legislation was introduced in this place
to establish the University of Notre Dame Australia. That legislation contained a specific
clause which made it clear that Notre Dame was a private university and as such would
receive no funding from the Consolidated Revenue Fund. In this case that has been adhered
to.
No funds have been allocated from the Consolidated Revenue Fund for the purpose of
establishing Nonre Dame University. However, the issue to which I take strong exception,
and which I am sure causes the greatest amount of disquiet in the community, is that in all
the time this legislation was debated in Parliament it was known to some people, those in
Cabinet and one or two others who were privy to the information, that the Government was
negotiating with the university for the purpose of providing it with land at a site for future
expansion. Like many other people, I received a briefing from persons associated with the
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University of Notre Dame Austraia in September 1989, and in diat briefing it was made very
clear to me that it was to be a private university and that no financial assistance would be
sought from the Government.
Mr Trenorden: Only $250 million.
Mr COWAN: That was not put to me. A comment was made that at some rime in the future
the university would seek to extend its campus outside Fremantle and would need land for
that purpose. No mention whatsoever was made of where the land was to be found, nor of
any expectations of Government contribution. That was the briefing in September 1989.
We received legislation that made it very clear that there was to be no financial contribution
from the Consolidated Revenue Fund. That was quite reassuring, and, as we have heard
today, it was at the Premier's insistence that this provision was included in the University of
Notre Dame Australia legislation. I think most people, other than those who had been
briefed and those who were in Cabinet, would have been somewhat reassured that this was
indeed what it purported to be; that is, a private university, initially to be established in
Fremantle - with, I must say, the blessing not only of the Government but also of the entire
Parliament - but on the clear understanding that there would be no financial contribution by
the State. It was, after all, a private university.
Can you imagine, then, Mr Deputy Speaker, the amazement of people like me and my
colleagues - who had not been given the privilege of information - at the fact that, in all the
time we were given to understand that the university was private and was being established
without Government assistance, and while legislation was introduced into this place to prove
that very fact, negotiations were taking place between the Government and those principals
involved in the University of Notre Dame Australia? The negotiations, I must confess, began
with a fairly grandiose scheme - a joint venture to develop a very large area of land in the
northern corridor of the metropolitan area. It seems that there has been a considerable shift
in ground; nevertheless, the principle that the Government pursued is still very much the
same - that is, notwithstanding there was legislation specifically requiring no financial
contribution from the State, the Deputy Premier was negotiating with the University of Notre
Dame Australia to provide that university with land for the purpose of a campus, and also for
the purpose of disposing of any excess land.
It does not matter which way one wants to examine this report or the evidence that has been
made available by the University of Notre Dame Australia, there is some conflict in the
intent or the spirit of the legislation that was introduced into this place and the actions of the
Government at the time, right up to the announcement by the Deputy Premier that an area of
land had been secured at Alkimos for the purpose of providing land for the establishment of a
campus and that, should there be any excess land, it would be disposed of.
Mr Taylor: And legislation would be brought to the Parliament to support that proposal.
Mr COWAN: I understand the Government would have to do that.
Mr Taylor: We do not have to do that, we said we would do it.
Mr COWAN: That does not excuse the Government from bringing into this place a Bill
which indicated clearly that we were to be privileged to have the establishment of the
University of Nore Dame Australia in this State, primarily at Fremantle, without any
financial assistance from the Consolidated Revenue Fund, only to find that in the meantime
negotiations were taking place for the provision of land.
Mr Taylor: Not the land itself.
Mr COWAN: Surely it would be necessary, if this Government were to demonstrate its
accountability, for some reference to be made; but not one reference was made to the fact
that the Government was negotiating with die principals of the University of Nonre Dame
Australia for the provision of land for a future campus site.
Mr Taylor: Did you not know about that?
Mr COWAN: No I did not.
Mr Taylor: Did the Leader of the Opposition nor know, nor the member for Kingsley, nor
the former Leader of the Opposition?
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Mr COWAN: Quite the contrary; that is not the case. I am quite sure those people can speak
for themselves, but evidence has been supplied to me by the University of Notre Dame
Australia that a briefing was given to those members the Deputy Premier chose to name, and
they were advised a joint venture was being negotiated - not by this Deputy Premier, I might
add, but by his predecessor. However, I am quite sure that as a member of Cabinet the
Deputy Premier would have been made aware or would have known of those initial
negotiations, although perhaps not their scope or extent. If he did not know he might be
accused of being somewhat derelict in his duty.
Mr Taylor: Why?
Mr COWAN: That accusation might also be made against other Cabinet members when all
of the WA Inc deals were taking place because, had they shown more interest and displayed
greater resistance, many of those issues may never have occurred. However, that is another
Story.
While I cannot comment on the specific conclusions that have been drawn by this report, it
must be remembered that we were coming out of an era of grave disquiet about the capacity
of a Government to be accountable to the people of Western Australia. We have discovered
that, notwithstanding that fact - and I must acknowledge that some people were given a
different briefing from that which I received - the majority of members in this place were not
made aware of negotiations taking place between the Government and the principals
involved in the University of Notre Dame Australia, and at the same time we had legislation
quite clearly indicating something to the contrary. Of course, when the announcement was
finally made, albeit in a different format, we discovered that there would not be a joint
venture, that some 700 hectares of land would not be developed for the purpose of giving the
university the funds to establish, but that about 156 hectares of land would be made available
at Alkimos - which was the same site, but the area hadl shrunk to some extent - purely for the
purpose of establishing a campus, and that any surplus land could be developed and sold for
the creation of a pool of funds for the university to operate. That is where most members of
the public have had their distrust of Government rekindled, and that is the issue upon which
most people will focus their attention. As I said to the Leader of the Opposition, I look
forward to the substantive debate after a period that allows us to absorb the conclusions of
the information contained in this report, so that we can debate whether this Government has
made any progress at all in its promise to greater accountability; because it is very clear to
me that that is not the case and that1 although we have heard a great deal of rhetoric about
accountability, this is another classic example of where the Government has been found
wanting.
DR EDWARDS (Maylands) [4.10 pm]: I rise as a member of the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee and a signatory of the minority report submitted with the
majority report this afternoon. Many aspects of the majority report represent a situation
where answers are trying to find questions. It reminds me of about 20 years ago when as a
medical student I first learnt about serious diseases. I thought I had every disease about
which I learnt. Anyone who had a headache was immediately thought to have a brain
tumour, and I wanted to order a CAT scan. It was a case of never thinking of the simple
things first. One disease I have never seen - although I think I have seen it now - is
Donovanosis.
Mr Graham: How do you catch that?
Dr EDWARDS: I will tell the member. This is a mildly contagious, chronic, indolent,
progressive, ulcerative disease which is represented and diagnosed by finding the Donovan
body.
Mr House: This is not a smart debate: it is a serious subject. It is about time you took it
seriously.
Dr EDWARDS: In raising these points there is some risk that I trivialise the debate, but the
report contains elements which need to be trivialised. I will come to those later.
Donovanosis is endemic in the tropics, grows in sultry conditions and affects only males.
Transmission is unclear and it has an incubation period nearly as long as the gestation period
of this report. Chronicity is its feature. This is easy to treat if one knows what one is looking
for, it can be cured. Unfortunately, people often forget to treat it. This process in part
represents what has happened with the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee.
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I agree with other members of the committee that until last Friday, the committee had
worked well and items were discussed fairly and impartially and analysed, and then
conclusions were made as a majority. However, since last Friday, when I received the draft
amendments -

Mr Trenonlen: Can you tell what happened on Friday?
Dr EDWARDS: Yes: last Friday I contacted the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee staff to find out when I would be receiving the amendments - I had not heard
anything on this. The staff said that they were not happy to give them to me unless they
could hand them to me personally. I said, "Oh really", and wondered what they contained.
The amendments were handed to me by a member of the committee, when I left a meeting I
was chairing. I kept the amendments close to me, even though at that stage I did not know
what they contained. I placed them in the boot of my car to take them home and I have
guarded them carefully ever since.
Mr Donovan: I think you have Donovanosis!
Dr EDWARDS: Maybe I have!
Mr Trenorden: The report from the chairman was presented to the committee on the
Monday, and that is when it all changed.
Dr EDWARDS: We disagree in our assessment on that. People often rook the evidence and
made it fit to their views. As I said previously, this did not happen all the way through the
committee's proceedings; in fact, the minority report - which I hope all members will read
along with the majority report -
Mr Trenorden: I would like to get one.
Mr Blaikie: Where ar they?
Dr EDWARDS: It was tabled this afternoon; it is at the back of the majority report. The
major problem we had was with chapters 3 and 5, although we had problems with some other
htems in other chapters; however, in the spirit of how the committee normally works, we
allowed those points to go through to the keeper. We argued our point and accepted the
conclusion. Chapters 3 and 5 were different. We could not accept the findings and that is
the reason for the minority report.
One aspect of chapter 5 relates to evidence being considered and conclusions reached. Itris a
pity that the member for Jandakot is not here, but I suppose the member for Kingsley will go
through some of the same material. Undoubtedly, conflicting evidence arose regarding what
the member for Jandakot had been told. However, the same problem of conflicting evidence
arose with many witnesses before the committee. In the case of the member for Jandakot he
gave his testimony, we read his second reading debate contribution, we had the minutes of
the University of Notre Dame Australia meeting, and we had a letter from the member for
Jandakot indicating that he had no recollection of a guarantee, yet this was a part of the
minueqs of the meeting. Also, we had a letter from the member for Kingsley suggesting that
guarantees were raised as a side issue. Finally, a conclusion was reached on this matter as
follows -

In Mr MacKinnon's speech he proffered the view that the university was to be
located in Fremantle for the next 20, 30, or 40 years. It is quite possible that Mr
MacKinnon knew some possible detail of the proposed joint venture. Accordingly,
the Committee concludes that Mr MacKinnon has left himself open to the claim that
he has misled the Parliament by not referring to the proposed joint venture in his
speech.

When that was discussed by the committee, the member for Wellington raised all the same
arguments which the member for Balcatta and I had raised on other items. However, when
we mentioned these concerns on other issues they were totally disregarded. Therefore, since
last Monday the committee has not been working in the proper manner in which it operated
during the previous 18 months in which I have been a member.
Mr Trenorden: It is an exercise in damage control.
Dr EDWARDS: Nonsense. The rational and logical things we were saying to the committee
were ignored and discounted. That is why we submitted a minority report. It is ludicrous to
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suggest that the Premier was lying or misleading the House in the way that has been
suggested. We were not allowed to test the allegation regarding the Premier - I emphasise
that point.
When I received the amendments on Friday,!I was gravely concerned about them. Page 1 of
chapter 5 appeared on television last night -
Mr Trenorden: It was page 1 of the overview.
Dr EDWARDS: It was page 1 of chapter 5.
Mr Trenorden:- On which channel?
Dr EDWARDS: It was on Channel Nine; I obtained a copy of the video and put it on hold
while flicking through a copy of the report.
Mr Trenorden: The overview was there.
Dr EDWARDS: Both were theme. On Monday the member for Balcanta and I suggested to
the committee that the tabling of the report be deferred. I wanted it deferred so we could
obtain more information and apply some of the principles of natural justice which have not
been applied on this occasion.
As other members have said, it is a historic day for this Parliament. It is a terrible day for
this Parliament, for it is a day in which a majority report is tabled making unfounded and
untested serious allegations against our Premier. That represents a dark day of which I am
not proud. If a change does arise from today, it should be a change in the way in which the
Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee and other parliamentary committees
carry out their duties. I hope these committees do so in a manner which is fairer to the
people who appear before them than in this instance.
Mr Donovan: Do you recall how many times it was urged that the Premier be called to give
evidence, and who resisted?
Dr EDWARDS: No!I do not, interestingly.
If we look at other items, we can consider the letters from Father Malloy. This morning he
sent a fourth letter by facsimile from where I do not know. This throws doubt on the whole
process. It is interesting that Father Malloy points out that his recollection of events of four
years ago is - I cannot remember his words - slightly hazy. That is perfectly understandable,
yet we were told by some members of the committee that initially they took Father Malloy's
first letter on face value and used it as proof of accountability of other evidence.
I wish that were all true and that was real accountability. However, again the letter was not
measured against any standard; natural justice collapsed. The other items in the minor report
should be looked at to realise that the process leading to some of the conclusions was far
from satisfactory. It contains proof of selective presentation of evidence. For example, only
some sentences appear in the report from the Cabinet minute of August 1988 to justify the
stand taken. One important sentence excluded was that Cabinet was asked to consider only
the feasibility of the project and what form of Government support, if any, was appropriate.
All those words about those matters -

Mr Donovan: You agree that a formal submission was under consideration by Cabinet.
Dr EDWARDS: No I do not. it was to consider feasibility; that is quite different.
Furthermore, in December 1988 various aspersions were cast on the fact that the decision
sheet was not present. This afternoon that decision sheet was presented. I hope that puts that
aspect to rest forever. The presentation of evidence in the report was also selective in other
areas. However, I will leave members to examine that and come to their own conclusions.
I cannot conclude without commenting on the style of the report. The language in it is very
strong. As I said previously, arguments were compiled as though they were answers looking
for questions. The siren gth of some of the conclusions cannot be justified from the evidence
before us. The problem with all this is that it diminishes the value of the excellent work
carried out for almost a year. It diminishes the value of the hours witnesses spent before the
committee and the hours of work done by staff, members and all those involved. It throws
into doubt the process of committees like this. In seeking to criticise the Premier in the way
it did the report was highjacked for cynical, political motives. It was a highly political
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manoeuvre. Committees like the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee must
be clear about political motives when examining evidence. I hope this committee will
recover some of the excellent reputation it deserves and I urge all members of the House to
read all reports very care fully and allow this process to provide constructive analysis.
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Deputy Premier) (4.23 pm]: I will make a few brief remarks
on this mailer.
Mr Strickland: So you should.
Mr TAYLOR: It will give me great pleasure to do that. Undoubtedly the three Opposition
members on the committee have manipulated the evidence to fit in exactly with their
preconceived notions. They have not done a proper investigation of the facts nor have they
taken the time to read the evidence in detailI. Yet, as member after member of that committee
pointed out, it was not until August of this year when they received the letter from Father
Malloy that, suddenly, as one of the members said, they realised they could hang something
on his letter. One of the other members of the committee said that from his point of view
there was some regret that the committee received a second letter from Father Malloy, dated
yesterday, which quite clearly showed that the conclusions drawn in this report were wrong.
Mr Donovan interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: The member for Morley knows that because he said that the so-called
evidence and conclusions of the report hung on the very letter he received from Father
Malloy earlier. He also knows that the conclusions in the report fell apart after he received
that letter yesterday.
Mr Trenorden: When did you get the letter?
Mr TAYLOR: I have the letter right here. I received it this afternoon.
Mr Trenorden interjected.
Mr Donovan: You received the letter last night, but none of the committee members
received it then.
Mr TAYLOR: The member for Morley may well become angry. I understand his anger.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!

Point of Order
Mr DONOVAN: I think the Deputy Premier has just hanged himself. He referred to a piece
of evidence as being received last night, which no-one in the committee received until this
morning.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I do not believe that is a point of order.
Mr DONOVAN: It was probably an opportunity.

Debate Resumed
Mr TAYLOR: If the member for Morley reads the Hansard of today he will see that he
received the letter.
Mr Donovan: I received it this morning; when did you receive yours?
Mr TAYLOR: I received the letter this afternoon from the chairman of this committee.
Mr Kierath: At what time?
Mr TAYLOR: I received the letter after the chairman of the committee had spoken; I asked
him for it. Members well know, particularly the member for Avon, that rather Malloy is a
professor of ethics. HeI emphasised the ethics and he did not send the last letter without a
good deal of thought- It destroys the report and the recommendations of the Public Accounts
and Expenditure Review Committee. Opposition members know exactly that full well. I amn
most distressed with the member for Morley, whom I challenged to step down before this
Public Accounts Committee began because, undoubtedly, he began those hearings with
preconceived notions and a bigoted view- One has only to read the transcript of what he said
when he resigned from the Labor Party.
Mr Donovan interjeted.
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Mr TAYLOR: The member may well get angry because he knows he has been stuck to che
wall on this issue.
Mr Donovan intrjecred.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr TAYLOR: He began the investigation with preconceived views. When he received the
letter from Father Malloy in August he thought, I1 have them." As he said in his comments,
"everything starred to fit together after that." He must have felt sad when he received the
latest letter and realised that all he had worked for, all the reasons for which he had left the
Labor Party and all his preconceived notions had fallen apart.
Mr Donovan interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: I am more than happy to deal with the issues in the report and the comments
made particularly by the member for Morley concerning my role in the University of Notre
Dame issue. Members can be in no doubt that the university has my absolute support and
will continue to have it. Furthermore, they can be in no doubt that I have nothing to be
ashamed of on this issue. The Government has made the right decisions. If members want
to read this report carefully in relation to my supposedly misleading this House, I refer them
to pages 56 and 57 of the report which deal with the evidence given by Dr Peter Tannock.
His evidence contradicts what members opposite are saying. I will not be worried one iota if
this cheap shot Opposition brings on a substantive motion on this issue. I would respect a
comment to the effect that I lied to or misled this House if it came from some members on
the Opposition benches but I would not respect it from all of them. I most certainly would
not respect it if it came from the three Opposition members who had the hide to put together
this cheap, shoddy and ill-conceived report.
MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [4.31 pm]: On several occasions I have strongly condemned the
Standing Orders of this Parliament which relate to this motion that the report presented to the
House be printed. My criticism today is stronger than it has been in the past because this
motion shows certain weaknesses within the Standing Orders.
Mr Speaker, I have written to you, the Leader of the House, the Leader of the National Party
and the Leader of the Opposition suggesting that the Standing Orders be amended
dramatically so that when a report of this nature comes before the House members have an
opportunity to debate it in full knowledge of what it contains. We are not debating the report
today; we are debating the newspaper reports of yesterday. This report was tabled at 2.30 pm
today and members are supposed to be full bottles on its contents. My criticism is that the
information contained in this report is basically sacrosanct to the members of the committee.
The members of the committee do not have all the knowledge; they have knowledge of the
way in which the report has been put together. Members of Parliament must have the
opportunity to consider how this report has been compiled. The Standing Orders of this
House are defunct and they do not give the Parliament the opportunity to adequately debate
tabled papers like the report which is the subject of this motion.
The second reading stage of the University of Notre Dame Australia Bill was debated in this
place on 7 December 1989. 1 was one of the members who was full of praise for the
establishment of a private university in Western Australia and I hoped above a hope that the
University of Notre Dame Australia would establish an agricultural faculty in my electorate.
I repeat the comment I made during that debate: I fully support and endorse the opportunity
for a private university in Western Australia. I wish the university every success and I
sincerely hope it will achieve its goal of being a private university in this State which will
provide people with a choice. During the second reading debate on the University of Notre
Dame Australia Bill the then Leader of the Opposition, the member for .Tandakot, said that
the Opposition had great pleasure in supporting t Bill. The member for Roe, in his
opening remarks, said, "This is the second time today that we can demonstrate some
tripartisanship in this place by supporting a Government initiative." The member for
Kingsley congratulated the founders of the Notre Dame University for taking the initiative to
establish a private university in Western Australia. The member for Applecross endorsed the
remarks that had been made and he went on to say -

The Opposition regards this as a very important private initiative and one can only
reflect on the dichotomy of thought within the Government whereby on the one hand
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it endorses and enables the establishment of a private university - albeit a small but
obviously excellent institution bearing in mind its credentials - and on the other hand
it has on the Notice Paper a Bill ...

He went on to talk about the Bill which sought to bring Murdoch University of and the
University of Western Australia under the one umbrella. The important point is that the
member for Applecross supported the concept of the Not Dame University. The member
for Nedlands in his opening remarks said he fully supported the proposal for the
establishment of the University of Wot Dame Australia, a new private university for the
Stare. The member for Merredin said, "While the member for Roe has clearly indicated the
National Party's support for this Bill I warnt to reinforce the remarks he made about the
manner in which this legislation found its way into the Parliament." I reiterate my desire for
a private university to succeed in this State and I believe that the Notre Dame University will
be successful.
The Public Accounts and Expenditure: Review Committee inquired into the Government's
actions in relation to this matter and the Parliament must consider this issue in two respects:
Firstly, it must determine whether the committee supports t Government's actions.
Secondly, the committee must make up its mind whether it supports the concept of a private
university in this State. The issues should be dealt with separately. As I said earlier, I
support the concept of a private university, but I am critical of the way in which the
Government has acted.
My comments on the report will be brief because, like other members, I have had only a
couple of hours to examine it. I have not had the opportunity to read the evidence to
ascertain how it stacks up with the recommendations and findings of the committee. My
comments will be an overview of the summary of the findings because I am not in a position
to do any more than that. Quite frankly, [ doubt whether any member who is nor a member
of the committee is in a position to do any more than that.
The summary of findings questions whether a Government guarantee, which ranged from
between $80 million and $140 million, was proposed. The summary questions whether the
Managing Director of the R & I Bank Ltd had knowledge of the guarantee which involved
the State. The other matters dealt with are the level of involvement of former Deputy
Premier, Mr Parker, and his propriety in this whole matter, Mr Horgan and whether he made
contributions of a political nature Or otherwise; and the fact that the archdiocese of Perth is
unlikely to see any return on its $10.6 million because of the nature of the security offered. I
am nor sure what that has to do with the general report but it is part of it.
A number of other matters raised are of a serious nature. The report states -

12. As Minister tar Education Dr Lawrence lied to the Parliament on
28 November 1989 in answer to a question ftom Mr Hassell.

13. On 5 December 1989 Dr Lawrence misled Parliament in her Second Reading
speech, notwithstanding the creditable effort on her part to secure the State
against liability for a guarantee that, without Section 25 and the Second
Reading, might well have been instituted.

14. The Committee concludes that Dr Lawrence misled Parliament in seeking to
convey the impression that UNDA would not have commercial operations as
part of a company structure, in spite of its role as partner or beneficiary to
what was planned as joint venture operation.

15. In Mr MacKinnon's speech he proffered the view that the university was to be
located in Fremantle for the next 20, 30 or 40 years. It is quite possible that
Mr MacKinnon knew some possible detail of the proposed joint venture.
Accordingly the Committee concludes that Mr MacKinnon has left himself
open to the claim that he has misled the Parliament by not referring to the
proposed joint venture in his speech.

16. In closing the debate to the Second Reading of the Bill, Dr Lawrence misled
the Parliament by conveying the impression that the legislation was just the
start of a process to establish the university, when in fact she was party to
and/or knew of the preceding two years of negotiations and submissions for
what was, by December 1989, a very well developed project.
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17. In her answer to Mr Ainsworth on 27 November 1990 Dr Lawrence misled
the Parliament in a most subtle way, that is by suggesting that Parliament did
indeed know that support in the form of a land grant was a possibility which
Parliament was considering at the time the Bill was debated in the House in
December 1989.

Paragraph 18 of the report refers to Mr Taylor, the Deputy Premier, in the following termrs -
Mr Taylor misled the Parliament in two ways in answer to the question from
Mr Donovan on 22 October 1991. Firstly he conveyed the idea that all negotiations
round the joint venture and guarantee were concluded in favour of a new start.
Secondly, he made no mention of the Fremantle property debt management plan that
was being negotiated between Ashdoor, UNDA and the R & I Bank, in which the
guarantee proposal was being discussed as a central component.

Further points are raised in paragraphs 19 to 21. Paragraph 22 states -

As for Mr Taylor in 3.2.2, Dr Lawrence had a duty to inform Parliament as to the true
situation confronted by the university, the R & I Bank, and the Catholic Archdiocese;
and what the implications might be for the State. As Premier and Treasurer she had a
greater responsibility than Mr Taylor. The Committee concludes that Dr Lawrence
did not meet these responsibilities and by disingenuous answers to questions in
Parliament, misled the people of Western Australia as to the continuing negotiations
with UNDA and the financial problems that resulted from the undertakings of Mr
Parker and his arrangements with Mr Horgan.

I simply put on the record of the Parliament the concern of the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee. I am not aware that any other member has indicated that in
the parliamentary debate today, and it is important that it be included on the record. Arising
from that are very serious matters which in the committee's view indicate that the then
Minister for Education, Dr Lawrence, lied to the Parliament. That in itself is a very serious
implication. The committee also indicated that other members of Parliament were similarly
involved. It stated with regard to Mr MacKinnon that he had left himself open to the claim
that he misled the Parliament by not referring to the proposed joint venture in his speech. It
also refers to Mr Taylor and, for some reason which I have not been able to fathom, an
oblique reference is made to the member for Roleystone, Mr Tubby.
I want the report to be printed and circulated and I would like an opportunity at a later stage -
either next week or in a fortnight - to debate the report in Parliament after all members have
had an opportunity to read it.
Mr Thompson: It would be naive to think that this is the last you will hear of it.
Mr BLAIKIE: The Standing Orders determine the procedure for this type of debate and they
mitigate against members having an opportunity to comment more widely on the report of a
committee. This is a matter that the Standing Orders and Procedure Committee must
address. I have raised this matter before and I raise it yet again, but when reports of this
nature are presented, irrespective of whether they are confidential or otherwise, they should
be tabled. Having been tabled members should have an opportunity a week later to generally
debate the contents of the reports. - We have seen today that those who contributed to the
report indicated that all the things they believe are right, and those who presented the
minority report gave reasons why they were right. I have not been persuaded by the
arguments of the people who presented the minority report. To that extent, I am prepared to
support the motion that the report be printed. In doing so, I strongly urge the Government to
provide an opportunity for this report to come back to the Parliament when a more definitive
and broader debate can take place on the matters of great seriousness that have been raised.
MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley) [4.48 pm]: It has been indicated in the debate today that the
Opposition knew more than was, in fact, the case. As shadow Minister for Education I had
three meetings with the people from the University of Notre Dame Australia. One of those
meetings was held on 18 September. I did not know until recently that the university people
had kept minutes of that meeting, but in any case those minutes incorrectly record the date of
the meeting as 20 September. I do not know the date on which the minutes were typed.
However, there is a great deal of difference between knowing what discussions were under
way and what we were told as an aside. The meeting was primarily for a briefing in relation
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to die establishment of UNDA, changes to the curriculum and faculties, the proposals for
Fremantle, and how they worked with the planning people of the City of Fremantle. By way
of an aside reference was made to land in the north. There were no specific details about
where it was located. It was very general.
The other matter that was raised was how would we feel about a joint venture, to which the
member for Jandakot replied very strongly that under no circumstances would we support a
joint venture. At that stage, we were not aware or made aware of the specific details of the
land and where it was located, nor was there any mention of an endowment of thac land.
Nothing specific was said about what the notion of a joint venture would mean. As a further
aside, the matter of a guarantee was raised One can imagine, after what we had gone
through with the Rorhwells guarantee, what was the look an the member for Jandakoc's face!
He said quite firmly that that would be a matter for the Parliament to decide. Therefore, not
only did we not know anything about what was going on in the consultations and
negotiations with Government, but also we were not informed of any specific details. We
were told that it was early days and that they were just talking about the land and all the rest
of it.
It is interesting that the Premier made a tiny comment in the middle of her speech that she
was deliberately kept away. The questions that must be asked are: What was she
deliberately kept away from? Why was she deliberately kept away? Was she deliberately
kept away from the negotiations about the land, and what were those negotiations? When
did those negotiations commence and when did they finish? Was she kept away because she
just was not in favour of it and perhaps may even have frustrated some of the negotiations?
We must remember that die Premier was die Minister for Education at the time that she
stated she was deliberately kept away. There is a huge difference between what was our
knowledge at 18 September and what the then Minister for Education knew about what was
going on.
Question put and passed.
[See papers Nos 368 and 369-1

STOCK (BRANDS AND MOVEMENT) AMENDMENT BILL
Iniroduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Bradshaw, and read a first time.

CONSERVATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT BILL
Receipt and First Reading

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

Second Reading
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Minister for the Environment) [4.55 pm]l: The second reading
speech of this Bill is substantially the same as that given in another place, and I seek leave to
hand it in and have it incorporated in Mansard.

Point of Order
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, I advise you and the House that we would prefer the
Minister to read the second reading speech.
The SPEAKER: The procedure is that Standing Orders now provide, subject to leave of the
House, for die handing in of a speech and incorporation in Hansard provided it is
substantially the same as the speech which was presented to the Legislative Council. The
Minister was simply seeking leave to do that. [ would have put die question, and you would
simply have said no. That is the standard procedure, but clearly you want it read. That is not
a problem.

Debate Resumned
Mr PEARCE: I move -
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That the Bill be now read a second time.
The origin of this Bill lies; in the conclusions drawn by Mr Daryl Williams, AM, QC, and
Liberal candidate, in his report on allegations of illegal logging and accountability
procedures in relation to logging in our south west forests which were tabled in this House on
17 March 1992. A considerable commitment of Government resources from the Department
of Conservation and Land Management, the Crown Solicitor's Office and the Office of the
Auditor General was made to enable Mr Williams to carry out his comprehensive
investigation.
Mr Williams found that there was no evidence to sustain conservationists' allegations that
illegal logging operations had occurred. He also found that the Department of Conservation
and Land Management could demonstrate satisfactorily that its management, allocation and
audit procedures could account for the timber removed from the forests. In his report,
Mr Williams qualified his conclusions by expressing an opinion that there is serious doubt as
to whether the excellent contractual system for lugging developed by the department is
authorised by a proper legal framework with the Department of Conservation and Land
Management Act and he recommended that the Act be amended accordingly. The Crown
Solicitor's office has provided advice to the effect that these contracts are not susceptible to
any categorical opinion about invalidity and as there is room for legal uncertainty it is
desirable chat the Act should be amended to eliminate the possible doubt; that is to say, these
contracts will remain vulnerable to legal challenge unless the doubt raised by Mr Williams is
redressed in accordance with his recommendation.
I point out that the existing contracts for timber harvesting and associated forest management
requirements have been entered into by both contracting parties in good faith, after a public
tendering process, on the mutual understanding that they were authorised by the Department
of Conservation and Land Management Act. Some of these contracts cover periods of
operation of up to five years with a renewal option of three years and they are all a key
element of the department's integrated logging program. The value of the contracting system
to this State, the timber industry and the timber harvesting contractors is significant, to say
the least. In the year 1990-91 some 1 506 297 cubic metres of timber was harvested under
contract and as a result contractors were paid a total of $33 799 821. Gross value of the sale
of this timber is $69 204 588, of which royalty represents $29 533 136.
This Bill addresses the doubt raised by Mr Williams with the intent of extending the legal
framework of the Department of Conservation and Land Management Act to ensure that
existing and future contracts for timber harvesting arid associated forest management
requirements cannot be disrupted, thereby maintaining and securing the continuity of supply
of log timber to this State's mills. I am sure that all members of this House will agree that
these contracts cannot be left vulnerable to legal challenge as to their validity when such a
challenge has a catastrophic potential to negate the recovery of our timber and building
industries from the current economic recession. I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Bradshaw.

GRIEVANCE - GOVERNMENT TRADING ENTERPRISES
Prison Laundries; Biomedical Engineering Unit

MR MINSON (Greenough) [5.00 pm]: I wish to grieve to the Premier about Government
trading enterprises, their operations, and the temptation that seems to exist for them to branch
out into competition with private trading enterprises. I understand we will always face the
danger of a good Public Service manager of a trading enterprise wanting to capitalise on his
expertise and branch out into money making exercises. Even though these officers do not
benefit personally, the challenge is always to get out and compete. While I do not like the
idea of Government trading, philosophically if we must have it then it should be quarantined
and be able to produce accounts of all costs faced by private enterprise. It should be
necessary for a Government enterprise to build into its charges all the associated costs as
well as allowing for a reasonable profit margin. Only under those circumstances will we see
fair competition.
I refer, firstly, to a prison laundry that is quoting for private business and raking that business
away from private companies. I was contacted by a Geraldton laundry the other day
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complaining that it had lost contracts with two mining companies and a Geraldton hotel.
That laundry had been undercut by the prison laundry by 65 per cent of its normal charge.
While the mining companies and the howel find the prices attractive, it should be emphasised
that the prison laundry pays virtually no salaries. I am not sure of the situation with shire
rates. The prison would not pay superannuation, and possibly no delivery fees. I suggest
possibly the delivery vans are prison vehicles and do not appear on the books.
Mr Bloffwitcb: I hope they don't allow the prisoners to do the deliveries.
Mr MINSON: Knowing Greenough Prison, they probably do. I must refer also to the cost of
power, water, and rents paid by commercial laundries, as well as penalty rates for overtime,
leases, and the servicing of loans etc. I have already mentioned that the Geraldion laundry
has lost business from a couple of mining companies and the Geraldion hotel. I do not want
to comment on the question of whether the customers who have left the Geraldion laundry
are concerned about the service, the quality of the job or even the price. That is not the point.
We must realise chat in this case a prison laundry has the advantage with its labour costs. It
has virtually slave labour on tap, and it does not take into account all the normal costs faced
by commercial laundries.
My second grievance relates to the biomedical engineering unit of fth physical and central
services branch of the Health Department. The advertisement for the position of manager
biomedical engineering in the Health Department recently had a closing date for applications
of 4 September. The advertisement stated that the unit would offer a Statewide service to the
Health Department and other Government departments from its base at the QEII Medical
Centre. It stated that -

The BMIE has operated, since its inception, on a fee-for-service basis covering all
costs directly atuibuted to it. This business approach must now be developed to
identify all costs. Reporting and accountability mechanisms need to be modified to
assist the unit in achieving all possible savings whilst maintaining or increasing its
market share.

I have been contacted by a medical supply and services company which points out that the
BME quotes its services at $54 an hour. We are talking about servicing high tech equipment
which does not require frequent servicing but, because it is crucial equipment, people must
stand by ready to service it at the drop of a hat. I have spoken to a number of private firms
that say chat the total cost of providing such instant attention, including the equipment,
supplying suitable vehicles on call and so on, is around $80 an hour. The Government
wrading corporation quotes its services at $54 an hour. I cannot vouch for the accuracy of the
figures but this situation is cause for concern.
I am eager to hear the Premier's comments on how accountable these enterprises will be. I
seek her assurance that each and every cost will be taken into account when quoting a fee. It
may be that private firms will end up going broke because within the Health Department in
particular, and I suggest the Department of Corrective Services, it is easy to mask the true
costs. I note with interest that the biomedical engineering unit has been a successful bidder
for a public tender for the installation of new equipment at Repatriation General Hospital,
Hollywood. This is cause for concern because the BME has a certain amount of input to the
Health Department concerning the sont of equipment being purchased; the unit is also called
upon, as I understand it, to advise regarding the choice of a tenderer. This constitutes a
conflict of interest in that the unit advises on standards regarding who should be accepted,
and on the equipment. It is also a player in that it bids for the service. I will follow up this
grievance with questions in future to ensure that the BME takes into account such factors as
commercial rents, superannuation, and so on. It should also rake into account all the vehicles
it has standing by, the equipment, leases and a component for the interest, in case of
Government departments, on State debt, full wages and all those sorts of costs. I await the
Premier's reply with some interest. In particular, I would like an assurance on the operations
of prison laundries.
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [5.10 pm]: These are both very particular
matters, so in some respect I am not in a position to answer the detail.
Mr Minson: They were particular cases, but I also raised general points.
Dr LAWRENCE: I understand that and I will address the general question. I undertake to
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provide the member for Greenough with details on the Biomedical Engineering group arid
the Geraidion Regional Prison. They are two quite different problems. In the case of a
business unit or trading enterprise within a Government department which has the capacity
for competition with the private sector, it is incumbent upon that department - indeed, it is
Government policy - that in charging for its services, whether it is in competition with the
private sector or no, they do so on the basis of a proper accounting of the costs involved in
providing that service. Very clearly that is Government policy and, I understand, it is also
the policy of the Health Department. Other cases exist where Government provides a service
which is unique or which is so highly regarded by its users that a degree of Government
subsidy is either historical, and therefore difficult to remove, or deliberately placed. 1 refer to
things like the Chemistry Centre (WA) where much work that is done may be for outside
users, but that is because of the high level of specialisation that exists among its chemists,
and because it is apparently not particularly attractive to the private sector. Although, in a
larger community it might well be done by the private sector, I do not know, and the
Minister responsible for that particular department is not here, but it is my understanding chat
we do not get full cost recovery from the Chemistry Centre - if we took a very tight view of
it - because it could not then be afforded by the community it serves. Given that the member
for Greenough has assured me that BME has private sector competitors, I would need to look
into that in detail and a proper accounting would be required.
In the case of the prison laundries and other enterprises undertaken particularly by people in
detention, and also by sheltered workshops and other institutions where for various reasons
the workers are not paid a high wage or at a rate that is comparable with those in the private
sector, it is obviously more difficult. I will give the member an example of Pama-Quad
Industries which, when I was the member for Subiaco, was in my electorate. It did an
excellent job of providing employment opportunities for principally the physically
handicapped, but also for some people with intellectual impairments. The rate of work for
some of those people was slow, and they needed specially designed equipment to assist them.
They were not easily compared with people in the private sector manufacturing similar
materials. I well remember that private sector companies were very unhappy with the fact
that Pama-Quad Industries provided competition in furnishings. The way in which Para-Quad
Industries properly placated that sector was to take no more than a certain share of the
market, given that there was a very considerable social benefit to be derived for them in
providing that service to the sheltered workshop employees. A similar element of that exists
in the prisons. The critical question is, how much of the market is being occupied, whether it
is in the laundry or some other enterprise, by that particular institution and what is the
additional justification? Everybody knows and understands that prisoners simply left to their
own devices without adequate activity, training and employment quickly develop habits that
make it harder for them to re-enter the work force, given that their skills are diminished, and
also that prisoners who are unemployed or not occupied create a lot of problems for the
warders. It is a considerable problem, not only in our community but also in others. The fact
that the work they are doing may be subsidised to some degree is not an unfair position, as
long as they are not unduly encroaching on the market of the private sector in whatever
enterprise it happens to be. I am happy to find out whether the Geraldton Commercial
Laundry has been poaching clients and whether it has taken some recent new steps towards
doing that
Mr Minson: I do not want to attribute any blame to anyone in the prison. I know that in one
case the client approached the prison, but the prison was able to quote a figure about one-
third of what the commercial laundry was able to quote. The commercial laundry said that it
could not even open its doors for the price quoted by the prison; that is the principle.
Dr LAWRENCE: The difficulty is that if one simply offers the service at a cost competitive
basis one might end up with no work going to the prison. A degree of subsidy exists in
sheltered workshops, prisons and juvenile detention centres.
Mr Minson: Yes, but they can service the Government organisations like hospitals.
Dr LAWRENCE: That again is another question. How much of it should be borne by the
taxpayer? 1 am happy to investigate the specifics, but those two examples are rather different
and on reflection we would apply slightly different principles to each. In the case of a
Government department providing a service in direct competition with the private sector, the
member is right, it should properly account for its costs. In the case of an institution which
08170-10
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has a social benefit agenda as well as a commercial one in order to rehabilitate the inmates or
to assist the sheltered workshops employees, a slightly different principle is applied. I
undertake to investigate the matters raised by the member for Greenough.

GRIEVANCE - SCHOOL BUSES, ALBANY
Fee Proposal

MR HOUSE (Stirling) [5.16 pm]: My grievance is with the Minister representing the
Minister for Education on the Government's proposal to charge a fee for children travelling
to schools on school buses that originate from the Little Grove, Lower King, Oyster Harbour
and some other areas of Albany Highway in the Albany region. That proposal would be a
major change in Government policy. In the past those children have been transported to
school free of charge under the normal country schools bus service. If the Government
proceeds with this change it will impose on those people a considerable cost that is not borne
by students in other parts of the State in the same situation. I emphasise that it is a change of
policy because that area has no integrated public bus service. In other areas of the State
where such a change has occurred the Government has provided, or there has been in place,
an integrated public transport system as a trade off for taking the children to school. The
people I represent understand that very clearly and would be prepared to accept some sort of
compromise to that service, but currently they do not get it. Those children have a number of
options should the Government proceed: First, that they pay $1 a day - that is, 500 each
way - to get to and from school. Indeed, if one looks at the example of a family with four
children one sees it will cost $20 a week for those children to get to school. They are not
paying that now. The average family with four children would have to find $800 a year for
that service. That is a severe impost on the average working Person who lives in that region.
It would be very difficult, if not impossible, for the family on an average income to find that.
I do not believe the current economic climate is the right time in which to impose that sort of
cost on those people. The other alternative - and the Government has said this - is that those
children can walk or cycle to school. Some live up to 10 kilometres from their school, so it
is not logical to expect them to walk or even to cycle.
There are very few footpaths in the Little Grove, Lower King and Oyster Harbour areas, and
there are no cycleways. Some of the roads have 80 and 90 kmh speed limits rather than the
normal 60 krnh and many of them are narrow roads with only 12 and 16 foot seals.
Therefore, they are not major roads as one sees in other built up areas; so there is a safety
factor. The option of allowing children to walk or cycle to school does not exist and parents
are faced with the prospect of paying the extra cost, which some cannot afford, or
transporting the children to school themselves, which is also a severe cost impost.
I am concerned that there has been almost no consultation with the people in that area. I
wrote and spoke to the Minister for Education and asked her to attend a public meeting held
in Albany last week. She refused that invitation. I wrote and spoke to her again last week
about receiving a deputation of parents to discuss this matter. She also refused to do that. It
was wrong of her not only to refuse to go to the meeting but also to refuse to meet that
de-putation to discuss the parents' concern. Therefore, [ had no other recourse but to bring
this matter to the Parliament.
The officer from the Ministry of Education who was sent to attend the meeting, Mr John
Nicholas, was very high handed. The meeting was conducted on the basis that the decision
had been made already and the protests of the parents would be to no avail. I found that
disturbing. It is beholden on members of Parliament, Ministers and Government officials to
listen to the points of view of the public we represent. To have a meeting after a decision
was made rather than to consult prior to the decision's being made was wrong. Further, I am
disturbed that we require no legislative alterations or amendments to regulations to
implement this change. It is a major change of policy which will affect about 700 children.
It is a major change that will affect many parents in that area financially and from the point
of view of the safety of their children in getting to school. It is wrong that we are not able to
debate those changes in this Parliament. Governments have a responsibility, if they believe
they are right, to put forward their arguments in this Parliament and to explain to the people
of those regions what they are doing.
This is no time to place additional costs on those people. It is time for the Government to
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step back and rake a second look at this decision and I urge the Minister to do that. In fact,
as the member representing that area, I do not agree with her decision and I respectfully ask
her to overturn the original decision of the Department of Transport and the Ivtnistry of
Education officials and not to impose additional costs on those people. Education is
paramount to country people at this time. We should not hinder that by making it difficult
for the children to get to school. The Minister should take notice of the arguments put to her
and alter the decision.
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Minister for Fuel and Energy) [5.25 pmj: I respond on
behalf of the Minister for Education. This problem exists in many of our major rural towns
within which there is a school bus service. A complementary service is provided in the outer
areas of those towns for students to travel to school. Unfortunately, that complementary
service in this case does not cope with the numbers of students and therefore there is
overcrowding. This is common to many of our country towns where a school bus service
takes students into towns from rural areas.
A public meeting was held in Albany in April to resolve these issues. One of the issues
discussed at that time was the extension of the present school bus service in Albany. As the
member said, the present town service in Albany currently caters for 250 to 300 students
daily who are required to pay a 500 fare per trip. This is the core service in Albany, a service
provided to the town itself, and the country buses which pick up students in the outer urban
areas cannot cater for the numbers and therein lies the problem.
After that meeting was held, the Ministry of Education personnel, together with officers of
the Department of Transport, gave priority to the extended service in Albany and planned for
its implementation in 1993. in other words, the core service in Albany would be extended to
include the wider town. At this time, a number of temporary services were also put into
operation in anticipation of the impending introduction of the service. They were put in
place to deal with the overrowding which exists now. Planning for Albany is based on the
Government's policy of providing transport assistance to students in residential areas of
towns. The provision of this service has been proposed in the same way that it occurs in
Geraldton, Karratha, Mandurah, Kalgoorlie and Bunbury. The same sorts of principles that
exist in relation to those services will exist in Albany.
The process of consultation began in 1991 and was followed by a separate meeting for the
school bus advisory committees, school principals and other school representatives on
31 July 1992. However, before that meeting, all local members of Parliament, including the
member for Stirling, were advised of the proposal and the meetings were arranged with them.
Unfortunately, however, they could not attend that meeting. The final step in the
consultative process was a public meeting in Albany on 8 September. The Minister for
Education did not attend that meeting, but officers of her department attended and she was
fully briefed on what happened. She was advised of the issues and then requested the
interdepartmental committee on school bus services involving the Ministry of Education and
the Department of Transport to consider the strength and validity of the issues raised. In
determining the policy for Albany, the urban residential area included - and this is a point of
contention - Little Grove, Lower King, Bayonet Head and an area along the Albany
Highway, all of which are currently serviced by the contract buses going in to Albany from
the rural areas. The public meeting of 8 September did not substantially disagree with this
interpretation. The Shire of Albany has said also that these areas represent urban Albany.
There may be different opinions on that, but the shire does argue that they represent urban
Albany.
The Minister was receiving advice on what should be the area represented as urban. She also
had advice from the public meeting and four issues were raised by the parents and residents.
The first issue was that they had to pay fares. The member for Stirling mentioned that
concern. The second issue of concern was that if they did not pay and their kids did not go
on the buses, how would the safety aspect be dealt with, given the state of some of the roads
to which the member for Stirling referred? The third issue of concern was that some of those
areas could not be classified as urban Albany. The fourth issue was the old argument - I am
sure the member for Stirling knows more about this than do I or the Minister for Education -
about whether Little Grove and Lower King should have primary schools.
A consistent policy of Government is that, where public town services are implemented,
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faxes are paid by all users. In this case, students have to pay the concessional fare of 500 per
trip. That amount is paid by students throughout the State, including the 250 to 300 current
users in the core area of Albany. However, the full cost is subsidised to the tune of 800 a
trip.
Mr House: flow much a trip are they subsidised in the metropolitan area oni Transperth
buses?
Dr GALLOP: Metropolitan students are in exactly the same position.
Mr House: How much?
Dr GALLOP: I cannot answer that, but I will find out for the member.
The issue of fazes is a policy matter that can be taken up in a different context. The other
three issues have been referred to the Minister's interdepartmental committee for
consideration before she makes a final decision. Therefore, her mind is not closed on the
details of the Albany situation. She will want a response on those three issues; that is, safety,
whether the area can be classified as urban rather than rural, and the lack of primary facilities
in those areas.
The member for Stirling should understand that to continue to provide contract school buses,
especially in the Lower King Road area, will see some students without transport because
supply is lower than demand. Currently, 50 students can be serviced as complementary
passengers. The increase in the number of eligible passengers confirms that these areas are
growing as part of urban Albany. Withdrawal of what was the temporary service to those
areas will mean that some students will be displaced due to overcrowding. Some secondary
students attending North Albany Senior High School will be displaced from temporary
services that cannot be sustained if a public service is not implemented. That should be done
in a way that has the cooperation of all people in the area and takes into account the
arguments raised at the public meeting. It also means the students, if they do not accept the
new system, face the prospect of riding or walking along Lower King Road, which the
member for Stirling says is unsafe.
The member for Murray and others have raised similar issues with the Minister for
Education. The issues of overcrowding and complementary status can be overcome, but
require some adjustment to the transport system in rural towns. The member for Stirling put
the argument that where contract services have been replaced by public services in Mandurah
and Geraldton the number of users has increased significantly. The Minister has taken on
board the issues raised at the public meeting. She remains of the view that an extension of
the town service is the appropriate way to go and believes that that should be done in
consultation with members of the community while taking advice about what is or is not an
urban part of Albany.
The SPEAKER: Grievances noted.

[Questions without notice taken.J
Sitting suspended from 6.00:0o 730 pm

PERTH MARKET AMENDMENT BELL
Second Reading

MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [7.32 pmJ: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The recent collapse of the United Fruit & Vegetable Growers Co-op Ltd has thrown the
spotlight on the need to examine the adequacy of the arrangements of the operation of the
Perth Market Authority. This Bill seeks to give all organisations - both those involved in the
day to day operations and those involved in the decision making regarding the future of the
market - a greater role in the decision making and direction of the Perth Market Authority.
A recent report, from which I will quote selectively, was commissioned into the growers'
attitude towards the market. This has some fundamental points relating to the Bill. It
indicated that the avenage reduction in use of the market by the whole sample of growers and
likely users of the Canning Vale market was seven per cent. Specific groups, such as country
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growers, vegetable growers and large farmers, predicted even greater shortfalls in the use of
the market if things remain as they are. It seems clear from this evidence that many growers
are disadvantaged with the conditions as they are now at Canning Vale, and many say they
are wiling to withdraw from the market if things do not change. This is a clear message
about what is happening at the market.
However, the negative user trend figure will change rapidly if the growers can be convinced
that the problem raised by the study can be corrected to the growers' satisfaction. It is
estimated by the prowers that if the problems with the facilities and services provided at
Canning Vale could be fixed, the use of the market would increase by six per cent.
Metropolitan growers and vegetable growers, and those who prefer to operate through the
Canning Vale market, projected largest use of the market. Unfortunately, the usage is
declining and only 50 per cent of produce is going through the market at the moment, and a
further reduction would cause great pain. The recent occurrence with United Fruit &
Vegetable Growers Co-op Ltd indicates what producers are going through. Members should
not hang me on the 50 per cent figure, but that is what I am told.
Therefore, serious messages about the market are coming out of these operations. Clear cut
evidence of improved market services is likely to encourage growers to remain, or
importantly, to return to, selling at the Canning Vale facility. This is a critical time for this
market. With the recent collapse of the cooperative, it is time for all of us to focus on this
very important facility to the community. The report reads -

. . . a failure to meet the needs of fruit and vegetable growers could produce an
overall swing of some 12 per cent in the selling behaviour of this group of growers.

That would change the trend from a decrease of seven per cent to an increase of
approximately six per cent in usage- The report continues -

A drop of 6% in current sales volume would be likely to be an insufferable burden for
many market businesses to bear. On the other hand, an increase of 6% or more over
current sales volume should virtually ensure the long term viability of the central
marketing system in this Stare.

The study suggests that small changes in the volume of produce passing through the market
will greatly improve the viability of the market. The fact is that the United Fruit &
Vegetable Growers Co-op Ltd collapsed in a declining market, which is very serious. The
report contains a heading, "The Needs of the Hypothetical Avenage Grower", from which
section I shall quote selectively -

..the average grower. . . is basically trying to find an agent (or buyer) who can be
trusted to get them a fair price for the quality of produce they send for sale.

They want the buyer to "inform them about the current supply and demand situation", and
the report refers to the current situation which makes the growers "feel quite vulnerable as
their income is often unpredictable and their future can be uncertain". It continues -

In the circumstances, the average grower would be likely to feel a real need to reduce
the degree of insecunity.

The growers would like to see the market maintained and if it provides security it is an
advantage to them. It must entail a perceived advantage in selling at the market. The report
continues -

On the results of this survey it seems that there are about 25% of growers who prefer
to sell Direct and that most of those in the survey sell either to retailers or to export.

The member for Swan Hills would be interested that 25 per cent of growers prefer to trade
away from the market. That is a fairly sizeable chunk of business which perceives no
advantage in selling through the Canning Vale market. The report continues -

It is clear that nor only would the vast majority of growers prefer to sell through
Canning Vale if all things were equal but that many of those surveyed felt that the
markets offered considerable advantages for growers.
... a number of growers felt that in the longer run they were better off financially at
Canning Vale especially if they had established a good working relationship with a
market agent.
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.. Potentially the Canning Vale markers were seen as more likely to be a more
"hassle free" place to sell fresh produce and that this is an important advantage for
those growers who want to concentrate on what they do best ... grow fresh produce.

.. Some growers felt that the PMA was mainly responsible for the high commission
rates charged by agents because of the resultant high rental charges.

That is an important point. Although most growers said that they prefer to sell through
Canning Vale, the main issues must be addressed at that market if the growers are to give
wholehearted support to the central marker system in this State. It is important that the
confidence is put back into the industry.
The survey was conducted with a group of 400 Western Australian fruit and vegetable
growers, and is indicative of their point of view. The report continues -

Growers predicted that, if things stay pretty much as they are, then the use of Canning
Vale markers would decline (by about -5%) compared to their current usage rate.

We have seen the results of this trend in recent weeks. If fewer agents operate from the
market the costs will have to be shared among fewer agents. However, the growers predicted
chat if the problems highlighted in the study were fixed at the market the use of the market
would increase by six per cent. The survey indicates that that is sufficient to make the
system viable. After being offered a list of problem areas for consideration the item which
received a 56 per cent response was commission costs and charges. That lies at the heart of
the problem.
I know that the Minister for Agriculture is aware of other concerns in the market. The first
concerns excessive rent. Total rental costs have increased from $29 million in the old marker
to an actual figure of $58 million and a predicted figure of $77 million.
Mr Troy interjected.
Mr TRENORDEN: That applies to the rental paid by the market which uses the area; that is,
the fruit agents. Obviously there is some concern about relocation costs and they are known
to those interested in the argument. The realisation price of the old market was about
$17 million; the building of the new marker cost about $53 million. Trading hours are also
under some question. The operators in the marker have been surveyed several times. They
have replied with positive inquiries about changes to the trading hours. However, the Perth
Market Authority will not respond to that demand. Obviously, the number of selling agents
is fundamental to the running costs of the institution. I will refer in a minute to
representation and how they see the future expansion of the markets.
Mr Troy interjected-
Mr TRENORDEN: No; but the growers want a break in the trading hours and so do the
trading agents. The buyers do not want a break.
The Bill provides that membership of the Perth Market Authority will be increased from
seven to eight, all of whom will be appointed by the Minister. Some, however, will be
appointed on the recommendation of the representative organisations. The chairman will be
appointed from the private sector to ensure that the authority is directed through this decade
with an emphasis on increasing its role in the sale and distribution of fruit and vegetables.
The other members of the authority will include the following: One will be nominated
jointly by the Vegetable Growers Association of WA and the Market Gardeners Association
of WA. Growers of prescribed produce will be represented by a nominee from the Western
Australian Fruit Growers Association- Two members of the authority will be nominated by
the Chamber of Fruit and Vegetable Industries in Western Australia to represent agents. The
Western Australian Fruit and Vegetable Buyers Association will nominate two members to
represent buyers of prescribed produce. Those are the six people who will represent the heart
of the Perth metropolitan markets. The Minister's office will also be represented on the
authority. The term of these appointments to the authority will be to ensure that the authority
members will be more accountable. The term will be reduced from three years to two years
on implementation of the Act- The member representing the Minister, and the chairman, will
be appointed for two years, and all others for three years. These split terms are intended to
encourage the movement of new people through the authority.
in summary, everyone in this House will recognise that the metropolitan marker authority is
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in crisis. The purpose of my Bill is to provide power to those people who work in these
markets, such as the workers, the agents and the buyers. It is aimed at allowing them to take
control of their own destinies. It will enable them to make decisions applicable to the cost of
operating the markets and to the hours that they should operate and any ocher fundamental
changes. The Bill is not a panacea for the authority's problems. However, it will allow those
involved to be masters of their futures. I commend dhe Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Bridge (Minister for Agriculture).

EDUCATION AMENDMENT BILL (No 2)
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 2 September.
DR CONSTABLE (Floreac) [7.45 pm]: I rise in support of the private member's Bill
introduced by the member for Roe to provide a two year moratorium on the program for the
full time education of five year olds announced by the Government. This is not a debate
about the merits of whether five year old children should spend half a day four days a week
at school at age five, or whether they should have five full days of schooling. From my
experience of enrolling students it is quite possible to provide an excellent full day program
for five year olds which is suitable for the needs of some children. My own children went to
full day programs at that age. I am therefore not against full day education for five year olds.
However, I am against the rushed way in which the program has been announced and the
lack of planning.
There is no magic age at which children should begin full time schooling. In Sweden,
children start full time school at age seven. In some schools in the United Kingdom they
start younger than the age proposed by the Government, The starting age for primary school
children differs throughout Australia. Victoria has recommended that the age for children
should be put back in their first year of preprimary schooling. The rationale by the
Government for this new program was that it would bring us into line with other States. That
is not so. Queensland does not have such a program and other States have different starting
ages than chat proposed in the Government's program. This moratorium is about planning,
consultation, proper administrative practices and priorities in education.
I refer firstly to proper educational planning. By any definition, this program would be a
major change in our educational system. The rule of thumb prior to major changes in our
educational system used to be chat at least two years' proper planning, inquiry and research
was undertaken. Studies were required to make sure the right programs and practices would
be in place and that children would be ready to take up such a program. This program was
announced on 13 May without any consultation or proper planning and its phasing in is
supposed to commence next year. That is not proper planning and there is no way a change
of this type could be ready in such a short time. When the program was announced on
13 May by the Premier, The West Australian reported that the WA Council of State School
Organisations said that no community groups had been involved in any consultation. If the
Government were planning things properly, one would have thought it would involve the
peak parent group in that planning. Jennifer Moran reported in The West Australian on 14
May chat -

Although there was plenty of speculation, it was impossible to have informed
discussion on the issue because the Education Ministry would give no details.

So the day after this was announced no details were available.
The Minister did not know what it was going to do, how many children would be catered for
Or the COSL Another article in The West Australian on 14 May by Robert Reid stated -

Government officials have been unavailable to provide any information about the
likely impact of the decision on later schooling, high school entry age, curriculum
and teacher education.

Once again, this points to the fact that there was no proper planning and that the processes
one would have expected the Ministry of Education to go through had not been attended to.
By all accounts, the decision to implement this program next year was hasty. Over the five
weeks before the Premier made her announcement a number of questions were asked of the
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Minister for Education in the other place. When the Minister was asked the first question on
7 April about whether the Ministry of Education was looking into the introduction of full day
schooling for five year olds she replied -

I cannot give the member a definitive answer on that today because it is an issue
which needs to be looked at very carefully. At this point there has been no discussion
with community groups because there is nothing to put before them except that there
was a meeting of Premiers in Adelaide where the matter was raised.

Five weeks before the announcement by the Premier, the Ministry of Education was not
looking into the matter at all. On Wednesday, 8 April, in answer to another question the
Minister replied -

The Government does not have a position on this matter, despite the very wide
community interest.

The Government did not have a position on this matter, a major educational change by
anyone's standard, only five weeks before it was announced. That is a disgrace. In answer
to another question on the same day the Minister said -

I remind members that a decision has not been made.
Clearly, there was a lack of consultation and the usual and proper processes had been
overlooked. If the matter had been dealt with properly the usual processes would have been
as follows: An inquiry would have been conducted, perhaps a mini Beazicy type of inquiry,
in which a number of people representing different groups in the community - parents,
academics, teacher trainers and teachers - would have been involved and all interested groups
in the community could have contributed, The inquiry would have invited expert and
parental advice, and a professional response. Compare this situation with what happened in
Victoria recently. In that State, a committee of experts and others was set up over 18 months
ago to look into the school starting age. It took 18 months for that committee to gather its
information and evidence. It then made a recommendation to the Minister for Education in
Victoria to put back the starting age for children in the preprimary year. Even if members do
not agree with the recommendations of that group, at least the proper processes were
followed and it was done professionally. No such inquiry has been carried out in this State in
the planning of this major change.
I will deal now with some of the administrative practices. An announcement was made in
May when, only a couple of weeks before, the ministry knew very litdle about the program.
There will be a frenzy of activity on the program between now and next year. That is a
terrible job to give any professional in the Ministry of Education. Decisions have been made
on the run, and I have seen the result of those decisions at P & C association meetings in my
electorate. The ministry hot-line which was introduced ran hot and cold. Some people have
told me that they rang the hot-line and received an answer, but the next day they received a
different answer because the ministry was still making up its mind. I expect that the hot-line
is still running hot and cold as decisions are made. One of the things that really disturbs me
about this proposal is the notion of phasing in a major educational change. It is bizarre to
offer a change like this to some children but not to others. imagine if, in the mid 1980s when
the Government changed the Tertiary Admission Examination to the Tertiary Entrance
Examination, it decided to phase it in over three years because it did not have enough money
at that time. This change is equally important and significant in Western Australia's
educational system. However, the Government is saying that some children can have it but
Others will have to wait. That is totally unacceptable in educational practice and it should be
seen for that. The GJovernment should look very carefully at the matter and wait until the
proper planning has occurred and until schools are ready for all children, not only some, to
have access to this program.
When the Minister announced the schools that would be involved in this program for next
year the list contained an interesting column for late start schools. About 30 schools which
were nominated to start in this program next year will not start at the beginning of the year
because the buildings will not be ready. What an absurd situation. Those schools are on the
list but they are not on the list; a Clayton's sublist.
Mr P.J. Smith: In the country two of those schools were not supposed to start, but the parents
have requested them to.
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Dr CONSTABLE: There are other schools in my electorate which were on that list. I
received a telephone call from someone from a school saying that they were conned. They
were supposed to start the program but did not know when because the work on the buildings
would not commence until February next year. How can parents and schools plan for that if
they do not know when the program will start? This proves that the ministry has not allowed
enough time for the program to begin. It does not know how to plan the implementation of a
program of this magnitude. Many schools will not be prepared because the time that has
been given to them to get organised is not sufficient.
Another indication that the Government is planning this program on the run, is the question
Of Cost. From an answer to a question I asked on notice, I understand that over three years
the program will cost $106 million. According to the answer I was given in the last week of
August, the figures for the first year will be $10 million in capital costs and $7 million in
recurrent costs. The following week the Budget figures indicated that it would be $7 million
in capital costs and $7 million in recurrent costs. That is a big difference of $3 million. A lot
could be done for learning disabled children in Western Australia's schools with that money.
The ministry does even know how much it will cost and cannot even budget for it properly.
One of the issues raised at a number of P & C association meetings that I have attended in
my electorate was the Government's priorities. People were not necessarily against the idea
of full time schooling for five year olds, but were concerned that there are excellent programs
already operating in our schools, and many other issues with which the Government should
deal before it embarks on an expensive program such as this. Presumably the Government
must borrow the money to implement this program at the schools. In many schools in my
electorate programs do not exist for children who need remedial help, for instance. Many
parents whose children need that extra assistance would prefer that money was spent on
enhancing the existing programs and providing programs that are required, rather than
adding an exr element of education to the schools so quickly.
This program has displayed very poor planning, and no consultation. The lack of
consultation before this decision was announced was quite unusual. There was no
consultation with professionals, people who will be involved in teaching the children, and
parent groups, and no opportunity for parents or professionals to have an input before the
decision was made. There was also no consultation with the union. The union came out
very strongly against the manner in which the program was being introduced because of that
lack of consultation. It is not acceptable to give the professionals only a few months in
which to be ready in the schools with programs for the children, or to give the Building
Management Authority only a few months in which to provide new buildings. Educational
change of this magnitude should not be rushed, but should be properly planned to give
everyone an opportunity to make sure that when the schools open for the full time programs
for five year old children, they are ready. I have no hesitation in supporting a moratorium of
two years for this new program.
MR FRED TUBBY (Roleystone) [8.00 pmn]: The Liberal Party within its policy has
provided for full time preprimary education for five year old children where it is desired by
parents. This would maintain the half time preptimary courses Statewide which have been in
existence for 15 years. However, we recognise that in some cases, such as the children of
single working parents, some urban Aboriginal families, and those in lower socioeconomic
areas and areas where a high proportion of both parents work, this option is well and truly
needed. However, the Liberal Party cannot support the Labor Party's move to force full time
education on five year old children across the whole State within three years. It is a complete
and utter misappropriation of funds to spend $106 million on that program. Of course, this is
the figure now being quoted, but I am sure that if this program were implemented the final
cost would be much greater than that. It has been rammed through much too quickly, as the
member for Floreat pointed out, without any consultation with parents, teachers, schools or
their communities.
Although it is part of Liberal Party policy to provide this as a choice for parents who desire
it, there are far higher priorities for the expenditure of $106 million over the next three years.
I am sure that every school, parent and teacher in this State has a list of under-resourced
areas in the Education budget over the past five years and probably over the past 10 years.
For example, there is nothing in this Budget - as I mentioned in the debate last night - to
provide assistance for the 30 000 children with specific learning disabilities in our schools,
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and we see them as the highest priority for the expenditure of additional funds. The
Government is providing $1.5 million to boost the First Steps program in the early years and,
as an afterthought, mentioned that it would assist children with learning disabilities. Many of
those children have completed their early years of schooling and no assistance is provided for
them. We need extra support and facilities for the mainstreaming - or maindumping - policy
that has been pursued by this Government over the past three or four years. Disabled
children are dumped in classrooms without extra resources or assistance being provided for
the teachers. A lot of the money could be used to help in that area.
We also need extra resources for the development of alternative courses for years 11 and 12
students. Upper secondary schools are under enormous pressure due to the unemployed
youth in the community whose only option is to stay in school for as long as they possibly
can. As I said last night, schools are under severe stress and they need extra resources. The
allocation of $106 million for full time preprimary education will not help schools to provide
those courses in any shape or form.
I remind the Government about the refurbishments needed in the State's older and neglected
schools. Some schools in my electorate have received very little attention over the past 15 or
20 years. Money needs to be spent on them to bring them to the standard of the new schools
being built in the metropolitan and country areas. I am sure that you, Mr Speaker, and other
members have lists of schools that need money spent on them to bring them to a suitable
standard. That would be more worthwhile than spending money on the program proposed by
the Government.
Teachers, parents and students are concerned about the encapsulation of the asbestos roofs in
the remaining 300 schools in this State. Parents are removing children from schools with
asbestos roofs and enrolling them in schools which do not have asbestos roofs Some schools
are raising funds to deal with this mailer themselves because the Government refuses to
address the problem. We could perhaps spend some of the $106 million on that initiative.
Many areas in the Education budget deserve the expenditure and the support that would have
been gained from these funds, without going to full time preprimary education across the
State within the next three years. For these reasons, the Liberal Party will support this
legislation but will seek to amend it to allow for a 12 months' moratorium. We believe that
is plenty of time for the planning and consultation to take place. If by some unforeseen
circumstance, this Government falls across the line at the next election, it will perhaps realise
that there are higher priorities in this area. The Opposition supports the legislation.
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [8.07 pm]: I cannot add a great deal new to this debate on the
Education Amendment Bill (No 2) except with regard to those mailers that apply to my
electorate and with which I am familiar. Two central issues have arisen in my electorate in
connection with this matter. Firstly, people ask how long they must wait for an undercover
area when the Government commits itself to expenditure of a further $100 million on early
education, and what will be the next thing to cause a delay in the provision of undercover
areas? The same applies to asbestos roofs to which members opposite referred. The people
in my electorate have a number of real concerns about the costs that so far are not being met
because, as we learned last year, budgetary restraints are preventing the Government from
meeting these problems. Here we are in 1992, the following year. saying that it does not
matter because the Government will spend an additional $100 million on early education
programs. There must be some reason in this debate.
Secondly, and perhaps more importantly as far as many parents are concerned, is another
issue dealt with in a petition I received which unfortunately was not addressed properly in
accordance with the requirements of the Legislative Assembly. Some parent groups have
said they are very well aware that some parents would like their children to have full time
education at a younger age simply because both parents work. In my electorate of Morley a
large percentage of the population comprises working parents. I respect and understand that,
but that has not been the major issue put to me. The major issue is that in spite of the
promise that consultation would take place, particularly in respect of education, there simply
has been none at the grassroots level where it counts. Again, parent groups are asking
whether the Government is serious about consultation.
We heard last year about the major budgetary problems that would prevent cost items being
met. Those items will not be met this year although the Government will spend $100 million
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on a program for which the parents have not campaigned. They have asked for undercover
areas, but funds have not been made available for them. Their concern is related to the
children themselves. Unfortunately, I missed the last part of the comments of the member
for Floreat, but I am sure she raised the following issue: When does childhood stop being
childhood? At what age do we say that our children should get into formal education? There
is real concern about this issue. It may well be politically expedient six months before an
election to use five year olds as election fodder, but whether that will be in the best interests
of those children is another matter altogether, and that is not a matter that has been canvassed
well with the people who work in the field of counselling or early childhood education or,
most importantly, with the parents themselves. That takes me back to one of the points that I
started with; namely, that once again the Government has opted out of its long promised
obligation to consult on issues like this which affect ordinary people and, in this case,
children.
I foreshadow that I will attempt to move at the Committee stage, if the Bill gets that far, that
the Bill be amended to allow for a 12 month moratorium rather than a two year moratorium.
I understand that there is some question mark about whether the Bill will get to the
Committee stage, so I will advance the argument here on the basis that I may not get the
opportunity to advance it elsewhere. Although I support the proposition of a moratorium to
allow the important element of consultation to take place, I am a little concerned because I
do not want to stop this proposition holus-bolus, and I do not think anyone else does either
All I am saying is let us get the consultation process done first. We have been in enough
trouble in this place and in this State over the last year because we have not had that
consultation process. Let us at least get it right when it comes to children. It worries me a
little why we need to have a two year consultation period. My experience of two year
consultation periods is that they go on and on and at the end of the day we wind up -
Mr Pearce: They go on and on for two years, in fact,
Mr DONOVAN: Which is half way towards the next election, assuming that occurs in
February and not next month, as was tipped today.
Mr Pearce: It will not be next month, I assure you.
Mr DONOVAN: Sonry; November.
I have spoken to the member responsible for the Bill and to other members, and to the
Minister for Fuel and Energy, who is handling this Bill, and should the Bill get to the
Committee stage I will move to amend it so that there is a one year moratorium rather than a
two year moratorium. With that exception, I support the Bill.
MR BRADSHAW (Wellington) [8.12 pm]: I support the Education Amendment Bill
(No 2) and I am not unduly unhappy with the alteration which the member for Morley has
proposed. However, what the Government has proposed is wrong because it cannot afford
the current education system. In the electorate of Wellington, which I represent, many
schools need a major amount of money spent on them. They also need more teachers to look
after students who have learning disabilities or need a little extra coaching or tuition to bring
them up to standard. The Government has decided in its wisdom to expand the base of the
education system, which will cost a few more million dollars. It is wrong to look at
expanding the base when we do not have in place a good and healthy education system.
This legislation has been rushed into this place with no consultation whatsoever wit the
community. It was indicated in the Better Schools program that there would be consultation
with schools and communities, yet in this case that has not taken place. What the
Government says and what the Government does are usually two different things. I support
the Bill, although I have some doubts about what the Government is proposing to do.
MR THONMPSON (Darling Range) [8.15 pm]: In contributing to the debate on the
Education Amendment Bill (No 2), 1 must say that the question of preprimnary education and,
indeed, of early childhood education generally has been of concern to a lot of people in
recent times as a result of the Government's intention to introduce this facility, but it has
been of concern to people in my electorate for a considerable time.
I draw the attention of the House to a situation that arose following the introduction in the
early 1970s of the preprimary program chat we now have. Because the Shires of Kalarnunda.
and Mundaring are among the more progressive local authorities in this State, they have a
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comprehensive program for providing for early childhood education. Right throughout my
electorate, there are a number of well designed, built and funded preschool units. When the
late H-on Graham MacKinnon was Minister for Education, he had the unenviable task of
introducing the then Liberal Government's program for preprimnary education. One of the
jobs that he had to confront was to convince the committes of the various kindergartens in
the State, including those in my electorate, thai they should effectively hand over their
facilities to the State in order that the Government's program could be put into effect.
A significant reaction to that resulted in my electorate because although the local authority
was very much to the fore in establishing kindergartens, it was only with the vigorous
support of the community, and although the community was very conservative in terms of its
political views and would overwhelmingly support the Liberal Party, it resented greatly
having its cherished kindergartens effectively stolen by the Government. Three of the major
schools in my electorate - and we have only have about seven or eight State schools -
finished up not having, and two of them still do not have, preprimary facilities on the
campus. The people who live within the catchments of those areas have available to them
the community-based kindergartens, but the parents are faced with the problem of having to
pay fees for their children to attend. It has been pointed out over the years that always in the
case of financial hardship, parents who are battling to have their children attend school have
the opportunity to get some subsidy from the committee, but people who are pretty proud and
do not want to declare to their neighbours and others that they are battling financially are
often reluctant to ask for a handout in order that their children may have access to a
preschool unit.
In dozens of cases children from within the catchment area of schools that have no
preprimary units on the campus are being taken out of the district to enrol in preprimary
classes in other parts of the electorate. In the past, some children have been taken from
Kalamunda as far away as Forrestfield; that defeats one of the fundamental benefits of
having preprimary education, which was to enable children to familiarise themselves with
the environment in which they would continue the balance of their primary school education.
That dislocation has occurred. It was those parents, over the years, who asked me to do
something about getting a preprimary school on the campus. In the case of those schools
where such facilities do not exist I am contacted by people in the community asking me to
ensure that this program is introduced. By contrast, I have received communication from
people all over the State asking me to support the member for Roe's Bill. If not the member
for Roe, certainly some other people in the country have suggested that the Independents
may have a pivotal role in this debate. They have communicated with me, as is their right to
do. I have a high stack of letters from people all over the State, many from country areas but
also many from the metropolitan area, expressing their concern and asking me to support the
member for Roe's legislation.
Although I did not hear all of her speech, I am sure the member for Floreat enunciated the
reasons that parents in the metropolitan region say that the Bill should be supported and why
the Government's proposal should be defeated. I find myself on the horns of a dilemma. If I
were to take the communications coming to my office as an expression of opinion, I must
come to the conclusion that I am obliged to vote for the member for Roe's Bill. However, I
must have regard for the reaction within my own community. It is difficult for anyone in this
place to say what his or her electorate wants. One cannot do that. In my 20 years' service
here, I have not been able to say emphatically that my electorate wants something; but I
would know that a significant number of people in the community want something and a
significant number do not. So I am inclined to the view that I should support this legislation.
It is with a great deal of reluctance that I do that, because I have regard for the wishes of
those people in that part of my electorate where preprimary education is either not available
or is available under conditions which are unacceptable to the people.
One of the positive aspects of the Government's proposal for full time education for five year
olds is that in an electorate such as Darling Range, once the program is fully introduced there
will be what I call the Rolls Royce of early childhood education available to the community
because we would have a significantly increased number of places in the system - be it the
Catholic system or otherwise. There are a significant number of private schools in the
electorate where preprimary school is available; there are community kindergartens. and we
would have an increased number of places at primary schools for preprimary children. It is
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my expectation that if the program is introduced in the fullness of time, the parents and
children in my electorate will have a range of choices available.
As a father of four children I am aware of the great difference between the capacities of
children to handle preschool education. In the case of our eldest child she was nowhere near
ready for full time preprimary school when she was in her fifth year of life. Preprimary
education was not available during the whole time of the preprimiary education of our
children but we made special efforts, including my becoming the president of the group char
ultimately built our kindergarten. We took action to ensure that our children had the best
possible preschool education. Our next child attended two kindergartens. She went to one in
the morning, and her mother would pick her up and take her home for lunch, and then take
her to Pickering Brook to allow her to spend the rest of the day at another pre school.
If the Government's program is introduced - and not only does the Government but also the
Liberal Parry support the proposal - the program is in line with what the Liberal Party wants
to do for political reasons. It would appear that the Opposition spokesman for Education has
ditched his May 1992 policy commitment to the community that it would be introduced. For
political reasons the Liberal Party has backed away. I emphasise that it is not only a
Government proposal but also a Liberal Parry proposal, so I suggest that eventually a
Government will introduce the program. That may be an incoming Liberal Government
which will develop some steel in its spine, but for political reasons at the moment the Liberal
Party runs away from the program.
When the program is introduced in my electorate, the people with preschool children will
have an opportunity to take the children to the preschool unit that will offer a four year old
program. It will be an opportunity for five year olds to have exposure to preprimary
activities. At the schools - bearing in mind that most should be big enough to justify a total
unit - one unit will be devoted to full time education for five year olds and the other unit will
cater for the children whose capacities are such that they cannot handle a full day at school,
and parents will enrol them in either a morning group or an afternoon group which will be
held in a second facility. Therefore, as I said earlier, when ultimately the program is
introduced - and it will be introduced, if nor as a result of this Government's initiative then as
a result of the policy of an alternative Government - the parents and children in my electorate
will be well served by preschool education.
On the negative side of this proposal, there has been too much haste. Certainly a lot of
confusion exists in the community, although I am critical of some people who prefer to be
confused rather than to rake the step to find out. I do not necessarily support the view that
not enough time has been given to find out. In one case recently I was asked to attend a
meeting of parents of children at a preschool unit in my electorate. It became clear that these
people were confused, so I made the offer to ask the Ministry of Education to receive a
deputation and input from other schools in order that the uncertainties might be cleared up.
To this day that offer has not been taken up. They said they would give consideration to my
proposal aid that they would talk to other schools, but I have not heard another word from
them. I suspect that some of the people at the centre of this debate have, for their own
reasons, decided that it is better to allow parents to consider this matter without the complete
knowledge of what is intended rather than to come along and find our what will happen. I
question the motives and actions of some people who are very much to the fore in this
debate. Having said all of that, this debate has some way to go and I understand that some
amendments will be moved; so I find myself in support of the second reading of the Bill.
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Minister for Fuel and Energy) [8.32 pml: The movers of
this Bill are doing a great disservice to the children of Western Australia. When the
Government focused attention on the needs of young children under the Social Advantage
strategy, early education took on a very high priority. Early childhood educators have
always known that quality programs which address the social, emotional, physical, creative
and linguistic needs of preschoolers provide children with a reservoir of experience which
helps them make more sense of a more formal learning program in school. Some children
have these needs met very easily, but large numbers of children are not so fortunate. These
children then require focused teaching time and resources throughout their schooling to
maximise their chances of success. Extended preprimary programs are an investment for the
future of Western Australians and the life options of individuals. I know that concept of
early education is understood by the Opposition spokesperson in this area, the member for
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Roleysrone. Opponents of the Government initiative have argued that there are higher
educational priorities such as options for older students, children with special needs,
buildings or resources going to existing programs. I am surprised to hear members opposite
denying that the very best place to invest in education is in the early years. To invest in the
vita] early years so that later problems can be avoided, as the Government is doing, is to take
the responsible, long term approach to our State's educational system. Compare that
approach looking to the long term, focusing on early intervention strategies, making sure that
we start to provide a system which will address our educational needs to the turn of this
century and into the next century, with the approach taken by those who have supported this
Bill. They arc after short term political publicity at the expense of the future wellbeing of
Western Australians.
Mr Bloffwitch: All those mothers who went to the meeting were after the same, were they?
Yes, I bet they were!
Dr GALLOP: I hear the comments of the member for Geraldton at the same time as I hear
the Opposition saying that the philosophy behind this Bill is a good one; that is the
contradiction in the member's position.
Mr Bloffwitch: No, that is my point of view.
Dr GALLOP: The Government will continue to spend money in other important areas. This
has been amply demonstrated in our State Budget. In response to the member for
Roleystone, I will point to some figures and some programs in that Budget. The recurrent
education budget for this financial year is a record $1.046 billion. This is an increase of
5.4 per cent. The full time preprimary program accounts for only 1.1 per cent of this. The
Budget includes provision for 800 extra teaching and support staff in our schools. Only 379
of these places are for the full time program. The Government has made provision of
$1.5 million as a first instalment of $6 million to ensure the First Steps early literacy program
continues the good work that it is doing in our schooling system; $410 000 has been provided
to implement alternative education programs for persistent truants and young people in
danger of becoming offenders against the law.
Money has been provided to employ additional therapists to assist students with disabilities
in our mainstream schools. In addition there is a capital works program of $91 million, an
increase of seven per cent. Nine primary school will be built in 1993-94 and upgrading work
carried out in many others. The maintenance needs of schools will be addressed through
stage 2 of the Government's $75 million school improvement program. I point to the Budget
to show that it is misleading to claim that other priorities are being neglected because of the
introduction of the voluntary full time program. That was a central argument of those who
supported this Bill. As the.Budget debate proceeds those facts and figures from the Budget
will further illustrate the commitment that this Government continues to make to education.
The philosophical centrepiece of the Government's approach is a better preschool foundation
in language and experience than that currently exhibited by many children. That is a top
priority for our education system. We cannot ever be complacent. At a time when education
and training are clearly central to economic, prosperity, we must ensure that we are
continually reviewing the level of opportunities in those vital early years of learning.
Let us come to some of the other arguments: Opponents have also said that parents do not
want the program, that the current provision is adequate and/or desirable as a mix of home
and school experience. Proponents of this view are usually right for themselves; they usually
have personal and financial resources to allow them that particular view and choice. The
Government, however, thinks of the needs of another cohort of parents who believe that they
entitled to a full time program in the year before their children enter year 1 of schooling - the
same level of provision that is available interstate and in many countries overseas and in our
own non-Government sector for those parents who can afford to pay.
The Government is also conscious of another group of parents who want their children to
receive more social and educational stimuli than are currently being provided, the parents
who recognise an eagerness to learn on the part of their children which they are unable to
meet unassisted. There are many such parents in our community; indeed, I met quite a few
of them last night at the inaugural meeting to set up the management committee at the East
Victoria Park family centre. The Opposition and those Independents who are supporting this
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Bill have clearly not come to grips with that group of people in our community, their needs
and their philosophies. Other parents in our community want to have their children at school
playing and learning with friends rather than at home demanding television. Do members in
this House realise that a recent study has shown that preschool children watch more hours of
television daily than any other family member?
Mr Strickland: What is the point of that?
Dr GALLOP: I am illustrating the range of people who have a real interest in (he program.
Mr Strickland: What is the point about their watching more television?
Dr GALLOP: The Government is responding to the interests and needs of the community.
Another group of parents from either choice or necessity are working and unable to spend
half their week with preschool children. They may enjoy the quality time that they have with
their children, but are even more satisfied to have their child in the care of professionals who
know how to provide appropriate development experiences. All of these people welcome the
extension of the preprimary program. There are philosophical reasons, material reasons and
practical reasons for many parents wanting the extension of the program. Finally, there are
children who are not so fortunate in their home environments, whose circumustances militate
against success in education. A happy, secure and structured learning environment for those
children will enhance their chances of success.
Two arguments have been circulating in the community. Those arguments have been
absorbed by Government members of Parliament while carrying out their duties. Those
arguments went into the structuring of the Social Advantage program of which this initiative
is a centrepiece. Those who oppose this measure have lost touch with what is going on in the
community, with what parents desire, and with what parents overseas and interstate cannot
understand about our education system. We have absorbed their ideas in our initiative to
develop the five year old voluntary program in our schooling system. They are the people,
the needs and the interests.
I refer to some of the educational arguments. Early childhood education personnel are
delighted to have the educational agenda refocused on getting it right at the start rather than
teachers having to pick up on problems that could have been addressed given early education
and attention. I mentioned the member for Roleystone because I know that that is also a
central thrust of his thinking on education. Because of that, I am surprised, given his role as
education spokesperson for the Opposition, that the Liberal Party cannot understand the
central part of this legislation. This program provides teachers with more time to concentrate
on a single group of children and their needs.
I remind members of the House about the program. We are extending the current four half
day program to five full days on a voluntary basis. I have four points to make about that.
Firstly, the teaching program is an informal play-based program. Many good educational
philosophies are built into this program of early education. Secondly, the class sizes are
smaller - 27 compared with 30 in year one. Thirdly, the staffing ratios are more generous -
one teacher and one full time aide compared with one teacher in year one. Fourthly, special
facilities are provided; that is, purpose built prepuimary centres with their own separate
playgrounds, The program is especially designed to meet the needs of this group of children
and is fully supported by educational experts. They are the general arguments in support of
the Government's proposal. They are the general arguments against what is proposed by the
member for Roe in his Bill.
However, there is another argument in this debate; the argument about change, the pace of
change and the desirability of change. Change is rarely a comfortable experience. The
public opposition to this program has been, in the main, from people reluctant to change or
who are reluctant to acknowledge that their view on the current provision is not universally
accepted. I have no problem with parents making choices in the best interests of their
children. Indeed, I applaud their confidence in their parenting role. However, I have a great
problem with parents who want to prevent this initiative and to deny choice to other parents.
Parents have a right to choose. This provision is designed to maximise the potential of each
child, irrespective of his or her background, home situation, and whether he or she is
privileged or less privileged. It is designed to complement the home, not as a substitute.
Mr Strickland: Come on! Is that not a goal for everyone?
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Dr GALLOP: Of counte it is. However, the member forgets the philosophy behind this Bill.
Obviously, there is deep division in his party on the question of early education.
The complementary relationship between the home and school will vary according to the
needs of parents and the needs of the child. However, what should not vary is the right to
give those parents a choice. It is up to each parent to make that choice, and not to have that
right removed by petitioners or delayed by the law. The voluntary full time preprimary is
wanted by parents, is applauded by early educational professionals for its educational merits
and has been given priority for resources by the Government.
The Ministry of Education's hot-line established shortly after the announcement of the
Government's decision ran approximately 80 per cent in favour of this program. More
school communities than could be accommodated wanted to come into the program in 1993.
As the Minister said, we thought chat gradual implementation of the program would be the
problem rather than opposition to its implementation.
The other argument that was used by the supporters of the delaying tactic has been sufficient
planning. That was the central argument of the member for Floitat. This program has been
better planned and more comprehensively discussed with parents and school communities
than any ocher educational initiative. The logistics of implementation are demanding,
especially when capital works are involved. The best always seems to come out of the
Ministry of Education when a program such as this is given to it to implement.
Commonsense dictates that we need a phasing-in period. It would be silly to build facilities
arid leave them empty. Similarly, to expect every facility around the State to be provided in
a single year would also be silly. In making this decision, careful thought was given to
managing the implementation over three years, both for staffing and for facilities. The needs
of country children have been fully considered. A number of options have been developed
which we based upon the most appropriate response to the particular circumstance. No
program has been forced on country children.
Finally, industrial issues axe involved in a major move of this type. Industrial issues are
being addressed in negotiations with the relevant unions. They are proceeding quite
satisfactorily. It should be noted that the union that represents the majority of community
preschool teachers, the Federated Miscellaneous Workers Union, has given its full support to
the program. I reiterate that the Government's view is that the opponents of this program
may have been vocal and may have influenced some members opposite to think that they
would gain politically from supporting these delaying tactics. I have pointed out already the
80 per cent support revealed by the Ministry of Education hot-line. I indicated to the House
also that more school communities than could be accommodated want to come into the
program. I ask members opposite who may have been influenced by the conference decision
of the Western Australian Council of State School Organisations to reflect on whether in this
instance WACSSO was fully representative of parent opinion. The Government strongly
supports WACSSO; however, that body sometimes gets things wrong.
Mr Strickland: Are you always right?
Dr GALLOP: No we are not. A good example of where WACSSO was incorrect was
school-based decision making. The final approach taken by the Government on that matter
was representative of the majority view in the community but WACSSQ wanted to move
towards a different scheme. That body is not always right. However, the Government
always listens to it as it is a crucial body in our education system.
I draw the attention of the House to a fundamental flaw in the legislation. In its current form
the Bill would prevent the Government from providing financial assistance to facilitate the
attendance of children at preschool centres on a full time basis on or before 1 January 1995.
Clause 3 of the Bill states that a preschool means an assembly of three or more children over
the age of four years, the majority of whom are one year or less below the minimum age of
admission to a Government primary school but does not include such an assembly at a
Government school. Therefore, in its current form the Bill would not prevent the
implementation of the full time preprimary program in Government schools but would
prevent the Government from assisting any community preschool that wished to offer a
program. That is a technical fault in the legislation which I point out to the member who
moved it. It is a basic flaw in the legislation which indicates a great difficulty with it.
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The Government supports the philosophy behind moves to legislation related to schooling for
five year olds in this State and believes that the community is behind it in chat approach. The
Government believes chat that education philosophy is the right thing and that the plan it has
developed to implement chat philosophy has taken into account two important things; first,
the need to phase in any change; and, secondly, the needs of particular communities. In
ocher words, the Government is introducing its measure in a proper way which cakes into
account the needs of those in the school community.
When the Ministry of Education determined which schools would have this program in 1993
it looked to schools with children who would gain most from it. Nevertheless, I am pleased
that parents from right around the State have expressed interest in becoming involved in the
program and will have access to it in 1993. T1he reality is that the Minister for Education has
said on many occasions that many parents wish to take advantage of this program in 1993.
They are keen and ready to do so now, but the Government is phasing in the program in a
manageable way. The Government opposes this Bill because it seeks to deny resources to
schools and parents wishing to benefit from the Government's decision to introduce a
voluntary, full time preprimary program in 1993. Many members opposite in this place deep
in their hearts hope this Bill will not pass this Parliament.
MR MINSON (Greenough) [8.55 pm]: Education for four and a half or five year old
children should be judged not an political grounds and what is convenient but on the
educational soundness of the idea. The Minister said that these things have all been done in a
proper way and have proceeded as they should. The fact is that this scheme was introduced
with undue haste. In some circumstances there is educational soundness behind the idea of
introducing schooling for five year olds. However, I suppont the 12 month moratorium on
the introduction of this program simply because this has all been done with unbelievable
haste.
I will put a couple of matters on record related to experiences in my electorate which are
overwhelmingly against the rushed introduction of five year old schooling. Whenever I ask
questions of the Ministry of Education or the Minister I cannot get any sensible reply about
what will happen to children who have to catch school buses. One must bear in mind the
size of school buses and the length of their run because those things are tied to a 90 minute
time frame related to length of run and number of children on that run. A number of the runs
in my electorate would need to buy a new bus had this scheme been introduced universally.
It also would have involved the Government in considerable expense in extending the length
of school bus runs in my electorate. 1 do not chink that anybody has stopped to think about
how much that would cost, or about the logistics involved.
It upsets me that no thought has been given to country children in this mactrt I hope that a
relevant Minister is listening to what I am saying. The current norm for preprimary
education is that children go to school for four half days a week. It is generally
acknowledged that full time attendance is too much for those children. As a compromise in
country areas where children catch school buses, they attend school for two full days instead
of four half days each week. That is done almost universally throughout my electorate. If
that were not done mum would have to go into the school four times a week to pick up her
children, which would cause all sorts of problems.
I am suggesting that sometime between now and when this scheme is introduced - and this is
why I support a 12 month moratorium - thought be given to making some sont of variation
scheme available to country children in relation to full time education for five year old
children. If the idea is educationally sound, provision should be made for country children
who must spend long periods on school buses. As a parent who had to put five and six year
old children on a school bus at 7.30 am and pick them up from it at about 4.50 pm the same
day I can tell members that there is no sense in doing that with children aged four and a half
for five days a week because by Friday evening they will be wrecks. A compromise should
be worked out while this moratorium is in place to allow country schools to give five year
old children schooling on three days each week - Monday, Wednesday and Friday - and
allowing the number of five year olds to count in determining what size school bus will run
on a certain route so chat that bus will be of an appropriate size for the job.
In doing that we wI take into account those people in isolated areas. While they will not get
full time preprimary education, that three days' education a week and the ability to have
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access to school buses will make a good deal of difference. That would be a sensible
compromise.
Mr Graham: Telfer Primary School is the most isolated primary school in Western Australia
and it will have ful time education for five year olds next year.
Mr MINSON: It probably does not have school buses. I imagine that most of the people in
Telfer live a short distance from the school. It may be isolated as a community but the
people who use the school would all live fairly close by.
Mr Graham: It has a bus service.
Mr MvINSON: I bet it does not start picking people up from stations at 7.30 in the morning.
The member for Pilbara is drawing a red herring across the path. This is not really a big
issue in my electorate as I have only one school which will offer full time education for five
year olds, although a number applied. How many does Geraldton have?
Mr Hloffwitch: It has 13 schools, but only one will offer full time education for five year
olds. It was the only one to apply.
Mr MINSON: Throughout the Geraldton and Greenough electorates only two schools have
been given this option, so we have a 12 month moratorium effectively in any event.
However, I want it placed on the record, and I hope the people involved in planning
programs will acknowledge, that there needs to be a variation of three full days a week -
Monday. Wednesday and Friday - to take into account all children who must spend a long
time on school buses.
This whole matter was done with such undue haste that a 12 month moratorium is well worth
supporting so that proper planning can take place and we can indeed offer these educational
opportunities to more children in this State. However, I hope that full time education for five
year olds never becomes compulsory in this State.
MR PJ. SMITH (Bunbury) [9.03 pm]: The member for Greenough has made some very
important points about isolated communities in speaking to the Education Amendment Bill
(No 2). However, this issue is about not so much the acceptance of full time education for
five year olds, because that is part of the Liberal Party's policy, but whether we do it now or
later.
Mr Minson: You are right, but we must do it properly.
Mr P.J. SMITH: I agree entirely. I was not convinced of the need for full time education for
five year olds when it was first announced, even though I had been pressured by many
people, particularly from larger urban centres and particularly by people from the Eastern
States and the United Kingdom, to find out why we are one of the few States in Australia
which does not have full time preprimary education. I felt that the current part time
education program for five year olds was sufficient, perhaps because my children had not
needed or wanted full time preprimary education and I considered that to be a middle class
philosophy.
Mr Bloffwitch: What was the response to the meetings in Bunbury?
Mr P.J. SMITH: I will come to that in a moment. It was not so much a case of what
happened at the meetings as what happened afterwards.
Mr Bloffwitch: I thought you had a response from the meetings.
Mr P.3. SMITH: I will talk about the general meetings. How does one consult with the
community without making an announcement? In May this year the Government finally
decided to proceed to implement full time education for five year olds in February next year,
and announced that decision, which gave eight months for consultation. Certainly the
evidence shows that much of that consultation started off on the back foot, and I will admit
that even Government members bad difficulty in getting the information we needed about it.
When I first went to meetings of parents and citizens' associations and preschool groups - to
which I was invited, or for which I made myself available - to discuss this issue I found that
parents were fairly hostile to the concept. However, the hostility was for two reasons:
Firstly, they did not know what was going on and wanted to know; and secondly, a group of
people - mainly single income people - felt that the part time education their children had
received or were to receive was sufficient. They had facilities at home to look after their
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children in the afternoons, they were often well educated people whose children, if they
watched television, watched children's programs, and they had adequate play facilities and
so on. I had to agree with them that for their children part time preprimnary education
probably would be acceptable. However, it was very interesting that after each meeting a
group of people would say to me, "We know most were talking against full time preprimary
education but we want it for our children." After the meetings in Bunbury more and more
people camne to mae and said that, having heard the arguments, they wanted full time
education for their five year olds. So, whereas at the initial meetings people were opposed to
the idea, I began to receive more and more pressure for schools to implement the full time
education program for five year olds
In Bunbury we have been lucky. When the surveys were done, there was a problem in that
the number of schools in which we could implement the program only just catered for the
number of parents who wanted full time education for their five year olds. One school had a
group which was very strongly against the idea of full rime preprinmary education, but when a
survey was taken of the parents of children at the school, three-quarters of them were in
favour of full time preprimtary education.
Mr Bloffwixch interjected.
Mr Pearce: We should make a deal with the member for Geraidton that all of his schools can
have the program implemented in two years' rime and all of ours can have it now. That is a
compromise. He will get what he wants and so will we.
Mr P.J. SMITH-: What the Government has now is exactly the opposite of what members
opposite are proposing. There is such a demand for full rime preprimary education that it
cannot meet the demand. I think we can just meet the demand in Bunbury. Now people are
telling me that children are only five years old for one year and that unless their children can
have full rime preprimary education next year they will miss out. I have been going
backwards and forwards to the Minister for Education and the ministry and a deal has been
worked out - and I assume that is happening in many other schools - whereby enough schools
will have the full time program and some other schools will have a mix of full time and part
time programs. In Bunbury two of the schools are having major upgrades, after four or five
years of agitating by the P & C associations.
Mr Bloffwitch: It is obviously Bunbury and not Geraldton!
Mr P.3. SMiTHi: It depends on the actions of the local member, and also on how much
pressure is applied by the P & C associations.
Two major schools in Bunbury, Cooinda Primary School and Adam Road Primary School,
have two preprimtary units well away from the school, and as part of that upgrade they will
have units built on the site in the second half of next year. At that stage parents of the
children attending the part time program will have the option of full time or part time
education in the new centres. I hope we will be able to cater for the total number of parents
who want part time and full time education for their children. The only problem is that many
people expect these programs to be based in their local schools even though they have not
had that option in the past. That will not be possible, so people may be disappointed about
that. Itris interesting that Clifton Park Primary School, which is not in my electorate, was
definitely against full time education for five year olds and would not contemplate it under
any circumstances, yet it is now pressuring the ministry to have at least a full time/part time
centre,
I believe the concerns parents have raised about starting four year old children in a full time
program of five days and the stress that will put on some of them are valid. I hope that the
ministry will start with five half days, and in rural areas two full days.
Mr Strickland: You hope, but you do not know.
Mr P.3. SMITH: I do not know but I have been talking with the Minister and the ministry
about those options. This would be an excellent opportunity for primary school teachers who
are working five mornings a week to be available on four afternoons to work with grade I
classes. Their former students from the prrprimary will be in these classes and the teachers
will provide assistance to settle the students in their new classes. This legislation seeks to
delay the proposal for another two years - one year if the amendment is passed -yet the
Government has announced the proposal. Through consultation, change has occurred in the
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Minister's and the ministry's attitudes, and radical changes have occurred with parents'
attitudes to the point where they now want the scheme. The program cannot be delayed now
as promises have been made. The major problem will be that parents will say. "My child is
five this year and he should have full rime school now; why can't he?"
MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [9.12 pm]: Debate on the Education Amendment Bill (No 2) brings
back many memories going back to the time when the first move was made for the
introduction of education for five year old children. A huge outcry resulted in some pants of
the State about the dangers of this proposal; these cries were especially evident ftomi our
political foes. The events over the years have proved that the decision made in 1974 was
innovative, well founded and justified. However, pant of that justification and reception in
the community involved a healthy process. A Liberal Government was elected in 1974 and
pant of its mandate was the introduction of education in Western Australia for five year old
children. The late Graham MacKinnon as Minister for Education met groups of parents to
explain the policy and its implementation. He sought the cooperation of parents, and some,
but not all, were cooperative.
At the initial stage pilot programs were to be established at four schools in Western
Australia. I made a representation to the inister at the time for a pilot school to be
established at a school in my electorate because I believed that the scheme was a beneficial
adjunct to the education system. I remember taking Graham MacKinnon to a meeting of
parents in Margaret River, and the parents totally rejecting the five year scheme of education;
they wanted to stay with the kindergazten system.
Mr Pearce: It was opposed by WACSSO and the Teachers Union. I was a Teachers Union
official at the time and I made a deputation to the Minister, but he paid no heed to the
proposition I put to him.
Mr BLAIKIE: Indeed. I was born in Margaret River and it is a place of which I am proud,
but the parents left no doubt in the mind of the Minister on that point on that occasion. Some
of the people who oppose the move today will be those who opposed the move in 1974.
Mr Pearce: You were right then and many were wrong. I hope you will adopt the same
progressive attitude this evening.
Mr BLAIXIE: The Minister will have to wait a little longer to find out. At West Busselton
Primary School the parents were prepared to be pan of the pilot program, and the school
became a model for the five year old education scheme. The success of the scheme was
attributable to cooperation with parents, the fine teaching staff and the policies which
evolved as circumstances dictated.
Now in 1992 the Government has some 900 teachers who it appears will be unemployed
The Government has a growing welfare problem and is trying to show it has a conscience
regarding unemployed people; it has failed because its fiscal policy has determined that
many of these people are doomed to the scrap heap for some time yet. The Government saw
an opportunity to introduce a new, you-beaut policy for full time education for five year olds
which would help solve the teacher and welfare problem, and seemed like a good political
idea . The Government's proposition has nothing to do with education; the Government is
playing politics at its worst because it involves children. The Government and the people
who support its proposal have been rushed into this new scheme, but experience indicated in
1974, as it will in 1992, that careful understanding by parents and educationists is required
when considering full time education for five year old children. The member for Bunbury
referred to a meeting held in July of this year when the policy was frst announced. The
policy appeared like a rabbit out of a hat -

My P.J. Smith: It was May and June.
Mr BLAIKIE: The member indicated that at the initial stages of the meeting people were
concerned that they did not know what was going on. The Government did not have time to
tell people about the scheme because dhe Government did not know either! It has developed
its policy on the run without consulting parents, teachers and others and without having a
positive regard for children. Also, the Western Australian community is very much aware of
this State's financial circumstances. This Government has borrowed $20 million as pant of
its maintenance programs for schools. However, it is proposing to spend more than
$100 million on a quick-fix program for five year olds. Once again, people do not know how
it will work.
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It is correct to say that, despite utter confusion the Government will proceed. Is it any
wonder that many parents now realise that if they do not come forward they will miss out on
the Government's five year old program? I am accusing the Government of being politically
motivated. It has no regard for parents or children. It is clear that the Government wants this
Bill providing for a moratorium to be carried so that it will not have to spend the money,
because the program is not properly prepared and the Government cannot implement its
proposal. I realise a number of people in the community will be very disappointed, but they
must understand that a program to accommodate five year olds in some 200 schools from
one end of the State to the other cannot proceed in only a matter of 15 or 16 weeks. In fact,
the Government is expecting this Bill to be passed and that will save it from any
embarrassment.
It is interesting that the Leader of the Opposition was contacted by many parents from
throughout the Stare. I will read a letter he sent to those people which clearly indicates the
position of the Opposition and its concern for the furtherance of this program which is part of
the Opposition's policy. It also indicates the reasons that I am supporting the moratorium
Bill and opposing the premature implementation of the Government's program. The letter
reads

Thank you for your letter expressing concern about the changes to the education of
five year old children.
Enclosed is a copy of the Early Childhood Education section of our Education policy
which was released recently. You will see that when in Government we will extend
the opportunity for five year olds to attend pre-primary school on a full time basis
where this is desired by parents and when the funds are available.

It was Liberal Party policy, where desired by parents, and where funds were available to
move into a full time five year old scheme. It was not to be foisted on the community and
was not to be a cheap, you-beaut political fix with which we are now confronted. It was to
be a gradual process.
Mr Pearce: You said that the five year old program started in 1975, In 1984 I was the
Minister who completed that program and provided universal schooling for five year olds. It
took 10 years to implement that provision. In three successive terms a Liberal Government
could not extend that to every child. Under the same timetable the children we are referring
to today could be 15 before it is universal.
Mr BLAIKI3: The basis of the Liberal Parry policy was, and still is, full time five year old
education as determined by parents.
Mr Pearce: They wanted it, but could not get it because funds did not permit.
Mr BLAHIiE: As funds became available, it was implemented, even if it took 10 years. The
program has proved to be quite successful. On the other hand, the Government has upset
many people and some people do not have a clue what the program is about, nor has the
Government worked out how it will be implemented. The letter from the Leader of the
Opposition continues -

Given the severe budgetary constraints faced by the State Government and the need
to inject additional funding into developing alternative programs for Years 11 and 12
and addressing the learning needs of those thousands of students with specific
learning disabilities, it would be quite irresponsible for us to promise universal full-
time education for five year olds in the near future.
Unfortunately, the Government sees this issue as a vote winner and has promised to
commit $100 million to this programme over the next two or three years. The
Lawrence Government's credibility must be questioned in light of more serious
priorities for funding and the fact they have just borrowed $20 million to carry out
basic maintenance at our schools.

Therein is the nub of the problem: The State is stony broke, yet the Government proposes to
borrow $300 million to balance the Budget It proposes to borrow a further $20 million to
slap a coat or two of paint on schools around the State and then it proposes to spend
$106 million on a program for full time five year old education while the rest of the
education system is falling down around its ears. Members of the Opposition, the
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Independents and Government members know that. It is irresponsible in the extreme. The
Minister for Education has visited the Margaret River High School, which is to be given five
year high school status. That will be as traumatic as the situation with the Margaret River
Hospital. The Margaret River High School has been located in the same buildings which,
basically, have not changed since 1958, yet money is no: available for overdue
improvements in this Budget. Nonetheless, the people of Margaret River, whether they want
it or not, have been offered a you-beaut program to educate five year olds. On the other
hand, the district's priority is improved and expanded facilities for years I11 and 12 which are
still not available to it. Ironically, had the community sought funding for the five year old
education program it probably would have received funding. That is an indication of how
the Government is completely out of touch.
Finally, I refer to a copy of a letter the Vasse Primary School wrote to the Minister
acknowledging receipt of a letter sent by the Minister outlining the Government's optional
full time primary program for five year olds. Apart from thanking the Minister for the
information the Parents and Citizens' Association raised a number of ocher questions. The
letter reads -

A number of additional concerns were raised by our school community and parents of
prospective five year olds which require careful clarification by your department and
we list some of these as follows:
I . Who makes the actual decision for our school to become involved?
2. Will the school community have a say in the school's selection for this

programme, and how much influence with the school community's feelings
have? eg. Parents. Staff and Future Parents.

3. Where is the real educational benefit?
4. Why is the programme being pushed so hard when so many questions are

answered (eg on the yellow sheet you forwarded) as vague generalizations?
As usual, consultation and planning have been an afterthought rather than a
valued pre-requisite to decision making.

5. Will our young children have proper playground and lunch time provision?
What happens if the children need a sleep?

6. Will full time studies be given preference over part time students?
7. How can the Government allocate extra funds to new programs of spurious

value while at the same time reduce in real terms the education funding for
our schools?

8. How do you counter the assertion that the Government merely is pandering to
the child-minding lobby? Surely the need here is not educational for the
child, but employment related for parents.

We feel that the extra funds allocated to this initiative would be better spent on
improving existing educational services rather than setting up a new programme. We
therefore vigorously oppose, as a matter of principle, the introduction of this program
at all in this state.

They said also that they looked forward to a positive and informative personal reply which I
understand they have not yet received. That is a pretty responsible parents and citizens'
association. The parents in that P & C would not be politically motivated. They would be
motivated by a desire for educational benefits for their children. They would be typical of
some of the more clear thinking parents who want questions answered by the Government
about matters in which they have found the Government wanting.
The Government has seized upon what I regard as a very callous way of indicating to people
who are socially disadvantaged, welfare recipients and probably single parents in the
community, that it is giving them the opportunity to allow the Government to take over part
of the day care program and to utilise that part of the day care programn in a Government
funded full time education for five year olds program. That scheme is flawed because the
Government has not thought it through properly. It was raised in May as a you-beaut
program. However, the number of schools that will take part, the staffing, where people will
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be accommodated and how they will be accommodated has not been thought through or
given any consideration. Members who were here in 1974 understand that, when full time
education for five year old& is provided, we have to obtain, first, the cooperation of the
parents; second, meet the accommodation requirements; and, third, ensure that there is
adequate and properly trained staff to meet the new demand. None of that has occurred. The
Government is praising itself for providing what it claims to be educational value. I suggest
it is nothing more than a cheap callous piece of political chicanery. I hope that, as the
months unfold, the parents who are receptive to this program understand that this
Government is not concerned about educational value; it is concerned about cheap political
tricks and this program is nothing more than that.
The moratorium should be adopted. It will give parents the opportunity to understand what
is being proposed, the educators time to arrange the programs and the State time to arrange
the necessary accommodation which is so vital if the program is going to work, I believe
there is a future for full time education for five year olds. However, I do not support that
which the Government is endeavouring to do.
MR STRICKLAND (Scarborough) [9.35 pm]: I support the Education Amendment Bill
(No 2) which proposes a moratorium on full time education for five year olds. However, I
believe that the moratorium should be for one year and not two years. I will therefore
support an amendment along those lines. I do not intend to retread all of the arguments of
the many people who have spoken on this matter. However, the first thing one has to reflect
on when one represents people in this Parliament is the views of parents in the electorate.
There is no doubt that some people in my electorate are in favour of full time education for
five year olds; that would be the case in every electorate. However, the majority feeling in
the Scarborough electorate is that it should not be supported at this time. I guess there are
several reasons for that, but basically at this time parents and teachers do not think that the
Ministry of Education is performing to its optimum. Many parents complain about the lack
of maintenance, the lack of resources and so on. That is one of the main reasons parents
have expressed strong opposition to the introduction of the program at this time.
The other issue of course is, should things improve, maintenance be done and resources be
sufficient, parents will still be divided on whether we should have full time education for five
year olds. It is obvious from the work done by the Select Committee into Youth Affairs that
full time education for five year olds would benefit many children. However, many would
benefit from staying at home. Of course, when one deals with children, one deals with a
range of abilities, personalities and emotional states. We are not talking only about
intellectual development; we have to consider the full range of emotional development of
these young children. Quite bluntly, some of themn are not ready for full time education.
In my discussions with teachers around the traps in my electorate, I have found many
qualified people who occasionally participate in the assessment of preprimary teachers. We
have been told about the full time education for five year olds in the Catholic education
system and we have asked why, if it is working there, it is not available in the mninistry's
schools. I have been informed that these assessors have been told not to go to the schools to
do an assessment after lunch because some of the young children that are "theoretically"
involved in full time education go home after lunch time and some of them have rest periods.
I doubt whether anyone in this House would argue with that because that is what everybody
has been saying.
We are dealing with people and people are different. For some, full time education for five
year olds will be great and for others it will be hopeless. Therefore, if the schools run at
what the parents and teachers see as an appropriate standard with resources and maintenance,
we can get down to the philosophical issues. However, at this point, people are against this
program. The parents of kids in years one to seven believe that the Government is trying to
do more with the same education budget; in other words, to spread the resources a little
thinner so that their children's opportunities for education diminish. That is what most of
them have against this program.
The Minister for Fuel and Energy referred to the right of choice for parents. However, we
are not talking here about some schools providing this program in a non-compulsory way.
This Bill is about delaying a three year program at the end of which a full time education
program will be available to all preschool children. I have heard parents say that it is all very
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well to have the philosophy that people will have a choice, but the pressures on life will
change. The fact that many children will attend full time preschool education will bring
pressure to bear on the parents who do not support full time education for their five year old
children. They will send their five year old children to school in the fear that if they do not
their children will start school a year later than other children of their age and they will miss
out on many opportunities. It is not really a program which will provide people with a
choice. We need time to reflect on these issues and to consider whether we want to introduce
full time education for five year olds across the board. Ultimately it may be the way to go
but the feedback I am getting from the community is that people do not want to go dawn this
path.
If this Bill is successful the amount of $14 million allocated for full time education for five
year olds in this year's Budget will be available for maintenance and other things which
teachers and parents are complaining about. Many of the parents are very happy with the
existing part time four days a week service. At the meetings [ have attended the issue has
been raised of teachers working with a different group of children from morning to
afternoon, each for four half days, leaving one day a week for preparation. The teachers do
not have the responsibility of looking after these young children during the lunch break.
Who will look after the little ones during the lunch break when full time education for five
year olds is introduced? They are not old enough to mix with the other children in the
primary school and this, together with other issues, must be sorted out before a full time
program is implemented.
The State School Teachers Union of Western Australia reflects the view of the teachers in
our primary schools who believe that if this program is implemented the resources for years
I to 7 will be diminished. The union is opposed to the introduction of this program now.
In the Scarborough electorate there are seven Ministry of Education schools and only two
have registered an interest in the program. None has been successful. One of the schools,
the Birralee Primary School, is a very small school. In fact, it is so small that it does not run
a preprimary school and the preprimary school children in the area attend a neighbouring
school. The fear is that if the program for full time education for five year olds is
implemented the children who are attending the neighbouring schools will remain there
during their primary school years. The source of students for the Birralee Primary School
will dry up because the numbers will fall away. It is a marvellous school with a fine
reputation, even though it is a small school. In 1983 this Government spent $300 000 on the
construction of a footbridge over the freeway near the school to allow 10 or more children
who live on the opposite side of the freeway from the school to have access to it. It was done
to maintain the viability of the school. The truth is that the Government could have paid the
taxi fares for those children in lieu of building the footbridge. The bridge was an important
link for children living on the opposite side of the freeway from the school and it will be used
by future students.
An asbestos problem has been found in the roof of one of the schools in my electorate. In
answer to a question the Minister gave the Government's usual down the hine answer to this
problem and at another time I intend to pursue this issue in this House. The Government has
locked itself into an outdated report which has a quasi scientific basis and it is now coming
under some criticism and cannot stand up.
Mr Troy interjected.
Mr STRICKLAND: [ am talking about problems with asbestos roofs which need attention
for health reasons. The Government has allocated $170 000 in this year's Budget for this
type of work, but it is not enough. The Government says that there is no need to worry.
Mr Troy: On advice from whom?
Mr STRICKLAND: Prom the Arnstrong report, which is being questioned by some people
who have access to the relevant evidence. The time has come to review the report, but I do
not want to go down that path tonight because it is an issue we could debate for a long time.
I have a box full. of papers on this matter. I deliberately raised this issue tonight because it is
an example of the schools maintenance work which is not being attended to because the
Government does not have any money. It is work which should be attended to in preference
to the you-beaut schemes which have been introduced in a very interesting way, especially
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when one considers the electorates in which they have been implemented. It is quite evident
that an election is close judging by some of the schemes the Government has introduced.
These schemes appear to be appropriate and smart electorally.
However, some people axe concerned that because of the introduction of full time education
for five year olds the opportunities for their children will be diminished. For chose reasons
and because of the strong feedback I have had from my electorate it is my intention to
strongly support the moratorium, which I hope will be for one year only. If we go down that
path we must do our homework and make our decision clear to the community. The
community must be given a chance to make some input into this proposal because it has not
had that chance to date. They have gone to public meetings. I have talked to
superintendents, and I happen to know a lot of people in the education system. Their worry
is that they address a public meeting, people raise issues and problems that have not been
thought about, politicians get on to the Minister, the Minister says that we have got to sort it
out, and we have shifting sands; and to have shifting sands and to try to evolve strategies on
the run is not the best way to do business. A lot of good work has been done because there
have been public meetings and discussions, but if the moratorium Bill gets up, and I
sincerely hope that it does, this issue will be dead. There will not be full time education for
five year olds next year. The matter can be researched, people can have their say, and a lot
more homework can be done. If full time education for five year olds does come into being,
it will then come into being in a proper way. Any tradesman knows that if he gets the
foundations right, he will finish up with a good job, but if the foundations are crook, he will
end up with a mess.
Mr Read: It has been one of your policies, and what you are saying is that you have not
researched it properly, yet you have included it as one of your policies.
Mr STRICKLAND: That is totally wrong. Our policy was enunciated by the previous
speaker.
Mr Read: You change your policies mome frequently than I change my underpants.
Mr STRICKLAND: That is totally untrue because the member changes his underpants
regularly, I hope. Our policy does not talk about a time frame whereby this proposa has to
be rushed in in the year before an election. Our policy talks about its happening in a
responsible and reasonable way.
What does this Government think it is doing by coming into this House at the end of its term
and trying to set up a three year program for which it will not be responsible because there
will be a change of Government and the incoming Government will have to pkck up the
tattered mess? Another good reason to have a moratorium is so that the incoming
Government can be fully responsible for the implementation and funding of the programs
chat are introduced. For this Government to come into this House in its dying days and to
start a program and try to impose expenditures and commitments on the incoming
Government is a disgrace and is not on.
MR TROY (Swan Hills) [9.52 pm]: I want to raise a number of points about the Education
Amendment Bill (No 2) and about the expressions of concern that have been raised in my
electorate as I have visited all of the parents and citizens' associations within it. I want to
make it clear that the principle of five year old preprimary education certainly has my
support and I think it also has the support of the majority of people, so my concerns do not
reflect upon that principle. It is really a question of priority of funding for what is just one
urgent need in the education system.
The second point I want to raise, and I share this quandary with the member for Darling
Range, is that since this proposal was announced, a whole basket of parents and citizens'
associations have expressed various opinions. I want to highlight two schools within my
electorate. The first school is the Middle Swan Primary School, which was relocated and is
now in the Stratton housing estate. The Minister representing the Minister for Education
would remember the pains associated with that. The people of that area comprise a
socioeconomic group which is seriously disadvantaged in the present economic climate. The
people have young families and need some support with child minding so that they can
secure casual work to supplement the family income. That issue dominates their minds very
strongly when they express their desire for five year old preprimary education. However,
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they raise just as vigorously the lack of adequate facilities in that school, which is relatively
new; it is in its second year. That is a bit of an indictment of this Government, because until
now this Government has had a superb record in providing new schools and wonderful
facilities. Unfortunately, Mddle Swan is not in that category.
Another school which has less than adequate preschool facilities for the housing of five year
aids: is in Sawyers Valley. Those of us who have been through that area would be conscious
of the building to which I am referring. That building was the original home of a principal
some years ago, and it is being used as a preprimary facility at the moment and is totally
inadequate. The parents and citizens' association of that school is of the view chat if it
supports the preprimary program, it may lead to a building program that will address its
fundamental worry at a much earlier date than would otherwise be the case. I do not believe
that is really focusing on the merits of the preprimnary program being given priority over
other needs within the education system.
I listened with interest to the comments of the Minister representing the Minister for
Education when he referred to the disservice to small children on the part of those who were
opposed to this Bill. Let me just temper that comment by saying that there should also be
close examination of the service to existing school children. That comment was picked up
by the previous speaker, and I am not sure that it was fully understood. The Minister
suggested also that people had lost touch with the education system. We should all be
mindful of the fact that in the early years of Labor Governments in this decade, there was an
enormous and very healthy debate on education and, while it was controversial, it really
served a useful purpose. That same level of debate has not occurred in the last three or four
years, and that has been to the detriment of education. Quite clearly if the debate on this
issue or on the alternatives to this issue had been raised to the vigorous level that it was at
five or six years ago, we would have had a much healthier situation here tonight.
Another speaker referred to being influenced by lobbyists. My own experience did not come
from any lobbyists. It came from parents who were very close to the situation. The Ministry
of Education did not do the necessary survey work on a concept which everyone strongly
supports, certainly on my side of politics, but which certainly lacks the necessary priority
consideration. The Minister representing the Minister for Education referred to the
alternatives that were raised in earlier debates; that is, the option for other schools, the
special needs programs, and of course buildings. Two others are worthy of mention, and I
raised those in last year's Estimates Committee debate when I tried to check on the progress
of language classes in primary schools. Everyone agrees that we desperately need second
languages to facilitate our status as a trading nation, but the progress of those classes was
appalling up until last year, and it is not clear to me what it has been in the last 12 months,
but I will be looking forward to the Estimates Committee debate to again check on that.
The other aspect which I raised last year in the Budget debate, and which reflects another
urgent need in the education system, is secondary education. This is an area where we have
achieved significant retention rates, in the order of 75 to 78 per cent. That is a dramatic
improvement on the 30 per cent retention rate applicable to when we camne to Government.
However, one must question the quality of the retention, particularly in the vocational
training area. As an ex Minister for Employment arid Training I was conscience of the need
to address the transition period from secondary to vocational in a more effective way than
had been done to that time. I still see a significant lack of progress in that area.
I suggest that both of the points I have raised should have been given a higher priority at this
time of economic difficulty than the path upon which the Government has embarked. I will
not support this Bill, and that may seem strange in view of my comments. However, I am
aware of schools which are seeking preschool attention. I also know of schools that have
time for the other issues. By making these remarks I attempt to draw the notice of the
Government to the notion that it needs to look seriously at the timetable of its proposals in
this area. I am sure that the Government will receive a far better return from an education
dollar than this proposal suggests. Those in the Labor scene must look closely at the balance
between social issues and our strong desire to address those issues. It is a much stronger
desire than that reflected by the Opposition, but we must take into account how we pay for
these social issues and how we can have an appropniate economy to move towards that. That
does not mean we should ignore that factor in education. I urge the Government to get it
right, and that means getting its priorities right.
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MR OMODEI (Warren) [10.02 pm]; In contributing to this debate I will try not to go back
over areas chat have been discussed already this evening. The Education Amendment Bill
(No 2) is a very important one. I comment in the full knowledge that in my electorate many
people are concerned about the Government's proposal for full time preprimary education for
five year olds. The basis of my concern is the huge backlog of school maintenance. I intend
to raise that matter in more derail during the Budget debate. The Walpole Primary School,
on the periphery of the Manjimup district of the Ministry of Education, and the Augusta
Primary School, at the other end of the Bunbury region, have both been waiting for many
years for improvements to their facilities. They have been ignored again and again. Why
would a Government in the mun-up to a State election choose to introduce a new education
program for five year oids when a huge backlog of maintenance and capital works exists?
The Bridgetown High School has been waiting for upgrading in excess of 10 years. The
same proposals are made to the State Government every year.
In excess of 200 students from the Margaret River area go to Busselton and Bunbury for high
school education. Many proposals have been put to the Government regarding the provision
of a senior high school at Margaret River. Why would the Government want to proceed with
a new proposal for the education of five year oids? The only conclusion I can reach is that in
the run-up to the election the Government does not do anything unless it sees some political
gain. I conclude also that the Government has done some polling in marginal seats around
the State, particularly in built-up areas in the cities where a greater demand exists for this
kind of education.
At the same time, I agree with the Liberal Party policy for a phasing in of this new education
program. On that basis, I support the moratorium. If it had been a two year moratorium I
would still support it because the Government is on the wrong track and many people are
concerned about this issue. A number of school principals with good intentions have assisted
their P & C associations in accepting this proposal. Why would they not accept it? If the
Government is hell-bent on introducing a new education program for five year olds, and it is
a fair accompli, these schools would have to jump on the bandwagon or at least make sure
their schools were high on the priority list to obtain such a service. I do not blame them for
that, particularly if they were the first to know about the proposals. However, I believe many
P & C associations are reconsidering their earlier position in this regard, particularly as they
have not received an allocation for capital works, and a limited allocation for minor works
and so on. A large number of people have come to the conclusion that the Government has
made this decision for political reasons, and that its priorities are wrong. On that basis, I
support the Bill.
MR WIESE (Wagin) [10.07 pm]: I realise other members wish to speak to this legislation,
so I thought I would rise for a moment or two to put the point that we need to give every
member a chance. In view of the fact that the member for Perth has returned to the Chamber
I am happy to sit down and allow him to have a go.
DR ALEXANDER (Perth) F 10.08 pm]: I thank the member for Wagin. The issues have
been fairly well canvassed but I was interested in some of the comments of the member for
Swan Hills about the priorities of the Government and whether they should be put into the
education of five year olds. The reasons that member gave for opposing the Bill are among
those I will briefly outline for supporting the Bill. While I believe a two year moratorium is
excessive, there is scope for breathing space to move this issue out of the electioneering
atmosphere and, more importantly, to give people a greater time for consultation.
I? am aware, as are many other people, that opinion in the community is divided an this issue.
I have been lobbied vigorously by groups opposing the change? and I have been lobbied, less
vigorously but lobbied nonetheless by groups in favour of the change, and by individuals in
favour of the change from the point of view of their own children and families. I have
undertaken some research on the issue. One aspect that surprises me is that in all the
documentation supplied by the Ministry of Education, once I made the point that we had not
been given any good argument in favour of the change, I was deluged with literature. As far
as I can tell none of that literature is conclusively in favour of the change. The position
papers which the Ministry of Education circulates are very equivocal and from a research
point of view are inconclusive. The research contains as many reasons in favour of a
moratorium as there are for the program's implementation. In fact, many more are in favour
of a moratorium rather than its implementation. While some educational theorists claim all
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sorts of education benefits in bringing five year aids into the educational system on a
permanent basis in the long term, a lot of other educationists disagree with chat. I have
talked to people, particularly those involved in the playgroup movement, who for many good
reasons are opposed to this change, arguing that five is too young an age to bring children
into the school system on a full time basis. The sort of change that has been proposed,
according to the ministry, will put children into classes of 28, which is almost as many as are
in year 1 with one teacher and one aide. A teacher/child ratio of 1:14 is insufficient for
young children to be starting off their educational lives - in other words, only two staff for 28
children. That is one of the many reasons the Government has got this wrong. More
importantly, from my point of view, is the consultation process. The Government has not
learnt that the imposition of top bound solutions on the community is not appropriate. More
and more people are demanding a say in their futures, whether it is planning, environment, or
education and social martens.
Mr Bloffwitch: Rightly so, too.
Dr ALEXANDER: Absolutely. When organisations like the Western Australian Council of
State School Organisations, a parents organisation, and the State School Teachers Union of
WA (Inc) and other groups who are representative of a very wide cross-section in the
community are implacably opposed to these changes, or certainly in favour of the
moratorium, the Government is duty bound to listen to them. Many people argue the
educational benefits, as I have said, but my reading of the literature - admittedly I have not
completed chat because I was not expecting this debate to come on so soon - leads me to the
conclusion that the evidence in favour of the change is sketchy from an educational point of
view. For every argument for one can find an equally valid argument against. All of that
points to the need not to rush into this, to take our rime and to impose a moratorium for one
year. For the Government to say in the face of concerted opposition from many parents and
representative groups, "We are going ahead anyway!'t is the height of arrogance and
exemplifies the difficulty the Government has coming to terms with the consultation process.
The initial education bulletins on full time education for five year olds which were sent out in
June and July 1992 - a further bulletin was sent out in August - did not argue the case, but
said what would happen in the process. If one does not like it, too bad!
Mr Ainsworth: That is consultation.
Dr ALEXANDER: This is supposed to be consultation. It is not really consultation at all, it
is providing information in response to people's requests. To my way of thinking,
consultation must be a two-way process of finding out what people's opinions are. If people
are opposed to some of the proposed changes, the changes should not be foisted on them, but
their concerns should be accommodated. These ministry pamphlets are laid out with
common questions answered, rather than the philosophy behind the changes. For those
reasons, it is clear that the Government has unduly rushed this decision. Many members in
the Government's own ranks, including Hon Garry Kelly in the upper House who has made
his opinions quite clear on this issue, have strong doubts about this proposal. In the May
1992 issue of Hon Garry Kelly's "Labor Chronicle" which I understand goes out to many
people in his electorate, under the headline "Five year olds - in whose interests?" Joanne
Pendlebury, a member of the Bayswacer branch of the ALP and a former member of the
Perth electorate council when I was a member of the party, puts a very strong case against
the changes and for further consultation. It cannot be claimed that simply conservative
elements in the community are opposing those changes; it is a cross-section of the
community. That is nor to say that everybody is against the change - certainly some people
are for it - but I do not accept the line that says that the opposition is coming only from the
conservative areas. It is coming from a wide cross-section of the community including
conservative areas, traditional Labor areas and rural areas. To underline that point one would
hardly call the State School Teachers Union under its current leadership conservative, but it
remains opposed to these changes despite a series of meetings with the Government on the
issue. There is concern across the community about this issue.
Within my own electorate I am well aware that some of the primary schools like Highgate,
which is in the heart of the electorate of Perth, and which already has a preprimary school
attached to it, would favour these changes because it would offer more full rime places to
five year olds. However, that must be laid against the fact that right next door in Mt Lawley
there is strong opposition to the change and favour for the moratorium. This illustrates that
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opinion is divided in the local and in the broader community. The Highgate Primary School
has a fantastic tradition. It is nearly 100 years old, but, like many inner city schools, it has
declining enrolments. It faces the prospect of diminishing resources and of losing some of its
teaching staff and has done so for several years in a row. Obviously, it is in the school's
interests from a narrow budgeting and resource point of view to grab something like this
which offers extra enrolments and, therefore, additional resources. That is not a reason for
supporting the change at this stage. It indicates that the Highgate Primary School is in need
of some planning attention from the Ministry of Education. If parents across the board
eventually accepted the need for this change, then certainly let us then implement it, but not
until parents across the board are more enthusiastic in their support for the change than they
have been to date. I have received hardly any letters in support of the change, and I have
been deluged with letters against it Even though opinion in the electorate is divided, those
who have contacted me are generally against the change. On the basis of divided opinion
locally and in the wider community, of insufficient evidence having been provided that this
change is necessary, that other States like Victoria are in fact reviewing their entry age for
children - that seems to demolish the argument that Western Australia must go in the
direction of all the other States - and on the basis that consultation has been insufficient for
such a major policy change in the short term, [ will support this Bill; although I intend to
support a foreshadowed amendment in Committee that would see the moratorium reduced
from a two year to a one year period. That is sufficient for proper consultation to occur, and
for a community to be more decisive in its support for such a change before it is introduced.
MR AINSWORTHI (Roe) [10.20 pmJ: I thank all members on both sides of the House who
have supported the Education Amendment Bill (No 2). It has probably been one of the most
divisive issues that the Government has put before the people of this State in recent times. it
has been divisive not because there has been a clear cut group of people on one side who are.
strongly in favour of the proposal and another group on the other side opposed to it. The
division has come about largely because there has not been proper consultation, as many
speakers have outlined. There are other reasons for people being opposed to it.
In my area, the Government announced its program by way of a news release. Parents began
ringing the District Education Office after receiving their newspapers and asked the district
superintendent what the program would mean for the Esperance district. The district
superintendent and his staff had to ring the Ministry of Education in Perth to get information
so that they could answer the questions asked by those parents. That was a clear indication
of the haste with which the program was announced. There was no con sultation with the
senior people in the ministry and none with parents and teachers. That was reflected in the
State School Teachers Union "Newsflash" which was provided to all principals, early
childhood educators and union representatives. It said in part -

The SSTU wishes to draw its members' attention to the State Government's intention
to introduce full-time five year old education.
SSTU is in total opposition to:

Any change to Education WITHOUT CONSULTATION with the Union.
This change takcing place without guaranteed, adequate and ongoing
resourcing with which to implement the change.

Clearly, the union was as much in the dark as were parents.
Another point which brought home to me the lack of consultation was that, as the program
was being sold to the parents, it became very flexible. If consultation had taken place before
the broad outlines of the program had been announced, it would have been more fixed than it
has been. It has been a moving feast as the so-called consultation has taken place.
Another very divisive issue was the method by which people were being induced to say yes
to their school being on the list for 1993. I have used the word "coercion" previously in
describing that and I still call it coercion because it was not consultation or persuasion in the
normal sense of those words. A Ministry of Education official at a meeting promoting the
program at a city school told parents that if they did not take the money now some other
school would get it. That had nothing to do with the value of educating five year aids on a
full time basis, but it had everything to do with providing resources to the school. That is an
indication that the Government, over recent years, has not made provision for adequate
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resources for many of the schools and parents and teachers were saying yes to the program,
not because of the merits of the program for five year oids, but because of the perceived
benefit that that school would receive by way of resources. That is sad and reflects the way
things are done in this State.
Other people have been concerned about the educational merit of the program. The member
for Perth referred to the pros and cons of the proposal. He said there was no clear cut
decision on educational merit. Again, the Stare School Teachers Union "Newsflash" states -

Recent educational research done at both State and National level provides no clear
socio-emotional or educational benefits. In fact educational psychologists in the area
of early childhood argue against formalised and evaluated learning experiences.

Clearly, it is not convinced by the arguments either and the teachers are the professionals
who, in part, will provide education to five year olds were the program to go ahead.
Probably most important is the question of priorities in funding. The member for Swan Hills
correctly identified the many priorities in the existing education system for both compulsory
years and t very vital post compulsory years I I and 1.2 where there are significant
shortcomings in current funding. He referred also to the resources, both human and
monetary, that must be provided for those areas of education before we begin spending
significant amounts in the non-compulsory preprimnary area. We really must focus on our
priorities first and get those right and wonry about the universal provision of full time
education for five year aids at a later stage. I was heartened to hear from Opposition
members that that is exactly the position they have adopted. While they see same merit, as
do many of us, in the provision of full time education for five year olds, it is not their number
one priority for funding, and they acknowledge that there is a sign ificant shortfall of funding
for more important areas of the education system which should be addressed before this
program is put in place.
Opposition to this program has been universal for various reasons. I was surprised at the
level of opposition that was reflected in the letters received in my office and in the offices of
other country members. They were not as one would expect, from only our Constituents. In
fact, the vast majority of the letters - they were individual handwritten and typed letters, not
orchestrated bulk letters - came from many people living in city electorates. They also came
from people with differing points of view. It was enlightening that the opposition was
widespread. Concerns were expressed in various ways but they always came down to the
lack of proper consultation, the funding and that there was no clarity on how the program
would be introduced. Even after the list of schools was announced, people were concerned
about how the program would work for them. They were not necessarily opposed to full
time education for five year olds but they were opposed to the way it was being foisted on
them.
It is worth having a look at some of the concerns that were raised by people in the
community. Those people do not include only parents; they also include principals and
teachers. A city principal advised one of my colleagues that only five schools in the
Joondalup area had applied for the full time program but, when the list camne ouc, there were
12 schools on that list. Therefore, it made a mockery of the proposition by the Government
that the program would be introduced in 1993 in places where parents, teachers and
principals accepted the program. Clearly, in that case, it will not happen.
Dr Turnbull interjected.
Mr AINSWORTH: It quite clearly counteracts the statement by the Minister for Education
because many of the figures she has been quoting do not, I believe, give an accurate picture
of those electorates or the numerous phone calls and letters that I have received from city
parents, teachers and principals.
I want to touch briefly on issues that were canvassed by the Minister for Fuel and Energy,
representing the Minister for Education. He spoke about meeting the needs of the more
disadvantaged children in our community. I agree that those children who are disadvantaged
for whatever reason must have more support than they have had in the past. Again, that is a
reflection of the current system because we have at our disposal some means for helping
those disadvantaged children. One ministry program that I have always supported is the
excellent First Steps program, which we have heard about in this place on many occasions. I
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applaud this program for its effectiveness, and also note that the program has received
additional funding in this year's Budget I recently spent some time talking to a senior
ministry officer promoting this program. She told me how well it has been working in
schools where severely disadvantaged children have been part of the program for the past
year or so, and the remarkable progress they have made because of it. She pointed out that
these severely disadvantaged children are reacting to the program in a most positive way, and
it is overcoming many of the difficulties they would normally have had in the primary and
secondary school systems in the past. Many of their problems can be solved at the primary
level, without spending huge amounts in the preprimary area. If a clewr need were
established in some area of the State, the Opposition would look quite favourably on a
proposition to provide extra support for children younger than the current entry age for
primary school. Some other form of support, such as child care centres, might be considered.
However, the Opposition does not regard the introduction of a full time preprimiary program
as the answer to that problem, which is a totally different matter. With regard to meeting the
needs of these disadvantaged children, I was interested in the past month or two to quiz a
prepnimary teacher who is very concerned about the progress of some of the more
disadvantaged children in the preprimary system. She said it would be better for those
children to be in the system more than the current four hair days in the metropolitan area Or
two full days in the country areas. I asked her whether the children who have been identified
in the preprimary system as disadvantaged regularly attended school. She said that at least
some of those children did not regularly attend school and, therefore, the provision of a five
day program will not guarantee that those children will attend more frequently to take
whatever benefit they can from that program. The benefit will come only if attendance is
compulsory and, of course, the Government has indicated that it will not be. I
wholeheartedly agree with that. If there were some other way of addressing their needs
outside the preprimary system, that could perhaps be promoted at a later stage. The
emphasis must be on the early years of schooling, but not solely on the preprimary level.
The junior primary stage is a fundamentally important time for education because it is the
foundation on which the rest of a child's education is built. I use the analogy of a builder
constructing a house. If a house is built on a poor foundation, no matter what is on top the
structure will be physically unsound. The same applies to education. If a child has a sound
education at the junior primary level there is a very reasonable chance that the rest of his
education will be successful. That foundation is laid at the junior primary level and not at the
preprimary level. At the junior primary level children's learning difficulties can be identified
under existing ministry programs and, provided sufficient resources are there to help the
children so identified, they can progress sufficiently to get the required literacy and
numneracy skills. We do not need another system for children under five years of age.
It has been claimed by both the Minister for Education and the Minister representing her that
parents who were initially against this proposal have now changed their minds, once having
seen what the program provides. Nothing is further from the truth. That was quite clear at
the conference of the Western Australian Council of State School Organisations, referred to
earlier, and from a survey conducted by the Isolated Children's Parents Association, both of
which activities took place after the so-called consultation. More than 80 per cent of the
delegates at the WACSSQ State conference, which I attended, voted for a moratorium and
opposed the Government's proposal. Of the participants who came to the ICPA tent at the
Dowerin field day recently, 92 per cent opposed the Government's proposal and were in
favour of a moratorium.
Those two bodies are well regarded in the community and represent a significant number of
P & C associations and/or isolated parents; surely they are not making an error of judgment.
They have looked at this matter in depth and they have come to the same conclusion reached
by members on this side of the House. Regardless of the possibility of some merit in the
introduction of a full time program in the future, the way this proposal has been implemented
is wrong and we should take stock of what is being done in an orderly fashion with proper
consultation, rather than rush in and accept this program in many cases for reasons other than
its educational merit.
I also take issue with the Minister representing the Minister for Education in relation to the
additional money available in this year's Budget for education. In total dollars it represents
more money but if one analyses the figures, the picture is quite different. One must take into
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account the extra staff required by the expansion of the educational system, the additional
300 staff required for the preprimary program, and inflation with which we must all
unfortunately live. Bearing those factors in mind, no significant increase, if any increase at
all, has been made in the Education budget in real terms. It is putting too strong an emphasis
on the content of the Budget to say ir is a significant increase,
I refer briefly to the voluntary aspect of this program. The ministry has stressed that parents
do not have to opt for a full time program for their five year old children. Of course, in some
areas this presents a problem. I had an interesting letter from a city parent recently saying
that the three adjoining schools in her area were all conducting the full time program in 1993,
and if she wanted her child to take part in a part time program it would be necessary to travel
some distance to the nearest school with such a program. Some parents may be fearful,
particularly those who are very concerned about their children, about the possibility that their
children may miss out in some way if they are not enrolled in a full time program.
Therefore, because of peer pressure and that fear, they may send their children to a full time
program irrespective of whether they are convinced of the educational merits of such a
program. All sorts of community pressures, including the fear that the parents may be
mistaken in their beliefs, will mean a de facto full time program will operate in most cases.
That has been the experience in other parts of the country.
It has been claimed that those schools that appeared on the recently released list of
participating schools for next year said they wanted the program. I received a couple of
interesting telephone calls on that subject; one was from the principal of a city school who
said that on the Monday of the week the list was published the circular went to parents
seeking their opinions on whether the program should go ahead. The bulk of the responses
were received on the day his school was included on the list of participating schools in the
full time program for the following year. *The school was certainly not listed on the basis of
research done and the parents' requirements. The school had been listed on the basis of
another agenda of the Government's. The principal was concerned that his school had been
shanghaied into the program without any consultation at all.
Capital works, the need for far more expenditure and the problem of asbestos have all been
mentioned. I refer to the claim that this program will bring us more or less into line with the
Eastern States. Nothing could be further from the truth. A variety of programs operate in
other States for children in the year of their fifth birthday. At the moment Victoria has an
entry age in the preprimary program of children whose fifth birthday falls before 30 June in
that year. The children whose birthdays are after 30 June in any year cannot attend the
program that year but must wait until the following year.
The Victorians, having gone through a proper consultative process, have now worked back
from that and in two years' time, to qualify for entry, a child's fifth birthday must be before
30 April in that year. That means only the most chronologically mature children who turn
five in that year will go to preprimary school. The rest will not be able to do that. Contrast
that with what is available under this Government's program if it goes ahead. It would be
possible for a child as young as four years and two months to be eligible to attend a full-time,
so-called preprimnary, program for five year olds. To say that brings us into line with other
States is clearly a nonsense. We are in line with the other States with the average age at
which our children start their first year of compulsory education. The only State out of line
is Queensland which has been a law unto itself and which even my party could not control.
We do not want to be associated with its differences.
I have a document from the Schools Council, National Board of Employment, Education and
Training which says that the usual starting age for year 1, the first year of compulsory
education, in each State except Queensland is six years of age. Therefore, we are entirely in
line with the rest of Australia and there is no need to make the changes proposed by this
Government.
One further quote relating to the lack of consultation comes from a discussion paper prepared
for The Australian College of Education (WA Chapter), The Early Years in Education
Society and The Western Australian Primary Principals Association and is titled "Full-tine
education for fives in WA - Considerations and challenges for the future". That is a
misnomer, as I have said, because of those who could enter school at four years and two
months. The document states -
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Lack of consultation so far has led to persistent and ill-founded rumours. Much
anxiety has been aroused, and will cake considerable time to overcome. Full day
schooling for five year olds is a signifcant policy change and parents and
professionals need to feel chat these changes are being undertaken for their best
interests. Proper and meaningful consultation is the only way in which these
concerns can satisfactorily be met

I suggest chat to fulfil chose requirements we need more time. That is the purpose of this
Bill.
In conclusion, our first priority in education is not a matter of politics. Education and its
funding should be put well and truly above party politics because of its importance. The first
priority should be to ensure that the existing compulsory child education system is
adequately funded and has proper resources ranging from classrooms to programming,
support staff, teachers and every other aspect of education. All of those things can be
provided for them from years 1 to 7 in primary school and from year 8 right through the high
school system provided resources are made available, which they are not at the moment.
This boils down to proper targeting of services and resources for students. If that is done
properly and the Government ensures that everything is adequately funded then and only
then should the Government consider spending extra money on non-compulsory areas of
education. I commend the Bill to the House.

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

Ayes (24)
Mr Ainsworth Mr Court Mr Lewis Mr Thompson
Dr Alexander Mr Cowant Mr McNee Mr Fred Tubby
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr Donovan Mr Minson Dr Turnbull
Mr Blailde Mrs Edwardes Mr Omnodei MWant
Mr Bloftwiich Mr Grayden Mr Shave Mr Wiese
Dr Constable Mr House Mr Strickland Mr Bradshaw (Teller)

Noes (22)
Mrs Beggs Mrs Henderson Mr Read Mr Troy
Mr Buidge Mr Gordon Hill Mr Riebeling Dr Watson
Mr Cunningham Mr Kobelke Mr Ripper Mr Wilsn
Dr Gallop Mr Leahy Mr D.L. Smith Mrs Watkins (Teller)
Mr Graham Mr Marlborough Mr P.]. Smith
Mr Grill Mr Pearce Mr Thomas

Pairs

Mr Trenorden Mr Taylor
Mr MacKinnon Dr Edwards
Mr Clarko Mr McGinty
Mr Nicholls Mr Catania
Mr Kierach Dr Lawrence

Question thus passed.
Bill read a second time.

Committee
The Chairman of Committees (Dr Alexander) in the Chair; Mr Ainsworth in charge of the
Bill.
Clauses 1 and 2 put and passed.
Clause 3: Section 27C amended -

Mr AINSWQRT14: I move -
Page 2, line 10 - To delete "pre-school" and substitute "pre-primary".

09170-11
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This error, which I should have seen myself, was pointed out to me by the Minister
representing the Minister for Education, and I thank him for that. The amendment comes
about because of a change from the initial instructions that went to the draftsperson to that
which finally appeared here. Unfortunately I have learnt very quickly that one thinks one
knows what is in a piece of legislation for which one is responsible, because one is the
architect thereof, and one does not look at it as closely as if it were a Government Bill, which
one scrutinises with the proverbial fine toothcomb. In this case the boot was on the other
foot; the Minister scrutinised it with the fine toothcornb and I thank him for pointing out the
error. The amendment clarifies exactly what is meant in this legislation; that is, that the
preprimary is the area on which we are focusing, not the preschool, which is the younger age
group, and not a Government preprimary centre.
Amendment put and passed.
Mr DONOVAN: I move -

Page 2, line 12 - To delete "1995" and substitute "1994".
1 will not repeat the arguments I raised in the second reading debate. I simply say that, while
I support the objective of the member for Roe with this Bill, I have a concern that the
consultation period, which I regard as so important to these matters, runs the risk of going
over two years. Without wishing to demean the importance of full time education for five
year olds, two years seems a bit long for the cask that is required. All we are trying to find
out is whether it will work, whether parents want it, whether it is appropriate for children of
chat age, and whether schools can manage it. I believe we could do that in 12 months; we
probably do not need two years to impose that task upon the education system and parents.
Mr AINS WORTH: The initial reason for a two year moratorium was to allow adequate time.
That suggested period appeared in the proposed Bill some months ago and there has since
been some consultation on the matter, albeit in a very strange way, with which we do not
agree. Therefore, the amendment moved by the member for Morley does not go against the
main thrust of the Bill, which is, firstly, that we get past an election so that political
consideration is not mixed up with decision making; and secondly, and more importantly,
that proper time is given to the consultation process.
Initially I was not prepared to consider a change of this nature, but as the legislation will still
serve the purpose sought to be achieved by it, I am happy to accept the amendment.
Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Title put and passed.
Bill reported, with amendments.

Standing Orders Suspension
On motion without notice by Mr House, resolved with an absolute majority -

That so much of the Standing Orders be suspended as is necessary to enable
consideration forthwith of the Committee's report and the third reading of the Bill.

Report
Report of Committee adopted.

Third Reading
MR AINSWORTHI (Roe) [10.59 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a third time.
MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) [11.00 pm]: In earlier debate on this Bill I indicated
that it was my intention to support the Bill's second reading. I gave notice that, as some
amendment to the Bill was proposed, I would reconsider my attitude to the Bill at the third
reading. In my electorate, sections of the community which take an interest in this sort of
matter were fairly evenly divided on the issue, although many people saw advantages in the
introduction of this program.

4832 [ASSEMBLY)



[Wednesday, 16 September 1992] 83

This policy initiative was touted earlier this year by the Liberal Party, and I expected that
before the Committee debate closed, one or two members of that parry would have been
prepared to adhiere to that party policy. I am aware that a great deal of soul searching rook
place in the Liberal Parry ranks. One does not need to be too bright to know that some
hastily convened meetings rook place around this building in an attempt to find a way of
honourably ensuring that the National Party Bill was defeated. At one stage the scuttlebutt
was that a couple of members would leave the Chamber and not vote. I thought that one or
two of them might have had the courage to cross the floor, but, of course, that did not
transpire.
It was a bit of mischief on my pant that I said I would support the Bill at the second reading
stage in the hope that I might be able to force the Liberal Party to show a little strength in this
matter.
Mr C.J. Barnett: The Liberal Party voted as a group: we voted together as you saw!
Mr THOMPSON: That is exactly right.
Mr C.J. Barnett: And every member voted.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr THOMPSON: Let us be dinkum about this. ADl sorts of manoeuvring took place in an
effort to find a way to see that this Bill was defeated. I will tell members why:, The Liberal
Party has identified that if it is to win Government it will need to win some marginal seats
from the Labor Party. It is the view of some people in the Liberal Parry that the marginal
seats will not fall to the Liberal Party if this program were to be interrupted.
Mr C.I. Barnert: You were here; you saw the division and the Liberal Party vote.
Mr THOMPSON: I have been here long enough to know the conniving that goes on in this
place, and I concede that I have been involved in a little mischief.
Mr Lewis: In a conspiracy!
Mr THOMPSON: There was no conspiracy.
Mr Lewis: You came a gutser, didn't you?
Mr THOMPSON: I can see that I was wrong because the Liberal Parry has little substance
and does not have the guts to make the hard decision and to do what it thinks should be done.
The Liberal Party believes that its interests are best served by having the National Party Bill
defeated, but when the crunch came, Liberal members did not have the guts to do it.
Mr Strickland: That is totally false.
Mr THOMPSON: It is absolutely the case. I will vote against the third reading of the Bill.
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [ 11.05 pm]: I am stunned.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr DONOVAN: Obviously, we now need two phone boxes! Seriously - and I know that the
member for Darling Range will -accept my comments in the spirit in which they are
intended - I am greatly worried that a member of this place should put the interests of the ive
year old population of this State a poor second to his desire to embarrass his former Liberal
Party colleagues.
Several members interjected.
Mr DONOVAN: Just wait a cotton pickin' minute, members! We are supposed to be about
seriously legislating on the basis of whether five year old children are or are not admitted
voluntarily to the formal education system. Are we to decide this issue on the basis of a
capricious whim of a member who wants to embarrass his former colleagues? On occasions
I would like to do that to my former colleagues - I have done so a couple of times. However,
that should not be the central issue in a debate like this. We are talking about children, the
education system, families and the degree of confidence in the system. That should not be
decided on a whim. It is quite outrageous that such a situation should arise. I feel affronted
that a member should make his decision on that basis.
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Division
Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Mr Ainsworth
Dr Alexander
Mr CJ. Barnett
Mr Blaikie
Mr Bloffwitch
Dr Constable

Mrs Beggs
Mr Bridge
Mr Cunningham
Dr Gallop
Mir Graham
Mr Grill

Mr court
Mir Cowan
Mr Donovan
Mrs Edwardes
Mr Graydea
Mr House

Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Kobelke
Mr Leahy
Mr Marlborough
Mr Pearce

Ayes (23)
Mr Lewis
Mr McNee
Mrt Minson
Mr Omnodel
Mr Shave
Mir Strickland

Noes (23)
Mr Read
Mir Riereling
Mir Ripper
Mr D.L. Smith
Mr PJ. Smidh
Mr Thomas

Mr Fred Tubby
Dr Turnbuill
Mr Watt
Mr Wiese
Mr Bradshaw (Teller)

Mr Thompson
Mr Troy
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Watkins (Teller)

pairs
Mr Trenorden
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Clarko
Mr Nicholls;
Mr Kierath

Mr Taylor
Dr Edwards
Mrt Mcojinty
Mrt Catania
Dr Lawrence

The SPEAKER: The voting being equal, I give my casting vote with the Noes.
Question thus negatived.

Hill defeated.

House adjourned at 11. 12 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

SOCIAL ADVANTAGE PACKAGE - STATE EMPLOYMENT AND SKILLS
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

Accreditaton of Volunteers Skills, Rural Areas
742. Mr COWAN to the Premier:

With respect to the Social Advantage package and the State Employment and
Skills Development Authority's accreditation of the skills of volunteers (p43),
how will this be carried out in country areas?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
The State Employment and Skills Development Authority is committed to the
implementation of recognition of prior learing which is the formal
recognition of an individual's skills regardless of whether those skills were
acquired through education and training, work experience or life experience.
This process will involve establishing competency standards for occupations
and skills formation programs and assessing people's skills against these
competency standards. It will provide volunteers, and other members of the
community, with formal recognition for their skills when they seek to enter
the work force or a skills formation program. SESDA is currently assisting a
number of industry employment and training councils to develop pilot
projects and RH. for country people is one of the issues which wiUl be
addressed.

SOCIAL ADVANTAGE PACKAGE - COMMUNITY POLICING
Additional Funding - Resource Centres Locations

745. Mr COWAN to the Premier:
(1) With respect to the Social Advantage package and the extension of

community policing ($1l), what additional funding is to be made available?
(2) Where will the police resource centres; be established?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) $1.55 million per year.
(2) To be determined on the basis of consultation with police and local.

communities.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN RURAL COUNSELLING ASSOCIATION - PREMIER
Rural Finance Meeting Request

913. Mr OMODET to the Premier:
(1) Has the Premier been requested to meet the West Australian Rural

Counselling Association?
(2) If yes, why has the Premier failed to meet this request?
(3) Will the Premier give a commitment to meet the West Australian Rural

Counselling Association as a matter of urgency to discuss rural finance?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) It was not necessary as an urgent meeting was arranged with the Minister for

Agriculture to discuss their concerns and I understand these concerns have
been addressed.

(3) If the Rural Counselling Association still now feels a meeting is necessary I
will meet with it. However, the Minister for Agriculture has responsibility for
rural finance through RAFCOR.
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STATE EMERGENCY SERVICE - LEGISLATION
Introduction Date

1041. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister representing the Minister for Emergency Services:
(1) When does the Government plan to introdluce legislation into the Parliament

specifically relating to the State Emergency Service?
(2) (a) Will the Government ensure this legislation is introduced in the

current Session of the Parliament;
(b) if not, why not?

Mr CORDON HILL replied:
(1) The legislation will be introduced as soon as possible. following the

completion of appropriate consultation. It is the Government's aim to have
legislation into the Parliament in the 1993 spring session.

(2) (a)-(b)
It is not possible to introduce this legislation in the current session of
Parliament as consultation with local authorities and SES units is still
being undertaken. It is anticipated that an initial proposal of items to
be included in the legislation will be available by the end of this year.

CONSOLIDATED REVENUE FUND - DEFICIT 1988-92
1059. Mr COURT to the Treasurer:

What was the deficit of the Consolidated Revenue Fund at the end of July in
the years -

(a) 1988;
(b) 1989;
(c) 1990;
(d) 199 1;
(e) 1992?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(a) $45 687 325.
(b) $85730038.
(c) $87 843 289.
(d) $143 271 274.
(e) $270 197 882.

The increase in the deficit of $126.9 million from last year is mainly due to
additional salary expenditure in July 1992 in the order of $90 million as a
result of the timing of Public Service pay days which resulted in three
fortnightly pays being processed in July this year compared with two
fortnightly pays in July 1992; and a reduction in Commonwealth financial
assistance grants of $35 million attributable mainly to. only four weekly
payments from the Commonwealth being received in July this year compared
with five payments in July 1991.

UTEMORRALI - KIMBERLEY LAND AND WATER CLAIM4
Supreme Court Defence Case

1060. Mr COURT to the Premier
(1) Is the Government mounting a strong defence in the Western Australian

Supreme Court on the Utemorrah claim for a big area of land and water in
Western Australia's Kimberley?

(2) If yes, what legal representation has the Government briefed?
(3) When is it anticipated this case will be heard in the Western Australian

Supreme Court?
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Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) The Government will certainly defend this action. This is because the recent

decision of the High Court in the Mabo case, while establishing the possibility
that traditional titles might exist in respect of pants of Western Australia,
really leaves it to be determined in future litigation whether traditional title
exists in a particular locality, and, if so, what the effect might be.

(2) The Solicitor General has responsibility far the defence.
(3) It is too early to provide any realistic estimate of a hearing date but, apart

from preliminary procedural issues, the case is unlikely to he heard before
1994.

GOVERNMENT FILES - PERSONAL DETAILS SOLD TO PUBLIC ALLEGATIONS
Government Inquiry

1061. Mr COURT to the Premier
(1) Is the Government carrying out investigations in relation to the allegations

that personal details from Government files were being sold to the public?
(2) If yes -

(a) when did this investigation commence;
(b) when will it complete its findings?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(04-2)

I am not aware of arty specific allegations of this nature. Such allegations are
properly investigated by the police, who would not normally bring them to my
attention.

YOUTHFEST - MOVE '92 - ESTIMATED COST
1073. Mr COURT to the Treasurer:

What is the estimated cost of the Yourhfest - Move '92, held 26 June - 18 July
1992?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
The estimated cost of Youthfest - Move '92 is $350 000. To date $325 031
has been incurred.

LUCAS HEIGHTS FACILITY - RELOCATION SUBMISSION
Copy Tabling; State Support

1109. Mr COWAN to the Minister for State Development:
(1) Will the Minister table a copy of his submission to the Commonwealth on the

possible relocation of the Lucas Heights facility in Western Australia?
(2) (a) Does the submission have the support of the State Government;

(b) if not, whose-support does it have?
Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) No submission has been prepared as the Commonwealth has indicated that the

first pant of the inquiry into Lucas Heights will determine if in fact the facility
will be replaced. That inquiry is expected to rake at least a year.

(2) (a)-(b)
Not applicable.

SEXUAL ASSAULT REFERRAL CENTRE - KING EDWARD MEMORIAL
HOSPITAL FOR WOMEN

Sen'ices for Rural People - Other Hospital Offices
1118. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Health:

(1) How and to what extent are the counselling and other services of the Sexual
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Assault Referral Centre at King Edward Memorial Hospital for Women made
available to country people?

(2) (a) Does SARC have an office at other hospitals;
(b) if yes, which ones?

(3) Which country towns have a person who acts on behalf of or as a referral
point for SARC?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) The Perth Sexual Assault Referral Centre situated at King Edward Memorial

Hospital has a 008 line on which many calls are received from all over the
State. Counsellors are available for telephone counselling 24 hours a day.
The centre also tries to accommodate visitors from country areas, with
appointments to suit their visits to Perth. This is not always possible if no
prior notice is given as the centre is booked up about six weeks in advance,
but efforts are made to try and juggle appointments for such cases. The Perth
SARC also supports rural sexual assault services in their setting up, training
new staff and developing the necessary network to service clients.

(2) (a) Perth SARC does not have other 'offices", but there are other rural
SARC services set up as autonomous bodies with community
management committees.

(b) These services have close contact with the Perth SARC which has
been involved in training of their staff.
Waratab Bunbury )None of these is situated in hospitals.
Geraldton SARC )
Kalgoorlie SARC )
Port Hediand SARC )

(3) See (2)(b) above. Also many other workers in hospitals, schools, Government
and private agencies, refer clients to SARC, or consult with SARC staff in the
best care for clients.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - PREMIER'S PORTFOLIO
Rates of Taxes and Charges Details

1133. Mr HOUSE to the Premier, Treasurer, Minister for The Family; Women's Interests:
In relation to the answer to question on notice 1862 of 1991 as the 1991-92
and 1982-83 Budget papers and annual reports only contain totals of
estimated receipts for departmental revenue, would the Premier provide
details of all the actual rates, charges, levies, and fees which were imposed
under the Premier's portfolio responsibilities in those financial years?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
No consolidated list of the various rates of taxes and charges applied to the
benefit of the Consolidated Revenue Fund is available. While this
information would be detailed in the various Acts and associated regulations.
significant resources would be required for its compilation. Unless the
member can be more specific in terms of the justification for requiring this
information, I am not prepared, in the current constrained environment, to
direct that valuable resources be diverted to this task.

TAFE - DISTANCE EDUCATION CENTRE, WEST PERTH
Closure Intention

1151. Mr OMODEI to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:
(1) Does the Government intend to close the Distance Education Centre at West

Perth?
(2) If yes, will the Minister give reasons for the closure of this valued facility?
(3) Will the Minister advise what will replace the Distance Education Centre?
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(4) Do country schools have confidence in the service provided by the Distance
Education Centre and believe that with some changes this centre should be
retained?

(5) Is the service provided by the Distance Education Centre vital to students in
isolated areas of the State and also to those students unable to travel long
distances to further their educational needs?

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

(1) No.
(2)-(3) Not applicable.
(4)-(5) Yes.

MANAGING FOR BALANCE BOOKLETS - PRODUCTION AND DISTRIBUTION
DETAIL

1175. Mrs EDWARDES to the Premier:
(1) In respect to the document Managing for Balance, how many booklets were

produced?
(2) How many booklets were distributed to Government departments, boards,

instrumentalities and Ministers' offices?
(3) What was the cost of producing each booklet?
(4) Was a charge made to the Government departments, boards, instrumentalities

and M inisters' offices for these booklets?
(5) Which Public Service department(s) were responsible for the

preparatiomlproduction of the booklet?
(6) (a) How many officers of the Public Service were involved;

(b) what level of classification were these officers?
(7) What period of time did it take to prepare the document?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) 5000.
(2) 3 500 with 1 500 to the WA Government bookshop to be sold at $5 each.
(3) Printing cost per copy is $1.71. but because of the arrangement at the

bookshop, net cost per booklet to the Government is 2 1 each.
(4) Not for the 3500.
(5) Public Service Commission, Treasury, Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet.
(6) (a) Six in the working party;

(b) one at level 9. three at level 8, one at level 7 and one at level 6.
(7) The working party met for five weeks and the level 6 subsequently wrote the

paper over a period of four months part time.
TOBACCO - RETAIL, LICENCE FEE PROPOSAL

1180. Mr WIESE to the Treasurer:
(1) Has the Government been considering a proposal to introduce an annual

tobacco licence fee for retailers who sell tobacco products?
(2) If yes -

(a) has a decision been made;
(b) what is that decision?

(3) If no, when will a decision be made?
(4) If a decision has been made to introduce the fee -
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(a) when will it be introduced;
(b) what will be the level of that fee?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) No.
(2)-(4)

Not applicable.

PREGNANCY - AUSTRALIAN LABOR PARTY STATE CONFERENCE 1991
Three Directives Implementation Timetable - Pregnancy Help and Pregnancy Problem

House, Government Funding
119 1. Dr ALEXANDER to the Minister for Health:

(1) What is the timetable for implementing the three directives from the 1991
Australian Labor Party State Conference, viz -
(a) ensure that appropriate training is available far health care

professionals in techniques of fertility control, including termination
procedures;

(b) increase public awareness of family planning options and improve
access to family planning services and fertility control;

(c) ensure that women faced with unplanned and/or unwanted pregnancies
have access to appropriate counselling services?

(2) (a) Will the Minister institute similar programs such as the Queensland
Government which through their Health Department provided
$200 000 in 1991-92 to the non-Government organisation Children By
Choice to provide a Statewide abortion information, counselling and
referral service, which includes a 008 line, two outreach centres and
16 sessional counsellors;

(b) if not, does he have an alternative program to take adequate care of
this community need?

(3) (a) Do Pregnancy Help and Pregnancy Problem House receive any
Government funding;

(b) if so, why;
(c) how much?

(4) Do any other agencies receive funds for providing services to women with
unplanned pregnancies?

(5) What facilities for performing termination procedures are provided for women
in country areas?

(6) What services are provided for dhe counselling of country women who are
faced with an unplanned and/or unwanted pregnancy?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1)-(2)

The Government determines its own priorities in respect of the development
of policy and the provision of appropriate services. These are always subject
to availability of resources.

(3) No.
(4) Funding is pro~vided to a number of agencies to provide general and specific

services for women. None is dedicated to women with unplanned
pregnancies.

(5) No dedicated facilities are provided.
(6) No dedicated services are provided; however, women may choose to seek

counselling from their general practitioner or community nursing service.
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SCHOOLS - DENMARK SENIOR HIGH
Manual Arts Facilities for Woodwork and Metalwork, Exclusive Use

1202. Mr HOUSE to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:
In relation to question on notice 971 of 1992, are the manual arts facilities for
woodwork and metalwork for the exclusive use af the Denmark Senior High
School?

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

No.
SCHOOL BUSES - BUDGETED EXPENDITURE

1204. Mr McNEE to the Minister representing the Ministcr for Education:
(1) Would the inister provide a detailed breakdown of the major elements of the

budgeted expense on transport of school children for the years -

(a) 1990-9 1;
(b) 1991-92;
(c) 1992-93, consisting of -

(i) contract payments;
(ii) Transperth special hire;
(iii) fare concessions to - Transperth,

rural RPT operators;
(iv) salaries;
(v) other?

(2) Would the Minister explain why the budgeted expense on student transport
has increased by only 1.6 per cent compared with increases for preprimrnay of
20.7 per cent and central administration and other education of 8.8 per cent
within a general Education budget allocation of 5.4 per cent?

(3) Does the minimal increase in the school transportation budget have anything
to do with the cuts in contractors' rates suggested by the draft report of the
Standard Rate Formula and Contract Statement?

(4) How many extra children are expected to be using contract school buses from
1993 onwards when optional full time preprimary school is available for 5
year olds?

(5) (a) How many additional kcilometres is this likely to add to school bus
operations in the country;

(b) what is the anticipated effect of this in terms of the school
transportation budget?

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

(1) (a) $36.3 million.
(b) $38.3 million.
(c) Estimate $

Contract payments 34 650 000
Transperth special hire 600 000
Fare concessions - RPTS 2 700 000
Conveyance allowance 380 000
Salaries 530 000
Other 93 000
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*NOTE: Fare concessions for Tnanspertb are funded through Division
12 - Miscellaneous Services - of the Consolidated Revenue Fund
Estimates.

(2) The figures referred to in the question appear to have been obtained
from table 5 - Expenditure Functional Analysis and Cost Per Head of
Population - included in the Supplementary Budget Information
publication. That table includes expenditure of all Consolidated
Revenue Fund agencies and not only the Ministry of Education.

(3) No.
(4)-(5)

Additional ilometres and associated costs of country bus operations
cannot be established until details are known of the actual numbers
and location of students who will be taking up the advantage of the
full time five year old program. Those details are not available at this
time.

ADVISORY COUNCIL FOR DISABILITY SERVICES - MEMBERSHIP
Budget Allocation

1211. Mr MacICINNON to the Minister for Disability Services:

(1) (a) Who are the members of the Advisory Council for Disability Services;
(b) what is the term of their appointment in each case?

(2) What Budget allocation has been made to the council for its activities to be
conducted during the year ended 30 June 1993?

Mr RIPPER replied:
(1) (a) The advisory council members are -

Dr Louisa Alessandri Mr Guy Baskin
Dr John Byrne Mr Graeme Donovan
Ms Willhemina Farmer Ms Ellen French
Mr Keith Hayes Mrs Viv Huntsman
Mr Ron Joachim Ms Christine Kerr
Ms Eve Lucas Dr Ruth Shean
Ms Jennifer Au Yeong Ms Jane Brazier - BDS
Mr Alister Shields - Chairperson

(b) Appointment to the council is for a two year period which commenced
in February 1992.

(2) $7 1700.

BUREAU FOR DISABILITY SERVICES - GRANTS, SUBSIDIES, TRANSFER
PAYMENTS

1212. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Disability Services:
Will the Minister list the detail of prants, subsidies and transfer payments
made of $5 553 000 by the Bureau for Disability Services during the year
ended 30 June 1992?

Mr RIPPER replied:
No grants were paid by the Bureau for Disability Services for the year ended
30 June 1992. The moneys shown reflect the transfer of funding
responsibility for non-Government organisations in the field of disability
services from the Health Department of Western Australia and the then
Department for Community Services to the Bureau for Disability Services.
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AUSTRALIAN SECURITIES COMMISSION - CORPORATIONS AND SECURITIES
PANEL

Western Australian Representatives
1218. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister representing the Attorney General:

(1) Who is the Western Australian representative on the Australian Securities
Commission's Corporations and Securities Panel?

(2) H-as die panel sat and met in Western Australia, or is it likely to do so?
Mr D.L. SMITH replied:
(1) Mr P.1. Jooste.
(2) The panel has met on only one occasion - a matter involving Titan

H-ills/Randata - and that meeting was flat in Western Australia. The panel
could sit in Western Australia if it decided to do so an a particular matter for
the convenience of witnesses.

BUDGET - SOCIAL JUSTICE
Disabled, Services Coordination $150 000 Responsibility

1219. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Disability Services:
(1) Who will administer die $150 000 for co-ardinating services for people with

disabilities as detailed in the 1993 Social Justice and the Budget statement?
(2) What services are to be coordinated?
Mr RIPPER replied:
(1) The Bureau for Disability Services.
(2) Information and direct support for Western Australians with disabilities, not

covered by the Authority for Intellectually Handicapped Persons local
coordination program, in rural and metropolitan areas to access services
appropriate to their individual needs.

ECONOMIC STRATEGIES COUNCIL - APPOINTMENT DATE
Membership; Purpose; Operations Date

1232. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:
(1) Has the Government yet appointed the Economic Strategies council?
(2) If not, when will it be appointed?
(3) Who are, and what type of persons are likely to be, members af the council?
(4) What will be the purpose of the council?
(5) When will it begin to operate?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1)-(2)

See answer to question on notice 946 of 13 June 1991.
(3) Members at 30 June 1992 -

Mr Trevor Eastood
Mr David Karpin
Mr Peter Lalor
Mr Paul McLeod
Mr Peter Lee
Mr Rob Meechamn
Mr Keith Peckham
Mr Stuart Morgan
Mr Harold Clough
Mr Lyndon Rowe
Mr Geoff Venables
Mr Ross McLean.
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(4)-(5)
See (1).

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY - NOISE REGULATIONS
New Policy

1237. Mr WIESE to the Minister for the Environment:
(1) Has the Environmental Protection Authority prepared a new policy on noise

control for Western Australia?
(2) Has it been released to the public?
(3) Have its recommendations been accepted by Cabinet?
Mr PEARCE replied:

New noise regulations are being prepared. Various drafts have been discussed
with interest groups like local government since 1990. During recent
refinement of drafting instructions extensive consultation has been held with
affected Government agencies, mining and industry associations and local
authority officers. When a final draft is available it will be released to the
public.

(3) Cabinet has been advised of the general principles of proposed new
regulations and has approved drafting subject to "consultation with relevant
Government and non-Government agencies ... gazettal'.

NEIGHBOURHOOD NOISE REGULATIONS - PROCLAIMED LEVELS, RURAL
AREAS

Environental Protection Authority - Industries, Licences for Excessive Levels
1238. Mr WIESE to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) Is the noise level proclaimed in the Neighbourhood Noise Regulations 1979
set at 30-35-40db for country Western Australia?

(2) Has the Environmental Protection Authority licensed any
industries/operations to function at noise levels which exceed the levels set by
the Neighbourhood Noise Regulations 1979?

(3) If so, which industries/operations?
(4) What levels were approved?
(5) When were those levels approved?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) The noise abatement (neighbourhood annoyance) regulations specify 30-35-

4Odb(A) for residential, domestic and private recreational premises located in
neighbourhoods comprising only or predominantly country, with negligible
transportation (category Al).

(2)-(5)
All noise conditions on EPA licences issued from time to time, require
industries not to exceed 40-45-50db at any affected residence.

NEIGHBOURHOOD NOISE REGULATIONS - EXCESSIVE LEVELS APPROVAL
124 1. Mr WIESE to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) Does the Minister or any other officer have the power to approve higher noise
levels than those set by the Neighbourhood Noise Regulations?

(2) Has the Minister or any other officer approved levels higher than those set by
the Neighbourhood Noise Regulations?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) Not specifically, but section 6 of the Environmental Protection Act enables

the Minister or the Environmental Protection Authority to provide an
exemption from compliance with the Act.
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(2) An exemption is declared each year for the 96FM Sky Show. All noise
conditions on EPA licences issued from rime to time require industries no: to
exceedc 40-45-S0db(A) at any affected residence; in some isolated instances
these levels may be at variance with the Neighbourhood Annoyance
regulations.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY - NOISE REGULATIONS
Stack Emission Monitoring at Industries

1244. Mr WIESE to the Minister for the Environment:
(1) Does the Environmental Protection Authority carry out stack emission

monitoring at industrial establishments in Western Australia?
(2) If so, where?
(3) Over what period of rime has this monitoring been carried out?
(4) Is stack emission monitoring carried out by any other body?
(5) If this monitoring is not carried out, why not?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1)-(5)

The EPA discontinued stack emission monitoring at the end of 1990. This
work is now undertaken by qualified consultants.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY - NOISE REGULATIONS
New Regulations Publication Daze

1246. Mr WIESE to the Mnister for the Environment:
(1) When will the Minister publish the new noise regulations?
(2) What community discussion has taken place to ensure that future changes to

noise standards reflect the opinions of local people and local communities?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) When a draft is completed.
(2) The underlying principles have been circulated widely and discussed at

several seminars.

WESTRALIA SQUARE - GOVERNMENT PURCHASE
Fixed Price or Partial Takeover

1260. Mr LEWIS to the inister assisting the Treasurer:,
(1) Did the Government or the State Government Insurance Commission and the

Government Employees' Superannuation Board as its agencies when
property interests were negotiated in the Westralia Square Development,
purchase the development for a fixed price in a completed form?

(2) If yes, what was the total all up capital cost paid for the development?
(3) (a) What is the total gross Icutable area comprising the project;

(b) what is the breakdown of the various categories vis-a-vis, office retail
etc?

(4) If no to (1), did part of the purchase involve the taking over and thereby
accepting the responsibilities of an existing building contract?

(5) If yes to (4) -
(a) to what company was the principal building contract let;
(b) was the contract a fixed lump sum price for a completed development;
(c) if so, what was the total all-up price;
(d) if not a lump sum contract, were the general terms of contract on a

cost plus basis?
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(6) (a) If yes to (4), have there been any formal claims or approaches from
the principal contractor for cost over-runs on the project;

(b) if so, what is the total claim in dollar terms for same?
Dr GALLOP replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) $184 million building plus $55 million land; total $239 million.
(3) (a) 34 319 square metres.

(b) 32 705 square metres office and 1 614 square metres storage.
(4)-(6)

Not applicable.
PORT KENNEDY DEVELOPMENT - PRIVATE GOLF CLUB AND RESORT

FACILITIES
Exclusive Overseas Memberships

1261. Mr LEWIS to the Minister for State Development:
(1) Do the proponents of the Port Kennedy development intend to sell thousands

of exclusive memberships to the private golf club and resort facilities
overseas?

(2) If yes -
(a) how many of such exclusive offshore memberships are proposed to be

sold;
(b) how many memberships will be available for Western Australian

participants;
(c) what is the intended cost of both the overseas and local memberships?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) Not to my knowledge. Although the proponents may have included an

"exclusive membership" proposal in an early brochure this is not part of the
current proposal.

(2) Not applicable.
OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH, SAFETY AND WELFARE, DEPARTMENT OF -

ADVANCED DRIVING COURSES FOR STAFF PROPOSALS
1268. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations:

(1) Are there any proposals to provide any of the Department of Occupational
Health, Safety and Welfare staff with an advanced driving course?

(2) If yes, which staff have been targeted for the course?
(3) What are the reasons for providing the course for these staff?
(4) Has the course been instituted?
(5) What is the cost of providing the course?
(6) Who is providing the course?
(7) Of the total number of department staff, how many will attend the course?
(8) How long is the course?
Mrs HENDERSON replied:
(1) The Department of Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare has a policy to

provide driver training when requested by staff who are required to drive in
unfamiliar conditions as a part of their duties.

(2) All staff, both field and office, may participate if the need exists.
(3) To ensure staff are confident and capable of driving in unfamiliar or adverse

working conditions.
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Although training is available, no staff member has yet attended a course at
departmental cost. Attendance will be arranged as the need exists. The
department will select from commercially available courses. Length of
courses are likely to be approximately one to two days and cost in the order of
$100 to $150.

MARINE RESEARCH CENTRE - NORTH OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA PROPOSAL
South Coast No Proposal, Federal Discussions

1270. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Fisheries:
(1) On what basis does the Minister support the establishment of a marine

research centre in the north of Western Australia?
(2) Will the State Government be required to contribute to the establishment of

the centre?
(3) If yes) what will the contribution consist of?
(4) Has the Minister held discussions with the Federal Government to ascertain

why there is no proposal to establish a similar facility on the south coast?
(5) If no, why not?
(6) If yes, what was the outcome of the discussions?
Ms GORDON HILL replied:
(1) The better interests of Western Australians will most certainly be served by

the establishment of additional marine research centres in this State.
(2)-(3)

I am advised that full analysis of the various proposals has not been
completed.

(4) No.
(5) The issue of establishing a marine research centre in northern Western

Australia is being driven by the Australian Institute of Marine Science.

COURTS - STEALING OFFENCES
Period From Time of Charge to Trial Completion

1287. Ms LEWIS to the Minister representing the Attorney General:
What is the average time duration in months as experienced in the general
course of justice in Western Australia over the past five years for persons
charged with stealing as from the time they are charged to final completion of
their trial on such charges?

Mr DiL. SMITH replied:
Information is not maintained which would answer this question. In theory,
the period involved in dealing with a stealing offence could vary from one day
for a plea of guilty in a Court of Petty Sessions to several months when a
preliminary hearing preceded a trial by jury in the District Court.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

NOTRE DAME UNIVERSITY - LAND ENDOWMENT
Premier Misleading Parliament - Discussions with Universities Failure

326. Mr COURT to the Premier:
(1) Will the Premier take any responsibility for her actions in misleading the

Parliament over the Notre Dame land issue?
(2) Why did the Government fail to discuss the details of its so-called endowment

package with the universities involved before announcing that package?
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Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(l)-(2)

1[made it clear in the Parliament today, and reiterate, that I did not mislead the
Parliament, full stop. I know that members opposite wish to continue to raise
this issue.

Mr Lewis: In your opinion.
Dr LAWRENCE: Not opinion, fact; I did not mislead the Parliament!
Mr Court: A majority report was ignored.
Dr LAWRENCE: A majority report of the kcind we saw in this place today, yes,

because it was absolutely wrong in fact. I did not mislead the Parliament.
The suggestion that the Government failed to discuss in detail the proposal
that all five universities share in a land endowment at Neerabup is one the
Opposition leader might care to put about here and in the community.

Mr Court: That is what people say publicly.
Dr LAWRENCE: I will take the Leader of the Opposition back a bit. I was Minister

for Education in 1988-89. Members may remember that at that time there was
a substantial debate about the future of higher education in this country which
was principally initiated by the Commonwealth Government of the rime and
Minister Dawkins. A suggestion was made that, among other things, there be
an amalgamation of universities in Western Australia. A suggestion was also
made that a private university be established in Western Australia,
As the responsible inister, I undertook to initiate an investigation of the
needs of the universities and their capacity to deliver services to students in
Western Australia. I chaired the committee that did that. On that committee
were Dr Jim Gill and Mr Joe Isaacs, both commendable individuals. I
commend that committee's report to the Parliament because among other
things it identifies the fact that over a long period in Western Australia the
amount of money provided for research from Commonwealth sources was
considerably lower than we could reasonably expect in this State.
At that time I recommended - and the report was circulated widely - that the
Government of Western Australia provide sufficient funds for all of its
institutions to provide research in Western Australia as it was not being
provided for from Commonwealth sources. It was a reluctant conclusion but
one I thought absolutely essential for the future of this State. What we did
yesterday was deliver the means to achieve that end. This Government gave a
commitment to all the universities, particularly after the initial decision was
made to provide an endowment for the University of Nomre Dame Australia,
so that reinforces the recommendations of my committee of nearly four years
ago. That commitment has been reinforced by successive inisters, reiterated
in the WA Advantage document earlier this year, committed to by Cabinet,
arranged by the Deputy Premier, and delivered.

ELECTORAL ACT - APPROVED OCCUPATIONS FOR CANDIDATES
327. Mr READ to the Premier:

Does the Electoral Act specify approved occupations for those seeking
election to State Parliament?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
I am pleased to say that it does not. One of the strengths of our democracy is
that men and women from all walks of life can seek election to our
Parliament. That may not be clear to members opposite. Apparently the
member for Melville, in particular, does not think that should be the case. In
my view the Parliament should represent a microcosm of the community it
serves. This is a representative democracy. The fault of this Parliament in
representing the constituents of Western Australia is that there are too few
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women in this Chamber and the other place, too few people of Aboriginal
background, and too few people from non English speaking backgrounds.

Mr Court: And there are too many Labor members.
Dr LAWRENCE: That is a disparity we are happy to live with because it represents

the wishes of the people of Western Australia, and will continue to do so. I
was disturbed yesterday at a suggestion from the member for Melville that
this should not be the case. That is a quite ominous indication and a
reinforcement of the mind set of members opposite.
In a disparaging way the member listed the former occupations of some
Cabinet Ministers in a way I think was meant to insult them. The point I draw
to the attention of the Parliament and particularly the women of Western
Australia is the attitude he showed towards those people. He noted that Mrs
Beggs was a "wife and mother" and then went on -

Mrs Beggs: It is a title I am proud of.
Dr LAWRENCE: Exactly. That is something Mrs Beggs, the Minister for Transport,

should be proud of. The list was gone through and when the member for
Melville came to the Minister for Transport he said, "She listed herself as
'wife and mother'." He then mentioned Hon Ernie Bridge, the member for
the Kimberley, saying he was a pastoralist and businessman, which was a
little better. That is an attitude legions of Liberal women understand is
entrenched in the Opposition party. A disparaging remark of that kind was
meant to say to them, "We do not want you. We think you are second rate."
That is the view of the member for Melville and one he has expressed many
times.
Many women from the Liberal Party who have sought preselection over the
years would, sadly, confirm that that is the view of too many parliamentary
and lay members of the Liberal Party. I do not care what a particular member
of this party was before coming into this Chamber, whether a lobbyist for
topless barmaids or running a hamburger chain, as that is not relevant to the
way in which they conduct their business in this House. I would certainly
never reflect on the status of women and disparage them simply because they
describe themselves as housewives and mothers. The consistent denigration
by the Liberal Party of women in this State is something of which members
opposite should be ashamed.

AUSTRALIAN MEAT AND LIVESTOCK CORPORATION - MEMBERSHIP
Western Autrralian Appointment, Minister's Support

328. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Agriculture:
(1) Is the Minister aware of a recent appointment to the board of the Australian

Meat and Livestock Corporation?
(2) What steps did the Minister take to support the appointment of a Western

Australian to the board of the AMLC?
Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1)-(2)

1 find this very difficult. The member for Stirling knows, more than anybody
else in this House and outside this House, of the attempts I have made to
represent Western Australia's interest by having a Western Australian
member on that board. I have even shown him a copy of a letter I wrote to the
Federal Minister.

Mr House: No you have not.
Mr BRIDGE: 1 agree with him that it is unfair play at the moment as far as the

membership of that board is concerned. I have argued strongly on a personal
basis with the Federal Minister, and also in writing, that there should be a
change of membership, and that Western Australia should be represented.
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Mr Ornodei: Did you nominate somebody?
Mr BRIDGE: Yes, but the Minister has not agreed that that is the way the board

membership should be structured. It is not for the want of trying or making
strong representation, quite clearly spelling out to the Federal Minister chat in
my judgment - it is a fair judgment - the current membership is not
appropriate. Western Australia is a major and important State and it has no
direct representation on the board. H-owever, I do not know what else I can do
beyond chose things I have already done, other than continue to highlight the
inequity and to make representation at all levels. Despite that, we are not
getting the response we want and to which I believe this State is entitled.

TOTALISATOR AGENCY BOARD - RADIO STATION 6PR
Racing Coverage Increase Directive - Commnitment Contravenuion

329. Mr SHAVE to the Minister for Racing and Gaming:
(1) Is the directive by the management of the Totalisator Agency Board, which is

forcing radio station 6PR to increase its racing coverage, in contravention of
the commitment given by 6PR at its licence renewal hearing when the
Australian Broadcasting Tribunal said the station's public access program and
station programnming content should not become subordinate to racing
interests?

(2) If yes, does the Minister support the directive?
Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1 )-(2)

This whole thing is becoming an absolute farce.
Mr Shave: Are you embarrassed?
Mrs BEGGS: I am embarrassed that members opposite seem to think there is some

political opportunity for them in being the puppets of one radio announcer on
6PR.

Mr Shave: Why not answer the question?
Mrs BEGGS: I will answer the question. I have something very important to say and

I want it on the record.
Mr Shave: That will be a refreshing change.
Mrs BEGGS: The member for Melville should put his moustache back on and go

doorknocking.
Mr Shave: You look better with a moustache.
Mrs BEGGS: The member for Melville would look better with a bag over his head

so that people could not recognise him when he was doorknocking. This
afternoon on radio 6PR the announcer quoted from a Press release by the
Leader of the Opposition. The announcer said -

Listeners, rarely do I call on you for your help. I never really say look,
we need help - or I need help. But just at the moment I think we do
need your help here and I'll tell you why.

Mr Court: Is that in the Press release?
Mrs BEGGS: No, those are the comments of the radio announcer. He said -

Yesterday I received a news release, all of us did, from the office of
the West Australian Liberal leader Richard Court who said "Free
speech threatened by race reports" and he goes on to say -

Mr Court: You are about to make a fool of yourself because your Federal colleagues
have made the opposite statement.

Mrs BEGGS: My Federal colleague is capable of makting a fool of himself on his
own without my help. The transcript of the radio programn continues -
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the freedom of the media is being threatened by a TAB directive that
radio station 6PR increase its racing coverage to almost 20,000 races
in the coming ye...
He goes on to say that 'We are concerned that the TAB may be
planning to sell the station under a deal which would turn it into a
racing only station. This would remove from the airways such popular
commentators as Peter Newman, Howard Sattler, Les Thompson,
Graham Maybury and others." And of course. special emphasis is put
on Graham Maybury's Nightline program and the Nightline family
and their invaluable work in the community is acknowledged here by
Richard Court.

The radio announcer also asked the listeners to please ring "The office of the
Minister for Pain Beggs".

Mr Shave: Who is this radio announcer?
Mrs BEGGS: I find it very difficult to mention his name. I do not mention the name

of anyone who seeks to destroy one of my children for no good reason. I have
no respect for that individual at all.

Mr Shave: Get on with the answer.
Mrs BEGGS: The radio announcer asked people to ring "The office of the Minister

for Pamn Beggs" and encouraged people to ring various members of
Parliament. I like talkback radio. I find it very interesting and I enjoyed it
when I was in Melbourne.

Mr Kierath: Except when people criticise you or your family.
Mrs BEGGS: They may criticise me 'but not my family. Members of my family are

not elected members of Parliament. My daughter certainly is not.
Mr Shave: Let us leave her out of it.
Mrs BEGGS: If members opposite will stop interjecting I will give the answer to the

question. I state categorically that what the TAB decides to do with radio
station 6PR, which it owns, has nought to do with me. I find it passing
strange that the same people who accused me in this Parliament week after
week of directing the TAB to do certain things which it thought were
improper, axe now saying that I should direct the TAB in a decision it may
make about the number of race broadcasts or the format for the radio station.
I will not do so. As far as I am concerned one of the difficulties with the TAB
owning a radio station is that from time to time I am dragged into debates
such as this with regard to a media outlet.

Mr Court: It is like a Government owning a newspaper.
Mrs BEGGS: So what? It was imperative for the TAB to own that station at the time

it purchased it. I do not know whether it will sell the radio station or whether
it intends to change its format.

Mr Court: I thought you said yesterday it had received offers?
Mrs BEGGS: I was advised that somebody had offered to purchase the station.

Today, in regard to the allegations made by the radio announcer and the
Leader of the Opposition, I contacted the Totalisator Agency Board, which
told me that the assertions made by the Leader of the Opposition are untrue
and that this year the TAB and Radio 6PR negotiated a broadcasting policy
for racing which is little different from the policy in place the previous year.
Thte policy is valid until 31 July 1993.
The TAB has told me that only limited changes were made to the racing
policy to apply for this year following these negotiations. The changes agreed
to between the TAB and 6PR resulted in an extra five race meetings a week.
This represents about one per cent of the total air time available and it is a
very small increase on last year. It is absolutely ridiculous to say that because
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of this small increase in event coverage the TAB is wiping out ralkback on
6PR. It must not be forgotten that the TAB contributes $2.4 million each year
to 6PR for a race broadcast service.
I might add that without that contribution there would be no tallchack - the
level of talkback would just not be possible, in my view. Some phone camis
have been made to my office this afternoon from people, expressing concern
not about the afternoon ralkback program going off the air, ironically, but
about Graham Mabury's "Nightline" program going off the air. I would be
concerned if that were to happen because that program provides a very
valuable service. Many people live alone and are lonely and they regularly
listen to Graham Mabury. It is one of the programs to which I listen at night
when l am in bed.
If the TAB decides to change the format, to sell the station, or to do all of
those things, my only interest -

Mr Shave: If it is forced to change it.
Mrs BEGGS: Is the member suggesting I will force it?
Mr Shave: I am saying the TAB is forcing the station to change the format.
Mrs BEGGS. The TAB will decide how much racing coverage it wants on the radio

station it owns. I will support the TAB in whatever it decides it wants to do
with Radio 6PR as long as I anm of the view that it is in the best interests of the
racing industry, as the TAB purchased that station to serve the industry. That
is the categorical position I will take.

ST JOHN OF GOD HOSPITAL CHAPEL - HERITAGE VALUE REPORTS
Minister's Consideration

330. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister for Heritage:
(1) Has the Minister cot sidered reports on the heritage value of the chapel at St

John of God Hospital in Subiaco?
(2) If yes, can he advise the House when a decision about the future of the chapel

will be forthcoming?
(3) In the context of the first two parts of this question, does the Minister

recognise the power of prayer?
Mr McGINTY replied:
(1 )-(3)

1 thank the member for her question. We see about us constantly reminders of
the power of prayer.

Mr House: Not with your mob!
Mr McGLNTYK' It will take far more than prayer to help members opposite.

Sometimes prayers are answered and sometimes they are not. The member
for Floreat has made me aware that the good Sisters of St John of God in
Subiaco have been praying for me recently. It will not do me any harm.

Mr Lewis: It is a monumental task - they will be up all night!
Mr MeG INTY: The sisters have something of a dilemma -

Several members interjected.
Mr MeGINTY: I just hope praying for me does not constiwte a mortal sin!

The sisters have something of a dilemma, in that they have on their property
adjacent to their hospital in Subiaco a quite remarkable chapel, certainly in
terms of the streetscape. It was built in 1956 but looks considerably older
than that and is the last example in Western Australia of a building in the
Gothic revival style. The sisters were keen to demolish the chapel to make
way for retirement villas for those nuns who were at St John of God Hospital
during the 1950s and 1960s when the population of nuns there was at its peak.
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Many of those people are now well into their retirement years and in need of
secure, villa-type accommodation, which the sisters wish to provide on the
land currently occupied by the chapel.
The Heritage Council of Western Australia considered a report some months
ago and on t basis of that report recommended that the chapel be interim
listed on the Register of Heritage Places, notwithstanding its relatively recent
construction in 1956. The interim registration was advertised, public
submissions were called for, and in addition to the prayers received from the
nuns we also received a very extensive submission urging that the place not
be permanently entered on the register but rather be deleted from the register
so that the nuns could proceed with their plans to construct the retirement
units on that shte.
In recent days I have received correspondence from the Heritage Council
saying that it has had an opportunity to consider the submissions by the nuns
and others, and as a result of those submissions the council has recommended
to me that the place not be entered permanently on the Register of Heritage
Places in Western Australia.

Government members: Hear, hear!
Mr McGINTY: It makes a very important point that there is within the Heritage

Council a capacity to take strong action to prevent demolition occurring but
then to adopt a flexible approach as to whether that place would be entered in
the longer ternm. In this case I am happy to advise the member for Floreat that,
as I have done on all occasions so far, I will be accepting the advice of our
expert body on heritage matters and will not be entering the place on the
permanent Register of Heritage Places. Therefore I think the nuns can be told
that their prayers have been answered,

IRON ORE - EFFECT OF JAPANESE ECONOMY ON LOCAL PRICES
331. Mr RIEBELING to the Minister for State Development:

Will the Minister inform the House of the likely effect the Japanese economy
will have on prices paid to iron ore producers in Western Australia?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
I thank the member for the question. I must say that the speculation about
iron ore prices in Western Australia can be said to be substantially unjustified,
and particularly so in the light of the Japanese Government's announcement
of a 10.7 trillion yen stimulant to that country's economy. That is something
the Japanese Government has been trying to achieve for some time.

Mr House: How much is that in Australian dollars?
Mr TAYLOR: It is about $125 billion - an enormous amount. The measures include

3.6 trillion yen for public works, which will in turn boost steel demand by
about two million tonnes a year. By way of example of the sort of impact that
public expenditur can have on the Japanese economy, I am told that in 1986
a similar economic package of six trillion yen created three million tonnes of
additional steel demand and a further three million ton nes of increased steel
inventory. That led to a substantial increase in steel production at that time
from about 96 million tonnes a year to over 1(X0 million tonnes a year.
It is important to note chat t report, as I understand it, was based on a Bank
of Japan document on economic activity in Japan for the month of August.
That did not take into account the decision by the Japanese Government to go
ahead with that major stimulation of its economy. It is also important to note
that, while the Japanese market is absolutely critical to our iron ore industry,
the markets in Taiwan, China and Korea are also very important, as is the
European market, although that has dropped off a little as well. However, the
way in which the Australian iron ore producers are now able to spread the
demand for their iron ore is very important in levelling prices. The other
critical issue is that our iron ore industry is very competitive, certainly in the
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area of lump ore, which is what the Japanese in particular are looking for
these days. There is no doubt that we are the best suppliers of lump ore in the
world and I believe that what is happening in Japan, in parzicular, will provide
an advantage to the Australian iron ore industry ini comparison to its
competitors in Brazil, and while prices may go down a little I am certain that
out of this we will do the better.


