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

PETITION - FOOD ADDITIVES
Supermnarkets and Food Outlets Display Chart

MR KIERATH (Riverton) (10.02 am]: I have a petition couched in the following terms -
To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We the undersigned hereby petition that the Government require all supermarkets and
food outlets to display clearly a chart detailing the code used in food additives,
thereby allowing the consumer to know which chemicals are used in dhe products.
The consumer can then exercise freedom of choice in deciding whether or not to use
the product. The chart should also warn of the possible harmful effects of food
colourings, especially red E123 and yellow E102, (cannoisine and tartrazine), until it
has been proven that these additives are not injurious to health.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 179 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 14741

PETITION - QUAIL SHOOTING SUPPORT
MR CATANIA (flalcatta) [10.03 am]: I present a petition in the following terms -

To the Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned citizens, urge the Government of Western Australia to allow the
shooting of quail to continue as a citizen's sport based on the grounds that this is and
has been a traditional pastime amongst both Australian born and Ethnic Communities
and in no way affects the species nor the conservation balance.
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 294 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 148.1

PETITION - NARROGIN REGIONAL HOSPITAL
Permanment Care Unit Retention

MR WIESE (Wagin) [10.04 am]: I have a petition couched in the following tenns -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned residents'of Narrogin and the surrounding region, call uppm the
Government to -
1. Recognise the vital importance of retaining the Permanent Care Unit at the
Narrogin Regional Hospital so that the patients can remain in the hospital of their
choice and in close proximity to their relatives and friends,
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2. Acknowledge the vital importance of the Narrogin Regional Hospital and all its
associated services to the people of the region.
3. Maintain the range and level of services currently provided.
Your petitioners humbly pray that you will give this mauter earnest consideration and
your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bers 804 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 149.]

PETITION - IP14 AREA
Kwinana Industrial Estate - Heavy and Noxious Indusery Curtailment

THE SPEAKER (Mr Michael Barnett): I have a further petition to present to the House on
behalf of the residents of Rockingham. It concerns the WP14 area.
Mr Car I thought you opposed these repeat petitions.
The SPEAKER: Members will know that I do. However, there is nothing I can do about it -
they just keep coming. The petition states -

To the Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned, request the Government to take immediate steps to ensure that
the growth of heavy and noxious industries in the Kwinana Industrial Estate (which
includes the East Rockingham Industrial Park) is curtailed.
Further, we call on the Government to institute the following steps in respect of that
region -

(1) to place a moratorium on the development of further heavy or noxious industry
(2) to encourage existing industry to relocate to a new industrial estate as each
industry's plant and equipment reaches the end of its economical life
(3) to develop a strategy which will see all heavy and noxious industry, and their
supporting medium and light industrial infrastructures, relocated from the Estate by
the year 2020
(4) to develop a strategy which will rehabilitate the land, sea, air and water of the
estate, and return the estate to the people of Western Australia as a venue for world
standard recreational, sponting and tourist orientated activities by 2040.
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 378 signatures, which brings to 12 026 the number of residents of
Rockingham who oppose the IF 14 area. The petition is now tabled.
[See petition No 150.]

COMMITTEES FOR THE SESSION - PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND
EXPENDITURE REVIEW COMMITTEE

State Government Insurance Corporation Report Tabling
MR RIPPER (Belmont) [10-07 am]: I present for tabling the 16th report of the Public
Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee dealing with the State Government Insurance
Corporation. I move -

That the report do lie upon the Table and be printed.
[See papers Nos 607 and 608.]
Mr RIPPER: In recent years we have seen massive private sector investment losses in this
country. We have seen massive losses by the Elders IXL company controlled by the
President of the Federal Liberal Party; we have seen massive losses in Bond Corporation; we
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have seen two television networks in the hands of their bankers. With investment the proof
of the pudding is in the eating and there is no doubt at all that the investments of the State
Government Intsurance Office and the State Government Insurance Commission can be
criticised. However, the fact that SOIC investments can be criticised, as many private sector
investments made in recent times can be criticised, does not mean that every criticism of the
SGIC or the SGIO is valid.
It is very important for all members of Parliament and ail observers of this debate to take
quite clear and precise note of the ternns of reference which govemned the inquiry conducted
by the Public Accounts and Expendituire Review Committee. Those terms of reference arose
from debate in this House in September last year and from controversial assert ions made to
this House by the member for Avon. With hindsight it was not a particularly good idea to
ask the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee to investigate the accuracy of
those assertions because that request required us to investigate assertions made by a member
of our own committee. The tabled minority report refers to the political sensitivity of this
matter; indeed it has been a politically sensitive matter, particularly for the member for
Avon, because the member was required to investigate the accuracy of the assertions he
made to the House.
What were those assertions which involved the terms of reftrence of the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee? In order to focus debate it is important that I work through
the terms of reference. The member for Avon stated that the State Government Insurance
Corporation has not complied with the requirements of the State Government Insurance
Commission Act 1986; that the State Governent Insurance Corporation is in breach of the
solvency margin required by the Insurance Act 1973; that there has been no independent
valuation of the State Government Insurance Commnission's assets and liabilities as required
under the Insurance Act 1973. He raised doubts about the means by which the State
Government would honour its guarantee regarding the SGIC's $175 million investment in
WA Government Holdings Ltd which had become payable as a consequence of the winding
up of Petrochemical Industries Ltd. Finally, he said that the previous Treasurer had made no
effort to require the SGIC to be accountable in accordance with the recommendations of the
Burt Commnission on Accountability.
I will now run through the terms of reference and indicate the findings of the Public
Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee. A minority report has been presented
disputing the committee's findings on the first two terms of reference. However, it does not
dispute explicitly the findings on the remaining three terms of reference. That is an
interesting outcome.
The first term of reference refers to whether the SGIC has complied with the requirements of
the State Government Insurance Commission Act. The legislative framework governing the
operations of the SGIC is a complex one indeed. To ensure the competitive neutrality of the
SGIO it has been subjected to the Conmonwealth insurance laws but not precisely subjected
to those laws for constitutional reasons. Because we have a State agency it cannot be
precisely subjected to Comnmonwealth supervision, so in that legislative framework State
accountability mechanisms have been introduced to replace the mechanisms involving
Commonwealth Government supervision. The SGIO has been required to observe the
solvency and minimumn valuation requirements applying to insurance companies under the
Insurance Act 19173 - a Commonwealth Act - but not in precisely the same way.
Two fturther provisions of the Act are worth quoting. One gives the power for regulations to
be made exempting the corporation from various requirements of the Commnonwealth
insurance legislation. Another provision allows for the Minister to be substituted for the
Commonwealth Insurance Commissioner in the operations of Commonwealth insurance
regulations, It is apparent a fairly complex legislative framework governs the competitive
neutrality of the SGIO. Given that complex legal framework it is possible to develop an
argument that the SGIO is not subject in precisely the same way as private insurers to
supervision of solvency requirements;- That supervision requires judgment. In this
circumstance we have two different sets of authorities making a judgment - with regard to
private insurers, it is the Commonwealth Insurance Commissioner; with regard to the SGIC,
it is the State authorities. When we have a question of judgment and two different sets of
authorities making judgments, we can have differences. It is possible to develop that
argument. However, if we criticise the framework of legislation governing the SGIC one
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should not express that as an assertion that the SOIC or the 5010 has failed to comply with
die Act. The Act might be wrong, it could be argued. It is possible, given the complexity of
the matter, to mount that sort of argument. It does not necessarily flow and neither should
the argument be expressed that the SOLO has failed to comply with its governing Act.
The finding of the committee on the first term of reference is as follows -

The Commnittee received no evidence that the State Government Insurance
Corporation has failed to comply with the requirements of the State Government
Insurance Commission Act 1986.

We made recommendations regarding the Act, but very explicitly we found that we have
received no evidence that the organisation has failed to comply with the Act.
The second term of reference relates to the solvency margin required under the Insurance Act
1973. It is important that I emphasise clearly precisely what the solvency margin means. I
quote now from the Commonwealth Insurance Act which contains a definition of the
solvency requirement, as follows -

...the value of the assets in Australia of the body corporate shall at all times exceed
the amount of its liabilities in Australia by not less than -

(i) $1,000,000; or
(ii) 20% of its prem-ium income in Australia during its last preceding

financial year.
whichever is the greater;

That is the solvency requirement to which the SOLO is required to adhere. There has been
confusion in public debate, in this House and in the media, about precisely what solvency
means. I now quote from the evidence given by the Auditor General to the PAC on the
distinction between the popular use and the technical use of solvency in insurance matters.
In addressing the PAC the Auditor General stated -

Insolvency is being unable to pay one's debts; dhe SGIC can pay its debts. It is a
question of prudential solvency which is required to be maintained by any insurance
company so that it is in a sound financial position. It is quite different and some of
the reporting in the papers has been misleading because it has nor appreciated the
difference.

And further on -

If the SGIO breaches a prudential solvency requirement, it can still be quite solvent.
It is important, given the public interest in the SOLO and the need to maintain public
confidence in it, that everyone involved appreciates that distinction.
I turn now to our finding on the solvency matter -

The Commnittee finds that the State Government Insurance Corporation has not
breached the solvency requirements imposed by the State Government Insurance
Commission Act 1986 which require the SGlO to comply with the 20% solvency
requirement in the Insurance Act 1973.

[ will outline the basis of that finding. In his audit opinion on the SGlO the Auditor General
raised questions about the carrying and recovery value of assets of the corporation. The
committee took close note of that audit qualification, but in reaching a conclusion we also
noted the Deloitte Corporate Advisory Services Pty Ltd report which investigated the asset
valuations and solvency of the SOLO. Deloitte pointed out correctly that while one can raise
questions due to events after a balance dare about the value of assets, if one considers those
events after the balance date one should also consider other events after the balance date,
such as operating profit and capital injections. Having regard to those two matters and the
balance of them, the conunittee made its clear finding that the SOLO has not breached the
solvency requirements imposed by the Act.
That does not mean the commnittee was entirely satisfied with the current position. The
Commonwealth Insurance Commnissioner, clearly from the information provided to the
committee, tends to operate on a somewhat higher de facto prudential solvency requirement.
In other words, he looks closely at insurance companies which are close to the official
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margin. He tends to apply a rule of thumb where he likes to see a prudential solvency
margin of 30 per cent, not 20 per cent. Consequently, the commnittee has made the following
recommendation -

The Committee recommends that the 5610 comply with the de facto prudential
solvency standard applied by the Commonwealth Insurance Commissioner to the
insurance industry.

We would like to see the SGlO comply with a 30 per cent solvency ratio. In addition, we
would like to see the Auditor General in his supervision of these requirements make use of a
private sector auditor who has also been approved by the Commonwealth Insurance
Commissioner to audit private insurance companies. We agreed to a suggestion made by the
member for Scarborough to the committee that the process of quarterly solvency reporting
should be formally applied to the SGlO as is the case with private insurance companies.
That is an important recommendation. Although the S010 gives information about its
solvency to the commission quarterly, this should be fonnialised and the quarterly calculation
should be given to the Minister.
Regarding the remaining three terms of reference, the minority report does not dispute the
findings of the majority. Term of reference (iii) reads -

that there has been no independent valuation of the State Goverrnment Insurance
Commission's assets and liabilities as required under the Insurance Act 1973;

The committee finds that a proper use has been made of independent valuations of assets and
liabilities, or that the valuation method used has been disclosed in the financial statements.
Members will see in the annual report that there is an indication of those assets where a
different valuation method was used. However, we are most concemned about the general
liability valuation and disclosure arrangements which apply to the whole insurance industry.
The committee's view is that there is currently no standard arrangement for the disclosure of
liability valuations. That is a matter which needs to be rectified for the whole insurance
industry.

Mr Lewis: That is not in your terms of reference.

Mr RIPPER: It is something that we thought was a good idea, so we made the
recommendation.

Mr Lewis: It has nothing to do with your terms of reference.

Mr RIPPER: The member would not know a term of reference from a loose wheel nut!

There is a problem with the general insurance industry and in that confuised situation the
5(110 is performing well. It uses two independent actuaries to value its liabilities and the
Insurance Commissioner has indicated in his information to the committee that that is not a
position which necessarily applies to private insurance companies. For example, the
commissioner said -

An in house actuary's valuation of liabilities would generally be relied upon by an
insurer without independent valuations.

That is the situation with private insurance companies. What happens at the SOLO? Two
independent actuaries value the liabilities to the only standards available which are draft
accounting standards. There can be no doubt that the SGIO is doing the right thing in that
regard.

Regarding trmns of reference (iv) and (v), the findings are pretty conclusive and have not
been disputed by the minority report. There is no doubt that the existing legislation covens
the guarantee on the $175 million investment in WA Government Holdings Ltd, and there is
no doubt that the previous Treasurer implemented the recommendations of the Bunt
commission report regarding the accountability of the State Government Insurance
Commission. Clearly, through the Acts Amendment (Accountability) Act, and through the
adoption by the commission of new investment procedures, the recommendations of the Burt
Commission on Accountability have been adopted as they relate to the SGIO. There is no
problem in that area at all.

In the little time left to me it is important that I refer to the minority report, which has some
disappointing elements. For example, the minority report finds that due to the lack of formal
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quarterly reporting of solvency, the SOLO might have been in breach of the solvency
requirement. It is important to note that a regulation uinder the State Government Insurance
Commission Act exempts the SOLO from the need to report quarterly to the Insurance
Commissioner. That regulation has not been disallowed by this Parliament, and everyone
knows that the Goverrnent does not have total control of the Parliament. That regulation
has existed since die formation of the new structure, and that should not be used as a basis
for an assertion that the organisation has breached the solvency margi. As I have indicated
previously, quarterly solvency reporting is the subject of a recommendation by the
committee which has the support of all members.
Mr Trenorden: It should have been that way right from the start.
Mr RIPPER: Once again the member can criticise the legislative framework, but that does
not mean that the assertions the member made to the House last September were correct.
The member should focus on the argument correctly and not assume that because he believes
something is wrong, everything is wrong. That is the major theme of the remarks I wish to
make today.
The authors of the nminority report draw attention to the phenomenon whereby the asset base
of the corporation can be increased by the commission with subsequent approval of the
required regulation. They say that this is tantamount to a book entry condoned by the board
of commissioners whose members also form the board of the corporation. The minority
report referred to -

The ability to just effectively take money from one pocket (the Commission) and put
it into another pocket (the Corporation) to juggle the Corporation's asset base to
achieve a solvency ratio above the 20 % minimum requirement just once a year is
farcical.

This is confirmed by other evidence given to the committee. In giving this evidence, the
corporation said that the S010, given the resources of the commission, could have whatever
large solvency margin was required. Irn other words, all that was needed was for the
commnission to take up extra capital in the corporation. Given this point - it is confirmed in
the minority report - which is confirmed by evidence given to the committee, I wonder why
we have had all this song and dance about solvency. Why have people come into this House
firightening people with inflammatory allegations, and why have people sought to convert
arguments about competitive neutrality into arguments about solvency? Why have people
sought to add fuel to other debates regarding the SOLO and the SOIC when they have
admitted that it is a technical matter which can be fixed very quickly? That is a measure of
irresponsibility.
The last paragraph of the minority report contains something to which I strongly object. That
was an indication that perhaps the' inquiry of the committee had not been conducted properly.
One sentence reads -

A level of persistent interjection from within the Commnittee itself to questions asked
of witnesses, -

I went back through the entire evidence last night to see whether there was any example of
that. I invite all members of this House and all observers to look at the transcripts of
evidence to see whether any unfairness occurred. I cannot see any unfairness in the way the
committee conducted the inquiry. If members look at the avenues for questioning offened to
the member for Avon in evidence given by the SGIO, on 168 occasions he was able to put
questions or statements to the witnesses.
MR STRICKLAND (Scarborough) [10.28 am]: This report is the window through which
the House can further look into the State Governmaent Insurance Commission. It is very
important that the window be clear because the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee heard a whole range of evidence which is not contained in the report simply
because so much evidence was taken. It is my intention to add a little of the evidence which
is not printed in the report into the debate so that members can better understand the issue. I
will also indicate that we received the minutes of the final adoption procedure on Friday,
12 October and the committee was due to report to this House on the following Tuesday.
On Monday I examined the final report to ascertain what changes had been adopted as a
consequence of the final meeting of the committee, and I became quite angry. When I
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compared the two reports I discovered that something had been taken out which was not
minuted. The two members who could not attend the final meeting because of other
commnitments were under the impression there was a gentleman's understanding that the final
adoption would be a cleaning and tidying up procedure insofar as grammar was concerned.
The committee had previously agreed to the details and conclusions - except for the two we
had discussed. However, words and sentences were taken out of the report which I felt
softened it. The word retrospectively was taken out and another deletion was not minuted. It
was agreed at a meeting of the committee last night that this must have been an oversight of
the minute clerk. I accept that is the case and my level of concern has diminished. The
committee also changed the wording slightly. It removed the words "commented that he
could not attest to the recovery of the carrying value' when referring to the Auditor General
and added the word "question". The committee discussed this last night and a reasonable
explanation was given. I will proceed with developing the argument and I will reflect a little
on the Auditor General and the -

Mr Pearce: I hope you will not reflect on the Auditor General.

Mr STRICKLAND: I will reflect on his comments. I asked the Auditor General about his
role of conducting an audit. He gave me the very clear impression, and it is recorded in the
Mansard transcript of evidence, that his role in the procedure was to ensure, under the
Financial Administration and Audit Act, that a valuation of assets had occurred, and that the
valuation was carried out by an appropriately qualified person. He said that it was not his
role to validate the valuations. That becomes fairly important because the valuation of assets
is part of the equation for compliance with the solvency requirements. The Commonwealth
Insurance and Superannuation Commissioner responded with written evidence to questions
that the commiuttee put to him. The commissioner stated -

An auditor, for purposes of the Act, must be personally approved by the
Commissioner. In order to be acceptable for this purpose the Commissioner must be
satisfied that the person has had suitable experience to enable him to audit accounts
of insurance business and is competent to audit such accounts.

Familiarity with the insurance business is important. On 9 May the Auditor General gave
evidence to the committee on the structure of the commission. He told the committee -

With respect to the accountability aspect, I am concerned at the structure of the
corporation. Because the State Government Insurance Commission Act gives the
power to the commission to direct the corporation to do things, that flies in the face of
the Financial Administration and Audit Act, which places the chief executive of the
corporation in an untenable situation.

He continued -

He has no control over the investment practice of the corporation .. .

The Auditor General told the committee in respect of the valuation of assets that -

I am not in a position to know what the policy of the insurance commissioner is wit
respect to other insurance companies and how he might value them - whether he does
use those commercial valuations. I just do not know.

We had an unusual situation in the 1988-89 financial year caused by the uncertainty
of the financial wellbeing of the Bond-Bell Group. You will note that in the opinion
on the accounts of the SGIC they were heavily qualified in that we said we were
unable to determine the adequacy of the carrying values of most of the investments
that related to Bond-Bell Group. That put us in a pretty difficult position in looking
at the Prudential solvency ratios because we could not say that the State Government
Insurance Commission's valuations were wrong. My gut feeling is that I would not
have put that sort of valuation on them; I felt that they were perhaps too high. But all
we could do as auditors was to say that we were unable to determine the carrying
value, and that put us in a position -

Further on the Auditor General said -

I think I have said it is possible that in substance the solvency requirements were not
met. ... you look back and say that the way the Bond-Bell Group is developing and
has developed it is quite likely that at the time the assets were not really worth that,
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and who knows what they were worth? It was just our judgment that there was a
good possibility that the solvency requirements were not met in substance but in form
they were. So in the calculations you can certainly say the SGIC has in fact met its
solvency requirements. Admittedly it did have to issue additional shares, which was
done afterwards and backdated to meet that requirement.

The Auditor General made a further comment -

The legislation does not give me any guide as to how I should value assets with
respect to solvency; whether I can just take the commnercial value and include it in the
books, or whether I have to do something more than that. I thinik that either the
legislation or the supporting legislation, by way of i~gulation or whitever, should in
fact clearly indicate how the valuations should be made.

The Auditor General responded to a question from the chairman of the committee on the
substance of the solvency requirements and whether they were met. The chairman asked -

Is this a description of the situation before or after the additional capital was issued,
or a description of the situation at both times?

The Auditor General replied -

Probably at both times ... I do not think under any circumstances that I would have
been able to determine at that time whether there was a fair carryinig value or whether
the carrying value in the accounts was appropriate. That comment, as I said earlier, is
based on hindsight; that is looking at how Bond/Bell has performed since that time
and it has not performed particularly well. It is a judgment, I suppose, that I made in
which I carried the values myself - they are probably too high. I was not prepared to
say it in the opinion on the accounts.

The chairman then asked
So as a professional auditor, you cannot say that the SGIC valuations are wrong, but
you do not want to say they are right?

The Auditor General responded -

I do not know. The opinion said that I am unable to determine that. That is a fairly
normal audit practice when you reach that position. At the time those calculations
were made, the margin was very small; that margin for solvency had been
established.

The chairman commented -

One per cent.
We can see from the evidence, and this is admitted by the Auditor General, that a fair degree
of uncertainty exists about the valuation of assets, which is an important part of the formula.
The minority report of the Opposition parties has demonstrated, through the evidence given,
that the SGIC failed to comply with the Act by breaching the required solvency margins.
A main thnust of the legislation was to create a level playing field to allow comparable
conditions for both the private insurers and the SGIQ. Regulations were introduced allowing
for exemptions for the SGIO requirement of the lodgrment of a quarterly return which has led
to a lack of demonstration of continuance of compliance of the statutory solvency
requirements.
I the minority report we point out clearly that, under the Acts, -

the value of its assets shall at a11uimes exceed the amount of its liabilities by not less
than $1,000,000 or 20% of its premium income during its last preceding financial
year, which ever is the greater

Also under the Acts, the directors shall cause the corporation to "observe all solvency and
minimal valuation basis requirements imposed on insurers carrying on business in the State
by Acts of the Commonwealth relating to insurance". Further, we set down how subsections
(6), (7) and (8) of section 33 detail the conditional exemptions relating to the Act and allow
regulations to be introduced which will give exemptions. However, they are conditional
upon the fact that they must not confer an unfair commercial advantage on the corporation.
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The regulations are important. Following the introduction of the Act into Parliament in
1986, regulations relating to the SOIC were introduced. Page 4863 of the Government
Gazette of 19 December 1986 details regulations relating to the common seal and then refers
to exemptions from requirements of Commonwealth laws. The regulations also substitute
the Minister for the. Insurance Commissioner. Members will be aware that because the SCIC
is a statutory State body the Commonwealth Insurance Commissioner has no jurisdiction,
and therefore the Act, which said there had to be a level playing field, was overridden by the
regulations, which also gave the Minister all of the powers of the Commonwealth Insurance
Commissioner.

The most interesting thing we found was an exemption of the requirement to lodge quarterly
statements with the Insurance Commissioner. I was interested that in most regulations there
was a move to substitute "Minister" for Insurance Commissioner. Yet these regulations
simply state that quarterly statements not only do not have to be lodged with the Insurance
Commnissioner, but also they do hot have to be lodged with the Minister. I do not know why
that occurred unless at that time someone said, "Gee, this requirement might Live us some
problems in the future and if it is going to give us problems let us include a regulation which
takes it out." The effect of removing the requirements for the lodging of quarterly returns is
that the formal solvency requirement is complied with only once a year and only once a year
is it audited by theAuditor General. It meant that the requirement to continuously comply
with the rules that-all other insurance companies have to comply with had been reduced.
Why did the Govemnment not transfer this requirement to the Minister as it did with nearly all
other regulations? I strongly suspect that this was the part of the formal beginning of
WA Inc, whereby someone wanted to soften the requirement so that only once a year did
someone have to make a judgement. Things became so slack that members will see in the
evidence that nobody realised there was a problem until after the due date, which was the end
of the year. Some shares were transferred retrospectively to boost the asset base to ensure
compliance with the Act.

Mr Ripper: Didn't the Deloitte relport say that this had no impact on the solvency ratio
because the protlt.would other .iie haVe been retained so that the retrospective transaction
does not alter the assets?

Mr STRICKLAND: The Deloitte report was commissioned by the corporation in an attempt
to answer questions raised in the Coopers and Lybrand report which was presented to the
Legislative Council. The Deloitte report is also a very highly qualified report. If I get the
time I will quote from parts of it. The inquiry took almost a year. During that time all sorts
of other things, have happened, including the agreement referred to in this House. In the
minority report, we detailed that agreement so that it would be on the parliamentary record
because it impacts on what will happen. The agreement was signed by Hon Ian Taylor,
Hon Max Evans, Hon Joe Berinson, Hon Peter Foss and Mr Max Trenorden and stated -

I. To provide answers to the questions proposed to the Leader and to the SCIC.

2. To arrange for the immediate provision to the Auditor General of the services
of the Commonwealth Insurance Commissioner to enable him to determine
whether the SGIC) meets the Prdential solvency ratios of the Insurance Act
i973.

3. To introduce legislation to include the following features of the Trenorden
legislation:

L. separation of the Boards of the Corporation and the Commission.

2. the Corporation to have a majority on its Board of persons experienced
in the insurance industry.

3. The Auditor General to be authorized to enter into an agreement with
the Commonwealth Insurance Commissioner to provide the same
supervisory and auditing services with respect to the 5(310 as are
imposed on insurance companies under the Insurance Act.

4. The 5(310 pay for those services and be obliged to comply with the
requirements of the Auditor General as recommended to him by the
Insurance Commissioner.
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5. The investments and assets of the SGIO to be returned to the direct
control of the SGIO Board.

6. Directions by the SGIC be limidted to Prudential matters.
4 To ensure the provisions of Statturoiy Coprporations (Directors' liability) Bill

go into the SOIC Bill not including section 237 of the Companies Act in so far
as it relates to insurance.

5 Deputy Premier to make statement.
6 To satisfy the Auditor General (as advised by the Insurance Commuissioner)

that the SGIO does meet the Prudential solvency ratios of the Insurance Act
1973 and if unable to do so to undertake to remedy die same immediately and
to undertake to implement measures related to the SGIC should it be
necessary. Any measures taken re-. the SGIO should be both fixed
immediately and agreed to by all parties.

7 The Government will also take up the suggestion of the Auditor General to
consider implementing the Statutory Corporations (Directors' Liability) Bill.

I have sun out of time, unfortunately. The member for Avon will take up on fur-ther points.
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [ 10.50 am]: I express my support and endorsement of the very
clear, concise and convincing way in which the Chairman of the Public Accounts and
Expenditur Review Committee this morning expressed the results of a very difficult
exercise, the difficulty of which was recognised by the member for Scarborough, who is the
deputy chairman of the committee, and he did that in a way that almost -

Several members interjected.
Mr Lewis: Covering it up.
Several members interjected.

Withdrawal of Remark
The SPEAKER: Order! That clearly is an unacceptable statement. A member cannot imply,
out of the blue, that a committee has covered up something. 1 really do not think that is
appropriate to Parliament. I hope the member will take the necessary action.
Mr LEWIS: I have sat on Select Committees and I do not want to debate this further. I
withdraw my remark-

Debate Resumed
Mr DONOVAN: Thank you, Mr Speaker, I appreciated your intervention at that point
because the meason I chose my words so carefully in respect of the chairman's presentation
was that I felt, from his presentation, such an interjection as we just heard was virtually made
impossible by the convincing and clear way in which the chairman presented the results of
the inquiry. Nonetheless, I guess even in this place the most extreme cannot be excluded
from possibility.
I want to add a couple of points to the chairnan's presentation and I commence by making a
very important point, perhaps in a different way from the chairman. The minority report
which we heard this morning sought to do two things. It sought to demonstrate that the State
Government Insutrance Commission, firstly, had not complied with enabling legislation and,
secondly, that it had not complied with the solvency requirements therein. It is very
important that this House recalls and understands the context in which this inquiry began. It
began with some allegations made by the member for Avon; it began with a response to
those allegations by the then Treasurer; it began with the referral from this House to the
Public Accounts and Expenditur Review Commnittee of a quite specific set of terms of
reference.
It may well be that the question of suitability of the legislation and regulations under which
die SGIC and 5010 operate are, in part, questionable. Indeed, within the commnittee and
outside it questions have been raised as to the appropriateness of the legislation and the
regulations which flow from it. However, that is a fundamentally different proposition from
the question of whether or not those authorities complied with legislation and regulations,
regardless of what questions we might have had about their suitability and regardless of
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whether some or all of us think that legislation should be changed. It is a fundamental point
which members in this House need to understand very clearly when they receive the report. I
add to that that questions of the suitability of the legislation and regulations had, in fact, been
addressed. The member for Scarborough mentioned the undertakings given by the
Government, specifically by the Deputy Premier, and some of those issues have been taken
on board by the Government in recognition of the problems that have been brought to focus
by this inquiry and by other inquiries.

As I said, the minority report sought to establish that the SOIC and SGlO had not complied
with the solvency requirements. The chairman made a very important point in his
presentation when he reminded members of the controversy that was raised in this House and
in the media about the question of solvency. He drew the very clear distinction between the
question of solvency and the question of prudential solvency as it applies in the insurance
industry and about which we heard good evidence.

I will quote only once from the commnittee's report and I do so because it is this question of
solvency upon which so much of the emotional and political heat surrounding the debate on
the SGIC has hinged. Given the very clear difference between those two issues - solvency
generally and prudential solvency as it applies to the industry - which the chairman so clearly
articulated, I advise the House what Mr Trigg from the Insurance Council of Australia Ltd
had to say about this debate. In response to a question from the chairman of the committee
as to what would be the commercial effect on a private insurer of a parliamentary debate on
insolvency, Mr Trigg replied. "Pretty devastating.' That is the kind of result that can occur
by either inadvertently or maliciously generating an argument about solvency and insolvency
which is not related to the issues at hand.

In respect of the SOIC on the question of solvency compliance, I will quote to the House
what Mr Trigg had to say about the SGIC and the SGIO in terms of their performance. He
said -

I would like to say that as far as I am concerned, the Insurance Council and the State
Government Insurance Corporation, trading as the SGIO, get on very well in matters
of insurance, so there is no dog fight involved. I also want to say quite clearly that
under the legislation of 1986 the State Government Insurance Corporation trading as
SGIO had a pretty big task to adjust its whole operation to abide by these solvency
conditions that were suddenly foisted upon them ... I would not like to have been
..(in the) senior officer's shoes changing over from an organisation. that did not

have to conform to a trader which had to conform with all these requirements in a
space of 12 months. It is a pretty difficult task. The facts are that they have to be
kept on the line.

I think that paints a picture of the sort of task that confronted the SOIC and the 5010 at that
time and the way in which that task can be frustrated, thwarted and, indeed, undermined,
either inadvertently or maliciously, by a parliamentary debate on the question of solvency or
insolvency, particularly when that issue was confused in the way it was. For me the exercise
in this inquiry was most educative if it helped to inform me about the immense importance of
that difference and that difference alone.

I refer now to the solvency argument which was raised in the minority report and, of course,
raised in the committee frequently. It was also touched on by the chairnan of the committee
in his presentation. In the practice of monitoring and policing prudential solvency it seems
there are at least two major issues: The first is the question of the valuation of assets and
liabilities, which the chairman touched upon, and the second is the question of accountability
and supervision of the industry as a whole by the Commonwealth commissioner. That works
reasonably well in the industry, although it is acknowledged that some problems exist; for
instance, in connection with valuation of assets in the insurance industry.

One solution was suggested and at one stage the member for Avon supported that
proposition; in fact, in his remarks in this place at the opening of the inquiry he addressed
this matter. That proposition was to give the Commonwealth commissioner the power to act
in that directive and policing way with a State instrumentality. The proposition was put that
we should be willing to surrender on behalf of the taxpayers and communities of Western
Australia our sovereign control over Stare owned instrumentalities, in this case the 5010. It
interested me that this proposition should come from the conservative side of politics.
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Mr Trenorden: Absolute garbage. Who made the proposition?
Mr DONOVAN: I found that a totally unacceptable proposition. Regardless of where it
came from, it wMs supported by members of the Opposition,
Mr Trenorden: Mamne them.
Mlr DONOVAN: The member for Avon supported it.
Mr Trenorden: No way, never once.
Mr DONOVAN: The member for Avon may deny it now, but he supported it on several
occasions.

Mr Trenorden: Prove it. Where is your evidence?
Mr DONOVAN: The member for Scarborough raised the question of the Government
agreement. Therein lies a very practical, worthwhile and supportable solution to this
problem; that is, that the Auditor General be authorised to enter into an agreement wit the
Commonwealth Insurance Commissioner to provide the same supervisory and auditing
services with regard to the 5010 as are imposed on insurance companies under the Insurance
Act. It should pay for these services and should comply with the requirements of the Auditor
General, as recommended to him by the Insurance Commissioner. That would protect our
sovereignty and integrity, and it is a very responsible, practical and supportable response to
the difficulty that had emerged, which members on this side of the House in that commnittee
recognised. They had no difficulty with that proposition and will be able to support very
happily the Government's response to the situation. In other words, it is far from the cover-
up alluded to in an irresponsible interjection a while ago, and far from a whitewash or an
inadequate report.
The committee's work has helped to do a couple of positive things. It has helped to focus
attention on some of the legislative and regulative problems that in rum generate problems
within the public sector of the industry. The member for Avon and others should be
congratulated on that. They have drawn attention to existing problems. The positive side of
this inquiry has been that these matters have been addressed in large part where it was
appropriate and responsible to do so. It is to the credit of people on both sides of the House
who have addressed this task, and to the Government and the Deputy Premier for the ready
way - not the suspicious, underhand, nasty way implied at certain times - in which they were
prepared to meet the problems that had been revealed and to rake corrective action.
Mr Wiese: It was like drawing teeth.
Mr DONOVAN: It was nor at all like drawing teeth. I said at the outset that the minority
report sought to establish two things: The fir-st was non-compliance with legislation, and it
failed to do that. Secondly, it sought to establish failure to comply with the solvency
requirements. It also failed to do that. It may well be that the legislative and regulative
conditions under which those two terms of reference gained their focus are at fault. It may
be that changes should be made to the regulation and the legislation; that has been unearthed
and the Government has taken it on board. However, it is altogether different and wrong to
say that the SGIC and the SGIO have not complied with the legislation. It is fundamentally
different and wrong to assert that the SOIC has not complied with the existing solvency
requirements. It is tre that difficulties exist in the regulation and legislation. It is untrue to
say, however difficult and problematic the situation may be, that non-compliance has
occurred. There is a big difference between the two statements.
On the other hand a positive result has been achieved from the committee's work. I draw
attention to the fact that agreement was reached on terms of reference (iv) and (v). A
difference of opinion arose between Opposition members in respect of term of reference (iii)
dealing with the question of valuations. The member for Scarborough had no difficulty
supporting the Government's position but the member for Avon opposed it. The committee
members disagreed, along Government versus Opposition lines, on two of the five
conclusions and recommendations. Considering the whole exercise, including the results
that have been achieved and the response of the Government, it has not been a whitewash. It
has been a very useful exercise and one from which this House can learn some positive
lessons.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [I1.08 am]: Mir Acting Speaker -
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Dr Gallop: What about die Public Accounts Committee having an inquiry into the Trenorden
car pool?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Wan): Order!

Mr TRENORDEN: If the member would get his eyes above the gutter for a while he might
get a new light on the world.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! Order!

Dr Gallop: You have no sense of humnour.

The ACING SPEAKER: Order!

Mr TRENORDEN: I have plenty of sense of humour.

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! That was an amazing performance from both sides of die
House. I have been in the Chair for 30 seconds and although I called for order five or six
times members continued to interject. They understand the rules of this House well enough.
I do not particularly want to get tough, but I ask members to respect the Chair when I call for
order.

Mr TRENORDEN: Considering your very important educational background, Mr Acting
Speaker, I could hardly argue against you.

The history of this report needs to be considered in context. It has been said in the debate
already that the issue was raised by me in this House in September 1989, and it was violently
opposed by the then Treasurer, David Parker. The transcripts of the debate at the time prove
that, as usual, he misled the House at that time. He was good at doing that during the dying
days of his time in office. He was a little less than frank about the situation. When I first
brought this matter to die Parliament all things in the SOIC were rosy and we were
constantly told by the Government and those in the system that there were no problems
whatsoever.

I have no guilt complex or problem about this matter as my position has been vindicated -
not by this House or any argument but by history and the course of events in the past
12 months. I am comfortable with where I stand. More importantly, recent actions in this
place and public opinion have superseded this report. During this week the Minister for
Finance and Economic Development stood in this place and outlined a 15 point direction
regarding where the SGIC/SGIO is going. That statement totally supersedes the report of the
Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee. It puts die committee at least a light
year behind the actions occurring in the world. That is an unfortunate situation and I will
have something to say about it later.

The question of what will happen to the SGIC/SGIO is to be debated in future. Recent
actions are merely delaying that debate. The Minister has indicated another committee of
reform, another task force or another group of people will be appointed. This will delay the
very important process put in place here by agreement some months ago. I was a party to
that agreement. That process will be slowed down for an important reason; because there is
litigation against the SGIC and there are still problems within its budgetary situation. It has
assets that will have to be written down by at least another $100 million in forthcoming
months or years.

It has immense problems. That is why the Deputy Premier stood in this place only a few
days ago to outline that 15 point plan. I think all the points are valid for investigation. The
only thing I ask is: Why not do it now? The reason it cannot be done now is that the
Government and the SOIC have got themselves into such a diabolical position that they will
have to allow some time to pass before matters can be addressed correctly. Members
opposite can rant and rave, but I will be proved to be absolutely correct in the months to
come as there is nowhere else for the SOIC or this Government to go.
Mr Wiese: They will not be fixed by technical adjustments.

Mr TRENORDEN: No, the market has hold of the SGIC by the throat - its actions of the
past are strangling it. Certain actions must occur in forthcoming months before this matter
can be put to rest comfortably by the Western Australian people or members of this place. I
say that history and future action will put this report well into the past. The saddest thing
about the report is that a few trees were chopped down to make the paper on which it is
printed.
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Mr Ripper: What about the recommendations?
Mr TRENORDEN: I am saying that I was part of the group which months ago agreed to
those recommendations. I am also saying that the Deputy Premier came out with a 15 point
plan and said that the actions of this House have gone way past the report and way past die
position where the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee is. That is
unfortunate.
It is also unfortunate that in September 1989 the then Deputy Premier imposed a requirement
on the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee to report on allegations made by
one of its own members. We bad a partisan debate in this place with everyone taking certain
positions that the three parties could not agree on, although the Liberal Party "and the
National Party agreed. There was a hot argument. What did the Deputy Premnier at the time
do? He picked up the matter and gave it to the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee on which there were three Labor members, one Liberal and one National Party
member. That made a mockery of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Commuittee.
It has put the chairman and me at odds today. As a member of the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee I do not want to be at odds with the chairman, or any other
member, as it is an extremely important function of this Parliament.
Mr Ripper I think the member missed my opening comments, when I indicated that in
hindsight it was a bad idea for that referral to be made.
Mr TRENORDEN: It was a bad idea. The problem is that it was never to go anywhere. I
tried to say to the committee some months ago that I would like this matter slowed right
down, or even put in neutral. I was in a position of having information and fadts that were
not known by the rest of the committee. I was in a position aside from other members. [ had
been with the Minister and the manager of the SGlO and asked anl the questions that I tried to
ask within the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee. I asked them directly
of management of the 5010 and got what I believed were straight answers. However, the
rest of the commuittee was not present at that time.
Mr Catania: What is the idea of the minority report?
Mr TRENORDEN: I am disappointed that my three Labor Party colleagues on the Public
Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee reached a majority report that is a nonsense.
Mr Ripper: But you signed the recommendation.
Mr TRENORDEN: Of course [ did.
Mr Donovan: What you have never accepted is that you can only be as good as the terms of
reference that you provided.
Mr TRENORDEN: Three-quarters of the problems of the Public Accounts and Expenditure
Review Committee has just interjected. The allegation made by the member for Morley that
I was trying to give State's rights to the federation are such that he is lucky we axe not in the
main bar of the Northam Hotel because I might be inclined to snot him. I am only joking.
The point is that this is typical of the action the member for Morley has taken. He went on
6PR months ago and misled the public about inquiries that were meant to be proceeding.
Mr Donovan: Careful!
Mr TRENORDEN: The member did. He has just replayed the same action. It was Max
Trenorden, the member for Avon, who suggested that the Auditor General should have the
power to use the good offices of the Commonwealth Insurance Commissioner. That was my
position' at all times, long before the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee
started arguing about it. I put that to the Minister and got agreement on it from him, so the
member for Morley is way out of line.
Mr Ripper: Is a 30 per cent solvency ratio part of the deal?
Mr TRENORDEN: I agree partly that the solvency requirement of the SOIC is a nonsense.
Members must understand that in 1989 when I started to raise these questions in this House I
needed a mechanism to raise public perception of where the SGIC/SGIO was. All the
commission has to do is take money from its left pocket and put it in its right pocket and the
solvency provisions are met. It cart do that ad infinitum. It is a nonsense! The legislation
governing the SG10 is an absolute nonsense. That position cannot be argued because events
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have superseded the argument. Either this Parliament through its legislation has failed,
because the SGIC/SGIO has failed, or the SGIC/SGIO has failed; it is one af the two. That
position is not debatable.
Mr Donovan: In your view in hindsight you asked, because you felt forced to, the wrong
questions. You cannot get the answers to questions you would have asked had you had an
opportunity to ask them. That is not how it works.

Mr TRENORDEN: We have legislation which says that the SGIO was to act in a certain
maniner. The Government did not particularly like that and introduced regulations to change
the system. It could be argued that technically the State Government Insurance Commission
and the State Government Insurance Office have complied with the requirements of the Act,
and I may even accept that point, but I am trying to say that does not matter and is of no
consequence because events have passed by that situation, by light years. The truth is that
compliance was only possible because gaps in the legislation are large enough to drive a
truck through. Under no circumstances would the Insurance Commissioner allow any
private insurer to operate in that maniner. We could argue that point for hours but I have only
got nine minutes sotI will not do that.

Mr Ripper interjected.

Mr TRENORDEN: That would be rewriting the report, and I do not intend to do that. The
point is history has passed us by. It is now more important for this House to apply itself to
the message that the Minister for Finance and Economic Development gave us a couple of
days ago. None of us can dispute that history has passed by this report, and that is an
unfortunate situation, given the time, blood, sweat and tears that were put into writing this
report.

Mr Ripper: But you agree with the recomnmendations?

Mr TRENORDEN: I cannot argue against the recommendations because I came to the same
conclusions months ago, and I would contradict myself violently were I to do so because it is
on record that I agreed with the Minister, so the member knows where I stand. It is a pity
that this House put the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee into the position
where there was a very partisan debate in the House but that committee was made to do the
work. I could argue the points raised by other members but it will not do this House or the
Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee any good to argue about the report. I
would prefer to let the report sit because I do not believe it will raise any dust anywhere; as I
have said, history has passed us by. One of the points I raised was -

Mr Ripper: The guarantee.

Mr TRENORDEN: Yes. My questions about that were answered very quickly. The
Minister pointed out during the debate what would happen with the Treasury guarantee and
those provisions, and the matter did not have to go beyond that debate. By the time the
matter came to the committee it was no longer of any consequence.

Mr Ripper: The anomalies in the legislation provided for that.

Mr TRENORDEN: Okay. It is now recognised - and I agree with the member for Morley on
this point - that there are serious deficiencies within the Act and within the operations of the
State Government Insurance Commission and the State Government Insurance Office. I am
glad to see, for the sake of the public of Western Australia, that moves are being made to put
that house in order, but that would not have been occurred had not Hon Peter Foss in the
other place identified the problems and put the crunch on the SGIC/SGIO. Had that not
occurred this Government would still be arguing that everything is okay. It is very much to
the credit of Hon Peter Foss that he brought this matter to a head.

We met the management of the SGIC/SGIO, and I would like to talk about what happened at
that meeting but I cannot do so because of the confidentiality provisions and the agreements
made at that time, but it was a very enlightening day. We all asked questions of the
management and got direct answers - questions that had been plaguing us for some time. So
we now know what is the position of the SGIC/SGIO and there is not much point in our
debating it further. The West Australian, the Sunday Times and the media have been asking
those questions for many months. We have got the ridiculous situation where the Chairman
of the State Giovernmient Insurance Commission is talking about his employment. As far as I
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am concerned he should not be employed in the SQIC. That is one of the bottom lines of this
argument. Someone is at fault - if we ask him, it is not he, but the fact is we have had an
A grade disaster. It is the responsibility of this House to put the Act in order.
The Premier did not say the other day when she made her announcement that mistakes were
definitely made; she said maybe mistakes had been made in the past and things could have
happened. We a]] know what happened. That is no longer an issue. The events since
October 1987 are no longer an issue but are documented facts. We are now in the position
where we can put the SGICiSGIO Act in order. It is a great disappointment to me that
members opposite will not allow that action to rake place in the short term because of
political constraints and, I must admit, the substantial financial constraints that are on the
commission and the corporation at the moment. Some dirty water will pass under the bridge,
and that does not sit very well with me, and I am sure it will not with my colleagues, because
when we made that agreement with Ministers Berinson and Taylor we had a direct
understanding that these matters would be dealt with in this session of Parliament. The
Minister asks where is that written in the agreement, and I have to admit it was not written in
the agreement, but there is no question in my mind that we reached an understanding that the
points raised in my Bil would be dealt with in this session of Parliament.
Mr Catania: Don't you need time to do it properly?
Mr TRENORDEN: What time do we need? It is like the rural task force which has been
appointed by the Minister for Agriculture to try to find out if there are any problems in rural
areas, while people are going bankrupt!
Corporations have been operating in this country for 150-odd years. We know what it takes
to run a corporation. If we are going to corporatise the SCIC, let us corporatise it. Members
opposite will be using delaying tactics for some rime and we will still be -

Mr Ripper interjected.
Mr TRENORDEN: They will, without question, and we will still be debating this issue,
much to the pain of Western Australians, for at least another year because we will still be in
the same position in 12 months' time. That is disappointing. I had intended to address some
sections of the report but I will not do so. The valuation of liabilities was not understood by
the committee. The only people in Australia who are capable of valuing liabilities are within
the office of the Commonwealth Insurance Commissioner.
Mr Catania: That is nor correct.

Mr TRENORDEN: The member is very wrong about the role of actuaries. The insurance
industry is unique in the way that it requires assets and liabilities to be valued. Members
opposite do not understand that, and I do not have time to explain it.
[The member's time expired.]
MR CATANIA (Balcatta) [11.28 am]: I was introduced to the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee about half way through the formation of this report. We
discussed issues of insolvency, valuation of assets, and assessment of liabilities, and I was in
attendance for the conclusion of the reconmmendations. I was present during the interviews
with the Auditor General and a representative of the Valuer General. I would like to refer to
the minority report because I am very disappointed with it. The inaccuracies run right
through the report.
Mr Lewis: What is inaccurate about it?
Mr CATANIA: The member should listen and I will explain it to him.
Mr Macinnon: Are you attacking the Auditor General?
Mr CATANIA. No. That is a ridiculous comment. I am attacking the minority report. The
Leader of the Opposition should listen as well; it would do him a lot of good. I stared at the
outset that when witnesses who camne to present their points of view gave their evidence, I
heard no inteiJections from members of the Government. In fact if we can accuse anyone of
interjecting. it would be the member for Avon. THe would have asked 90 per cent of the
questions. We gave him that freedom because he set the termis of reference. The chairman
has indicated that he was given liberty to ask any questions he wanted to. If there is any
criticism about interjections, it should be levelled at the member for Avon, because he was
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the one interjecting. He was the one who was trying to ask questions at all dines, because if
the answers did not come forward as he wanted them he would try to make sure that those
questions, even if they were outside the terms of reference he set, were asked. Hie was hell
bent on proving his point throughout the investigation. There should be no complaint. I am
disappointed that at the end of the minority report the statement was made that the
Government members were interjecting to try to change the flow of evidence given by the
witnesses. That is totally unfair. The chairperson gave both the member for Scarborough
and the member for Avon every opportunity to ask questions. The minority report is just
political point scoring and it defeats the purpose of the Public Accounts Committee.

When we were discussing the report and speaking about valuations of assets, or information
about liabilities from the actuaries, there was never a time when the member for Avon would
accept the valuations given. The Auditor General stated that the valuations were
independently made; the Deloittes report stated that they were independent valuations. The
actuaries were employed by the SGIC. They were employed under regulations which are
now in force for all insurance companies. The statement that the commission had the only
actuaries to examine the liabilities is false. The commission will employ its own actuaries to
investigate any liability valuation if it thinks it is necessary. It will accept insurance
companies' actuaries on valuations of liabilities if it thinks it is worthwhile. So that
statement is misleading.

Several members interjected.

Mr CATANIA: I am talking about the Commonwealth commission, not the State
commnission. The Commonwealth commission will employ its own actuaries only if it thinks
it is necessary to do so. The statement by the member for Avon that those were the only
actuaries used is entirely incorrect.

The minority report dealt with a number of other matters. It stated that the power to exempt
the SGIC by regulations made under the 1986 State Government Insurance Commission Act
gave it an unfair advantage over non-Government insurance companies. This may be
considered an advantage, but the SGIQ suffers many other disadvantages. The very
discussion in which we are participating now is a very distinct disadvantage to the SGlO.
The Delointes report brings this out quite specifically. The Act dictates that the commission
shall cause separate and distinct financial statements to be prepared in respect of each fund
under the Financial Administration and Audit Act 1985. This disclosure of information in
accordance with the Financial Administration and Audit Act is a disadvantage to the
corporation and its ongoing commercial operations because it places the corporation at a
competitive disadvantage. In other words, having to meet those requirements under the
Financial Administration and Audit Act and disclose certain comnmercial transactions which
the 5010 or the SOIC may be undertaking puts it at a commercial disadvantage. That point
was not taken into account in the minority report.
Speaking about the commission's exemption from having to produce quarterly returns to
comply with the Insurance Act of 1973, the board of commissioners' representative stated
quite lucidly that the commission produced monthly operating accounts. The position, as the
board sees it, is that as long as it is running according to budget, it is complying with the
solvency requirements. It has a budget which sets it in line with the solvency requirements.
I am glad that the member for Avon agrees that to say that these requirements were flat met
because the SQIC and the SGIO do not have audited reports is entirely false.
Another point made in the minority report is that there is retrospective accounting.
Reference is made to the $6 million dividend issued on 15 August 1989 and included in the
30 June accounts. The Delointes report is quite specific. It states that the $6 million was
taken into account in the June 1989 report, although the dividend was issued in August. This
dividend, according to the report, was paid out of profits and the proposed cash dividend,
although declared after the period, was accounted for in the previous period.
Notwithstanding the above, had the issue not been accounted for until August 1989, retained
profits would have been $6 million higher, share capital would have been $6 million lower,
and the solvency calculation would have remained unchanged. The Opposition's argument
is shot in the arm. There is no need to suggest that there is retrospective accounting, because
if proper accounting procedures are taken into consideration, it will be found that this factor
had no influence at all.
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Reference is also made to the Treasury not giving approval. This shows the inaccuracy of
the report. In fact it should be die Treasurer. We will forgive that mistake.
Mr Read: This is the minority report.

Ar CATANIA: All my references are to the minority report, not to die majority report.

Wr Lewis: Who wrote the majority report?

Mr CATAN[A. The committee.

Mr Lewis: Who wrote it? Who was the author?

Mr CATANIA: The committee.

Mr Lewis: Was it you?

Mr CATANIA: No.

Mr Lewis: Was it the chairman?

Mr CATANIA: The whole committee wrote it.

Point of Order
Mr DONOVAN: That is the second irrelevant and disorderly interjection made in this debate
by the member for Applecross. I put it to the Chair that it is quite inappropriate for a
member to suggest that a comm-ittee of this House had its report written by some person
other than the person claiming to be the author, and that is the committee.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Watt): The member has used the opportunity of a point of
order to make a point. It is not a point of order. I think the member is probably well aware
of that.

Debate Resumed
Mr CATANIA: I do not consider the point at all. Reference is made to the Treasury not
giving approval to the inclusion of the investments for the purpose of solvency calculations.
The committee and everyone in general knows that there is an intrinsic link between the
commission and the corporation. There is no circumstance where the Treasurer would
disallow investments or assets to be included in the calculations.

Mr Trenorden: That makes the legislation a nonsense.

Mr CATANIA: The chairman stated this quite strongly. It is a frivolous statement, and to
prove how frivolous it is, even the member for Avon has stared that he accepts the intrinsic
connection, and in no circumstances would the Treasurer not give permission for assets to be
included in the prudential solvency ratios.

I move on from the minority report of the Public Accounts and Expenditur Review
Committee to say that since the Lawrence Administration took office in February it has taken
a very responsible position with respect to the State Government Insurance Corporation. I
have referred to the agreement that was made. It is one which entails amending the State
Government Insurance Commission Act; it provides that two separate boards will be set up
and that the direction of the State Government Insurance Commission to the State
Government Insurance Office will be confined to pmudential matters.

Mr Trenorden: Who drew up these provisions?

Mr CATANIA: It does not matter who drew them up.

Mr Trenorden: I did.

Mr CATANIA: I commend the member for doing it. The important thing is that this
Government is taking it on board and will make sure that when the legislation comes forward
it is properly drafted. That is why the Government is taking its rime to present it. The
agreement also provides that the SGIO must keep pmudential or solvency ratios acceptable
between assets and liabilities. It provides that people with expertise in the insurance field
will be employed by the SOIC, and the SGIC Act will be amended so that the Auditor
General will be authorised, at the expense of the 5010, to employ people so as to take
advantage of their expertise. This is what is being done, and the Deputy Premider has
emphasised the 14 point plan of directions for the SGIC tha dhe member for Avon has said is
commendable.
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I will conclude by staring the position of the SGIO today. Ilam concerned that throughout
this debate Opposition members have tried to talk down the quality of the 5010 and the
service it provides for this State. It has tred to talk it down, just as it has tried to talk down
everything else that this Government has attempted to do. Opposition members are doing it
for one reason only - political point scoring. They do not care about the SGlO or the SOIC,
or the Western Australian economy.

I refer to a letter from Mr K. Bark, General Manager, Insurance of the SGIO, to the editor of
the Sunday Times newspaper, which was published on 7 October 1990 regarding the present
position of the 5010. He said in part -

The 5010 is in a sound financial position with net assets of $67.6 million and total
assets of $273 million (unaudited) at June 30 1990. Furthermore, it has a general
insurance solvency margin of 32% -

Mr Trenorden: How do you know that?

Mr CATANIA: The member should took at the Deloite Corporate Advisory Services Pty
Limited report. Mr Bark's letter to the editor continues -

- which is well within the range preferred by the Federal Insurance Commissioner for
general insurance companies.

The SOLO provides insurance cover for over 95 per cent of local government
authorities in WA and has been doing so for many years.

The insurance is run through a pool scheme and profits are distributed to the
participating local government authorities at the end of the financial year.

The SGlO and the SQIC have a very important place in Western Austrla. The most
disturbing thing about the minority report and the whole attiude of the Opposition is that
Opposition members have been trying to talk down the position of the SGIO. In fact they did
it so that people would worry about their insurance policies with SGlO. That is totally
irresponsible; and the minority report is totally irresponsible, totally inaccurate and totally
disappointing.

MR LEWIS (Applecross) [11.44 am]i: In my contribution to the debate I would like to talk
from outside the wood, or forest. The five speakers who have spken so far axe in the wood,
as it were. They are all members of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee, and it seems to me that sometimes they get so close to the trees that they cannot
see the wood. I think all of Western Australia knows what has been going on, particularly
with the State Government Insurance Commission and the State Government Insurance
Office, and it astounds me to think that this report can be brought forward, notwithstanding
the terms of reference -

Mr Donovan: You cannot say 'notwithstanding the terms of reference". They axe what
generated the aspects of the inquiry that we were to conduct. Your own colleagues set them.
Mr LEWIS: I will touch on that in a moment- All of Western Australia knows that all has
not been well at the S010 and the SOIC over the past three or four years, and that is the sad,
sorry state. As a matter of fact, when the Chairman of the Public Accounts and Expendirure.
Review Committee first rose he virtually made an apology for the SGlO and the SOIC by
saying, "Look, Elders and all those other companies in Australia have not had terribly good
results, so is it reasonable to think that the SGIO and the SOIC should have to have good
results and should not have had losses?"

Mr Ripper: I said it could be criticised on the basis of the outcome of some of its
investments.

Mr LEWIS: The member was making an apology. The words of the members of the
Government who sat on she committee were that, "With hindsight we should probably not
have dealt with it anyway. With hindsight it was a bit too much for us."

Mr Catania: What a lot of garbage.

Mr LEWIS: Did the member for Balcarta not say that? He said it would have been better if
the committee had not dealt with it.
Mr Catania: No way in the world.
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Mir LEWIS: Members opposite have very short memories.
Mr Donovan: The member for Avon said that the committee may as well have not dealt with
it since history overtook the inquiry.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Ripper: If you wish, I will explain.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LEWIS: Thar really is the bottom line. In my four years or so in this Parliament reports
have come forward from Select Committees, or from the Public Accounts and Expenditure
Review Commuittee, or whatever, on contentious issues. The firs: thing the Government
should understand is char chose reports are no: wort the paper they are written on, because
they are jaundiced to the opinion of the majority of the committees. I remember that former
Premier Brian Burke himself made that point in this Chamber some three or four years ago,
when he said Select Committee reperts were worthless and had no credibility, Unfortunately
this report which has come forward has no credibility either, to my mind, because everyone
in Western Australia knows what has been going on at the 5010 and the SGIC. However, if
the committee members - and the Government has the majority of the members on the
committee - thought it was too much for them and that they should not have been inquiring
into these things because the job was too big for them, they should have come back to this
Parliamrent with recommendations, either that the terms of reference be extended, or that
there be an independent judicial inquiry into the nefarious affairs of the 5010 and the SOIC.
That is the nub of the problem.
We should look at the integrity and honesty of this Government. We have just heard the
member for Balcanta boasting that the prudential standards are 32 per cent. Would that have
been without the injection of $20 million which was about to be disallowed by members of
the legislative Council? Would it then have been within prudential standards?
Mr Ripper: It is a compliance.
Mr LEWIS: After the fact! That vindicates the minority report, because after the fact the
Government attempted to push through the upper House without any announcement the
injection of $20 million into the State Government insurance Office to ensure its prudential
standards were up to scratch. That attempt was made while the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee was sitting. That represents the honesty of the Government.
Now the PAC report states the law was not broken and pruderntial standards were met. What
nonsense! Members opposite know very well that the minority report is correct.
Should not prudential standards always be maintained over 365 days of every year? Or is it
convenient at the balance date to attempt to get the prudential standards together? That is
what occurred.
Mr Ripper: The committee unanimously recommended that the prudential solvency
requirement should be formally applied to the 5GbO.
Mr LEWIS: By the member's own words he admits what has happened.
Mr Ripper: No.
Mr LEWIS: That is admitted by the recommendations of the commiittee.
Mr Catania: No Government insurance company complies.
Mr Trenorden: Rubbish!
Mr Catania: You tell me one!
The SPEAKER: Order! Members are being rude at the back of the Chamber. The member
for Applecross is trying to be heard. Hie is having great difficulty.
Mr Catania: I can hear him.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LEWIS: The report of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee is
tantamount to saying that what the 5010 and the SGIC were doing was wrong.
Mr Ripper: We are saying a change should be made to the legislative framework - not that
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they were not complying or were doing something wrong. The regulations should be
changed. The member makes the same basic mistake as did the member for Avon - as the
terms of reference indicated.
Mr LEWIS: Does not the Act require that die S010 will observe all solvency and minimum
valuation requirements?
Mr Ripper: Do not the regulations exempt it from reporting quarterly?

Mr LEWIS: Just as the Act does not refer to 365 days of the year - that is the PAC's cop out.

Mr Ripper: Don't the regulations exempt the SOWC from the need to report quarterly?

Mr Trenorden: In 1986, that requirement was built into the Commonwealth Act to make
organisations comply; it is a deliberate cop out.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr LEWIS: The body language and the inteijections of the Labor members of the PAC -

and the recommendations contained in the report stating that things that went on in the past
do not go on any more - demonstrate I am correct. It is tantamount to saying that the 5010
and the SOIC were not complying with the Act at all times. The important words are
"1complying at all ines".

Mr Donovan: We know the member has limited comprehension abilities, but all he needs to
do is to tumn to page 1 and the last page of the report.

Mr LEWIS: I expected that the PAC would present an honest and comprehensive report to
Parliament.

Mr Pearce: For you to understand, the report should have contained pictures.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr Donovan: If the member thinks the report is dishonest, he should say so.

Mr LEWIS: I am not saying that. I said that I expected an honest report. What is nut
contained in the report is damning. Members of the Opposition took the Government to task
on the basis of the increase in authorised capital. The Minister for Finance and Economic
Development said to members of the Opposition in the Legislative council words to the
effect that if the funds were not authorised the money had to be paid back and the 5010
would close its doors. Those funds have been paid without the authorisation of Parliament
because prudential standards were not met. Opposition members in this place, particularly
the member for Avon, have stated that what happened in the past was wrong. These events
occurred while the PAC was putting together its report. Even blind Freddy could see that.

Mr Donovan: Look at page 1 and the last page of the report!

Mr LEWIS: When the committee was investigating the matter, the deal was done and seven
specific conditions applied. The legislation authorising a $20 million increase in funds to the
SOIC was passed in the Legislative Council on the basis of seven conditions. The
signatories to the written agreement on 16 May were Ian Taylor, and Messrs Trenorden,
Foss, Evans and Berinson. What has happened to that agreement? Five months have passed
and the Government still has not honoured the document. The Government's dishonour
continues. It cannot be trusted to do anything it undertakes.

Mr Pearce: You have always said that we are inconsistent - be consistent!

Mr LEWIS: Is the Minister proud to be a member of a dishonourable Government?

Mr Pearce: I amn not a member of a dishonourable Government. I am not proud to be a
member of Parliament when speeches such as this are made,

Mr LEWIS: It is true! Does the truth hurt the Minister?

Mr Pearce: It lowers the standards.

Mr LEWIS: The Government has been running around for weeks tlyinig to get out of the
back to back deals with the SOIC, Spedleys, and Rothwells. We have not received an
answer. It will be left until 4.30 pmn to drop the information on the Table -
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Mr Pearce: That is not true.
Mr LEWIS: - so that we do not have the opportunity to respond.
Mr Pearce: You will have the opportuity to respond,
Mr LEWIS: . Manipulation! That is all the Minister knows. He is not frank, candid or
honest!
Mr Pearce: I am concerned about you. I have organised the member for Maylands to write a
prescription for valium for you.
Mr LEWIS: I do not need valium.
Mr Pearce: You need something; valiumn would not be a bad choice.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LEWIS: Mr Speaker, five months down the track, the agreement still has not been
honoured. We hear the nonsense from the member for Balcarra that the Government needs a
little rime to think about it. He said that legislation takes a little time to put together.
However, it was within a twinkle of an eye last night that the Premier said we would have
daylight saving legislation; five minutes earlier we were not to have that legislation! That is
how quickly legislation can be put together with the raft of Government servants available to
draft legislation. It is a nonsense to say that it takes time to put legislation together and that
the Government is still thinking about it. This report is inadequate and the commrittee should
have come back to the Parliament and reported that the matter is beyond its capability. The
committee could not do a thorough investigation and it should recomnmend that this
Parliament move to appoint a Royal Commission or a judicial inquiry into the nefarious
affairs of the SOLO arnd the SGIC. That would be an honest recommendation. Government
members must be tired of these cover-ups as they have been going on for year after year.
Eventually the Government will be caught out and all the bad deeds and cover-ups will be
revealed. As was indicated by the chairman of the committee, the job was too big for the
committee and it should never have taken on the job. The committee members should have
come back to the Parliament and recommended a judicial inquiry.
MR COURT (Nedlands) r12.02 pm): We are debating the motion to enable the printing of
the report by the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee into certain matters
regarding the operations of the State Government Insurance Corporation. Of the five terms
of reference I shall refer to just the last two -

(iv) of the means by which the State Government is going to honour its guarantee
of the State Government Insurance Commission's $175 million investment in
WA Government Holdings Limited which has become payable as a
consequence of the winding up of Petrochemical Industries Limited; and

(v) that he (the Treasurer) has made no effort to require the State Governent
Insurance Commission to be accountable in accordance with the
recommendations to the Burt Commission on Accountability.

One of the good things about the work done by the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee, which draws its membership from both Government and Opposition members, is
that it has made those involved more aware of how the SOIC and the SGIO operate, and
some of the problems involved with their operations. A problem that has been faced by us as
members of Parliament has been our complete lack of understanding of what has been going
on with some of these matters referred to as WA Inc dealings. I am sure that members
opposite who are involved with this committee now have a better understanding of what we
have been saying for some years. It is important that a number of other committees have the
ability to examine the operations of the SGIC and the SGIO, because there is no doubt that
one of the greatest financial scandals we have seen in this State is tied up in the operations of
the SOIC and the SGIO. I refer to the Government's involvement in directing some of the
deals which have taken place involving these two bodies. It is abysmal that the Government
is still refusing to allow this important investigation into the operations of these two bodies;
there is no doubt that a major cover-up is taking place. By continuing to cover-up the
Government finds itself cornered.
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About three weeks ago a question was asked on "The 7.30 Report" regarding a back-to-back
loan from the SOIC to Spedleys Securities Ltd which went across to RothwelUs. It was a
simple question which needed a simple answer. Are members aware that the Chairman of
the SGIC gave a report to the Government a couple of weeks ago which the Government has
taken to the Crown Law Depanent and it is having the report edited? The Government will
not table the original report in the Parliament this afternoon - it will table the edited report.

Point of Order

Mr DONOVAN: We are discussing a motion to print the Public Accounts and Expenditure
Review Commnittee report, so it is not appropriate for the member to engage in wide ranging
debate not directly connected with that motion or the terms of reference of the report.
The SPEAKER: While I am hearing a point of order, only the person speaking to me should
be heard, and nobody else.
Mr Trenorden interjected.
The SPEAKER: Is there something wrong with the acoustics in this building?
Mr COURT: At the beginning of my speech I referred to term of reference (v), which relates
to the accountability of the SGTC in accordance with the recommendations of the Burt
Commnission on Accountability. That is the point to which I am referring.
The SPEAKER: If any other member desires to address the motion before the Chair, I
suggest that he or she refer to Standing Order No 133 before commencing to speak. I have
heard nothing to date which leads me to believe that the content of the report is not being
addressed directly by the member. If I do, and if anyone else believes this to be the case, we
will draw it to the attention of the House and examine it.

Debate Resumed
Mr COURT When a simple question is asked of the Government, a simple answer cannot
be given. The matter must go to the Crown Law Department because it might affect the
Government's involvement in a certain legal case. That is the whole crux of the matter.
Mrs Henderson: You would ignore that, would you?
Mr COURT: No. That is the problem; the Government has placed itself in this position.
Mrs Henderson: What would you do?
Mr COURT: I would not have become involved in the transaction in the first place!
Mrs Henderson: You would publish the document and publicly distribute it - and blow the
consequences?
Mr COURT: The Government has placed itself in a complex cobweb of dealings and deceit.
It cannot answer a simple question in the Parliament without asking the Crown Law
Department for help regarding the legalities.
Mrs Henderson: You heard what the Premier said.
Mr COURT: The Crown Law Department is sanitising the report.
Mrs Henderson: That shows your understanding of Crown law.
Mr COURT: While we are on this question of accountability, I refer now to documents
tabled in the other House. Three weeks ago a letter was provided which showed -

Mr Catania: Was it signed?
Mr COURT: Interestingly, it was not signed.
Mr Catania: You are getting quite a reputation for that. You cannot count and you produce
letters that are not signed!
Mr COURT: This shows how stupid members opposite are; I am talking about a letter that
was tabled by the Government!
Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: That is how ignorant these people are. It was a letter from the Chairman of the
State Government insurance Conmnission! When members opposite table documents, most
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of the letters are not signed. [ table one that is not signed and Governmnent members say,
"Oh, it's not signed." I give up on these people. This letter is from the Chairman of the State
Government Insurance Commission and it is not signed. I do not know why the Government
cables a documnent which is not signed. That letter was in response to a question on whether
there was collusion in the Beil Group share transaction. Mr Rees replied in a letter - it was
signed - which was tabled in the other House. He said that the State Government Insurance
Commission's negotiations and discussions wit Mr Robert Holmes a Court for the purchase
of the subject shares were conducted independently of any other party and that there was no
contact as referred to in relation to any such negotiations or discussions.
That is completely contrary to a report that was prepared by the National Companies and
Securities Comm-ission. I put to members that false evidence was given to the NCSC.
Mr Catania: It was unsigned false evidence.
Mr COURT: Is the member for Balcatta saying that false documents were tabled in the
Parliament?
Mr Catania: I am not saying anything.
Mr COURT: Let us se things straight: The Opposition asked for the tabling of that letter.
The Government is now saying it is not right.
Mrs Henderson: We did not say that.
Mr COURT: Members opposite laugh about false evidence given to an NCSC investigation.
If any person in the corporate world or any citizen of Australia had given false evidence, they
would be up on charges. We outlined the false evidence that was given and do members
know what the response was? The Goverrnent wanted to ignore it. This Premier is acting
in the same way as her two predecessors in covering up these matters. She gives a wishy
washy answer and tries to find a technical way out so that the evidence is acceptable in this
case. What proof must we provide to this Government before it will come clean? How can
the Government expect the corporate world to abide by the corporate laws of this country if
its own insurance commission cannot give true evidence to an NCSC investigation?
Mr Trenorden: Who is chairman of that body now? It is the same man.
Mr COURT; I have gone past blaming him; it is the Government that is covering up the
whole matter. The Government knows only too well that the evidence was incorrect. The
Government has an NCSC report in ftont of it which says the evidence was not correct. The
report outlines about 20 circumstances of collusion between the two parties. They broke the
law, and this Government is continuing to cover it up. If members reckon I amr angry about
this subject - I am. The standards set by this Government are appalling. I have said on
previous occasions that Government members think it is clever to continue this cover-up, but
the Opposition will persist in making sure that eventually the people responsible for these
wrongdoings are held accountable.
Point four in the report, which is proposed to be printed, relates to $175 million linked to
WA Government Holdings Ltd. In this House yesterday, we debated the rural crisis. How
do the members opposite reckon the rural community feel when $54 million is allocated in
the Budget, under the heading of miscellaneous expenditure, to repay money which has gone
down the gurgler on a petrochemical project? How does a fanmer, who does nor have the
money to buy fuel to cake in his crop, feel when he finds out that he has contributed towards
that $54 million part payment?
Mrs Henderson: How did he feel when he contributed to Bunbury Foods Pry Ltd and that
massive grain terminal at Kamnbalda?
Mr COURT: I cannot believe the stupidity of that answer.
Mr Pearce: Has the member for Nedlands. been to the grain termiinal at Broome? If he had
taken in some wheat it would have been the frst inside the building. That was built in the
time of a Liberal Government.
Mr COURT: The member opposite can joke about $1 billion of taxpayers' money being lost.
He reckons he is smart politically continuing this cover-up, but whether he likes it or not
there is hardship in the community. Every time the Opposition calls for a report or an
investigation to uncover the truth, members opposite want to cover it up. The member
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opposite may think he is smart politically trying to control the media on a day to day basis,
but Western Australians have waken up to him. He stinks. They have woken up to what has
been going on.
As a result of my original comments on this report, at least a couple of members opposite
will now have a better understanding of some of the details.
Mr Trenorden: I would nut bet on it.
Mr COURT: I hope they do. I hope that more backbenchers on the Government side will
not accept as gospel what they are being told by the front bench. I hope they will start doing
their homework so they can recognise what has been going on, and what is still going on. It
is a debacle to have to wait a few weeks to have a simple report tabled about the Spedley
transactions. It is an absolute joke. Hundreds of millions of dollars are at stake in legal
action in this State because of the Government's involvement and because senior Ministers
were directing the SOIC. That is what has taken place. The Government's advisers,
Mr Kevin Edwards and his team, were at its beck and call putting all these deals together.
The Government wants to cover it up, but the Opposition will do everything it can to have
the truth exposed.
Question put and passed.

BILLS (2) - THIRD READING
I. Totalisator Agency Board Betting Amendment Bill
2. Racing Penalties (Appeals) Bill

Bills read a third time, on motions by Mrs Beggs (Minister for Racing and Gaining).
and transmitted to the Council.

LOAN BILL
Second Reading

DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Treasurer) [12.19 pm]: [ move-
That the Bill be now read a second rime.

This Bfi seeks the necessary authority for the raising of loans required to help finance the
State's Capital Works Program as detailed in the General Loan and Capital Works Fund
Estimates of Expenditure cabled on 27 September 1990.
Borrowing authority is being sought this year for the raising of loans of $175 million. The
level of borrowing authorisation required is decennined after caking into account the
unexpired balance of previous authorisations as at 30 June 1990. Ir is also necessary to have
sufficient borrowing authority to enable works in progress to be maintained for a period of
up to six months after the close of the financial year pending the passing of a similar measure
in 1991.
1 have outlined already the highlights of our Capital Works program in the Budget speech
and I do not intend to cover that ground again today. The task of framing our Works
Program for 1990-91 was difficult due to the substantial f~unding commitments needed far
our major works in progress and a 10.3 per cent decline in real terms to our global borrowing
allocation. Nevertheless, the Government believes the program framed is a responsible one
and accommodates our high priority and urgent works. in particular, the planned increase in
expenditure on ifrastructure services by the State Energy Commission and the works
program of the Water Authority provides an essential base far the State's continued
economic growth.
The machinery nature of this Bill is well known. In accordance with clause 4 of the Bill, the
proceeds of all loans to be raised under this authority must be paid into the General Loan and
Capital Waits Fund, as required under the provisions of the Financial Administration and
Audit Act. Moreover, no fuinds can be expended from the General Loan and Capital Works
Fund without an appropriation under an Act passed by this Parliament. In addition to
seeking to provide the authority wit loan raisings, the Bill also permanently appropriates
moneys from the Consolidated Revenue Fund to meet principal repayments, interest and
other expenses of borrowings under the authority of this Bill.
I commend the Bill to the House.
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Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Blaikie.

EDUCATION AMENDMENT BILL
Returned

Bill returned from the Council without amendment.

BILLS (2)
Messages - Appropriations

Messages from the Governor received and read recommending appropriations for the
purposes of the following Bills -

1. Acts Amendment (Parliamentary Secretaries) Bill
2. Loan Bill

FINANCIAL INSTIT UTIONS DUTY AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [12.22 pm]: On behalf of the Minister for
Finance and Economic Development, I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This Bill amends the Financial Institutions Duty Act to bring into effect the only taxation
increase contained in the Budget. The race of financial institutions duty payable by financial
institutions will be increased from 3.5w per $100 to 60 per $100. Associated with that
increase is an increase in the maximum duty payable on a single deposit from $500 to
$1 200. That maximum amount corresponds to a single deposit of $2 million.
As was indicated by the Premier in her Budget speech, the broad based nature of the duty
ensures that the increase will not greatly affect individuals; -

Mr Blaikie: What a joke that is.
Mr PEARCE: - for example, a person depositing $20 000 over a year would have to pay
only an extra $5.
Mr Bradshaw: It is still another tax.
Mr PEARCE: It is not another tax. It is the same tax at a different rate.
Mr Bradshaw: lust a bit more of it.
Mr Clarko: The Duke of Wellington brought in income tax in the early 1820s and that was
only a temporary tax.
Mr PEARCE: I would not maust the Duke of Wellington because he was a conservative
Prime Minister. We cannot trust these conservatives.
Mr Shave: He would have been smart enough not to trust you, either.
Mr PEARCE: That may be, but he is dead; that goes to show which of us is the smarter.
These increases will bring Western Australia into line with New South Wales, Victoria and
Tasmania. New South Wales is a conservative State. We got the idea from Mr Creiner. The
new rate will be substantially below the l0 per $100 announced by South Australia. The
increases are to apply from 1 November this year and are expected to yield additional
revenue of $27 million in 1990-91 and $46 million in a full year.
The Bill also introduces a maximum limidt for any amount which is incorrectly deposited into
an exempt account. A person who contravenes the Act by incorrectly paying an amount into
an exempt account is liable to pay duty on the amount involved. But for this amendment, the
maximum duty limit would not apply in these circwnstances. I commend the Bill to the
House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Blaike.
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PAY-ROLL TAX AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

MR PEARCE (Arnadale - Leader of the House) (12.24 pm]: On behalf of the Minister for
Finance and Economidc Development, I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
Mr Blaikie: We will be sending a copy of this speech to Bishop Hollingworth. He will deal
with you.
Mr PEARCE: I have much admiration for Archbishop Hoilingworth as do many members
on this side of the House.
The provisions of this Bill are complementary to those in the Pay-roil Tax Assessment
Amendment Bill. The two Bills give effect to measures for payroll tax relief which were
announced in the Budget speech.
The effect of both Bills is a reduction in payroll tax liabilities for most taxpayers as a
consequence of a lift in the threshold levels at which the various payroll tax rates apply.
Perhaps the member could say that this is a tax taken off. More than 85 per cent of
employers liable for payroll tax will benefit from the Government's initiative at an estimated
cost of $3 million in 1990-91 and $7 million in a full year.
It is proposed to increase the exemnption threshold from $300 000 to $320 000. The level at
which the 3.95 per cent rate applies will increase from $1.2 million to $1.28 million. The
level for the 4.95 per cent rate will increase from $2 million to $2 133 333 while the level at
which the maximum rate of six per cent comes into effect wml increase from $2.5 million to
$2 666 667.
All these measures are intended to operate from 1 January 1991 and I commend the Bill to
the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Blaikie.

PAY-ROLL TAX ASSESSMENT AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [12.26 pm]:. On behalf of the Minister for
Finance and Economic Development, I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
Together with the Pay-Rol Tax Amendment Bill, this Bill will implement measures
announced in the Budget speech. Some employers who would otherwise have become liable
for payroll tax in 1990-91 will be relieved from that liability as a result of an increase in the
payroll exemption level from $300 000 to $320 000. The statutory weekly wage level at
which point an employer is [iable to register will increase from $5 770 to $6 154. A
corresponding increase from the current $1.2 million to $1.28 million in the upper limit for
an allowable deduction will reduce payroll tax liability for many employers. Indeed, more
than 85 per cent of employers liable for payroll tax will benefit from the Government's
initiatives. The new arrangements are to apply from I January 1991.
I should also explain that the proposal mentioned in the Budget speech for an amendmnent to
exempt wages paid to apprentices and trainees employed under approved group training
schemes will be included in a later eml. There are technical difficulties with the drafting of
this amendment which will require a little more time.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Blaikie.

HOUSING AGREEMENT (COMMONWEALTH AND STATE) BILL
Second Reading

MRS HENDERSON (Thomlie - Minister for Housing) [12.28 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time-
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The intent of this Bill is to ratify, the Commonwealth State Housing Agreement 1989 which
has been approved formally by the Pirime Minister and the Premier. The required enabling
legislation has been passed by the Federal Parliament and now needs to be ratified formally
by the Western Australian Parliament as the Housing Agreement (Commonwealth and State)
Bill. The agreement is deemed to have came into effect for the Commonwealth Governiment
on I July 1989. For Western Australia, it was 20 March 1990, the date the agreement was
signed by the Premier.
The objective of the agreement, which this Bill ratifies, is -

*... the provision by the States, with financial assistance from the Commonwealth, of
housing assistance for rental housing and for home purchase ...
... to ensure that every person in Australia has access to secure, adequate and
appropriate housing within their capacity to pay.

The objective is to be achieved by seeking to alleviate housing related poverty and providing
equitable delivery of housing assistance. This is guided by principles in two main areas:
First, in the area of general assistance to ensure that people's needs are the prime
consideration in delivering housing assistance; that there is to be equal choice of housing
programs; and, that the social benefit of previous public housing investment is maximnised.
Second, in the area of rental housing security of tenure is to be guaranteed subject to the
fulfilment of tenancy terms; public housing is to be developed as a viable and diversified
sector to reflect general community standards in catering for the needs of current and future
applicants; and assistance is to be coordinated with assistance provided to private tenants and
recognises the income support nature of housing assistance as well as its interrelationship to
other types of assistance under the Social Security Act 1947. States will be able to exercise
maximum autonomy in developing administrative arrangements necessary to achieve these
principles.
Financial assistance, by way of grants, will be provided for the 10 years ended 30 June 1999.
In the first year - just completed - Western Australia received $97.7 million in specific
housing assistance and untied assistance. An equal amount, at least, will be provided in each
of the next three years - forecast to be $99.98 million in 1990-91 and $102.2 million in
1991-92 - with any additional assistance determined by the Commonwealth Government.
For the remainder of the agreement, the amount of assistance provided will be determined by
the Commn~onwealth in a consultative process trough a joint officers group comprising
Commonwealth and State members.
The Commonwealth requires that housing assistance be handled through two separate
accounts - the rental capital account and the home purchase assistance account - which are to
be reported on annually by 30 November through an audited statement certified as correct by
the relevant State Minister. States are required to establish a rental capital account which
will receive the following funds -

(1) Untied assistance - a proportion of untied assistance as determined by the
Federal Minister - $22.88 million in the first year and 7.37 per cent of untied
allocations in years two and three.

(2) Specific housing assistance grants agreed between the State and
Commonwealth Governiments.

(3) Matching funds from the State, which in years two to four are to be an amount
equal to housing and untied assistance.

(4) Rental operation surpluses, proceeds of rental sales after 1 July 1989 and sales
of land acquired previous agreements.

(5) Unexpended moneys from previous years.
(6) Other moneys approved by the State and other funds as agreed between the

State and Commonwealth Governments.
T7hese funds are to be used for all aspects of rental housing supply from the acquisition of
land, through construction of infrastructure, housing and community facilities, to upgrading
of existing properties and urban renewal. Thtere is to be a general allowance of up to
25 per cent. This is an arrangement whereby the States are allowed to use some funds that
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the Commonwealth required to be used in rental operations in other programs that were
funded under previous agreements. The allowance is subject to a formula and provides up to
15 per cent of untied funds to be transferred to program under the home purchase assistance
account. It also subsidises non-capital arrangements to assist those in particular need and
provides funds for non-profit and charitable rental organisations which may need to be repaid
if the properties are sold or used for other than rental purposes.
The conditions covering the administration of rental housing have been tightened
considerably, especially in the areas of rent Ifixing and recovery of costs -

rents are to be applied to tenants in relation to their capacity to pay, including a
provision for charging market rents to those tenants whose capacity to pay is
sufficient;
market rents are to be phased in over three years or less, by agreement between the
Commonwealth and State;
rents are to be reviewed annually; and
operating expenses, real and notional interest charges, and depreciation are to be
recovered through die rental structure.

These arrangement are important in that they reflect the requirements of the Commonwealth
for greater accountability and efficiency in the use of public sector funding. The agreement
guarantees moneys in nominal tenrns for the first four years. Funding beyond this period is to
be negotiated triennially.
In line with Commonwealth requirements of accountability and efficiency, the State is
committed to larger amounts of matching funding. In addition the Commonwealth emphasis
on the provision of rental accommodation has foreshadowed the need for tighter conditions
of financial responsibility in rental operations during the life of the agreement. The State
Government supports these requiretments.
The home purchase assistance account receives funds from the Commonwealth as the
general allowance, as agreed by the Commonwealth Minister and the relevant State Minister.
It also receives moneys from the State in the course of home purchase program operations
and any other funds allocated to home purchase by the State. From the account may be paid
any principal or interest due on home purchase program borrowings as well as any program
management costs and outgoings.
It is a requirement of the agreement that the real value of HPA funids be maintained and that
15 per cent of general funds be credited annually. The agreement ensures that the use of
funds outside the agreement, such as State allocations for housing programs and the
mobilisation of private funds, through schemes such as Keystart, be maxirnised. The
agreement further provides that assistance and subsidy, where necessary, be given arn the
basis of need. The possibility of recouping subsidies is to be reviewed at least every three
years with the assessed capacity to pay indexed by a suitable indicator such as the consumer
price index. It fuirther provides that fuinding of HPA programs is to take into consideration
market conditions, schemes appropriate to need - including shared ownership and rental
purchase if necessary - and the necessity to provide fall back assistance. Finally, the
agreement provides that assistance may be given to public tenants and people eligible for
rental housing, with preference to be given to shared ownership schemes. These provisions
do not impose changes of the order of those required through the rental capital account. The
State Government, through Homeswest, has been upgrading home purchase programs on an
ongoing basis and is the equal of any State in term-s of scope and accessibility.
Other important provisions of this agreement include specific housing assistance in the areas
of -

rental housing assistance for pensioners and Aborigintals;
mortgage and rent relief;
crisis accommodation;
local government and community housing; and
other areas as agreed.
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Information is to be supplied to the Commonwealth Government by 30 November each year
on -

estimates of financial resources and program output;
revised estimates 'for the current year; and
final figures for the previous year.

Observance provisions in die agreement are that States are responsible for funds uinder this
agreement through designated responsible agencies where funds applied incorrectly are to be
repaid, where funds matched inadequately must be repaid and where amounts not repaid may
be deducted from allocations in later years.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Blaikie.

PROROGATION OF PARLIAMENT BILL
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from die Council; and, on motion by Mr Clarko, read a first time.

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED REVENUE FUND) BILL
Second Reading - Budget Debate

Debate resumed from 17 October.
MR MINSON (Gireenough - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.39 pm]: Having
exantined the Budget in its changed format I have been able to make some sense of it,
although not as much as I would like. The practice I had last year did not stand me in good
stead this year because the fonnat has changed. However the Treasurer has done a good job
in spreading the losses that have occurred over the last few years. I was a little disappointed
that more honesty was not forthcoming. I did look for the direction we need and I am afraid
I did not find what I was hoping to.
I will refer to those areas for which [ have responsibility on behalf of the Liberal Party and I
commuence with health. Health is one of those unfortunate areas for which the State
Government receives funding from the Federal Government and it collects revenue from the
State Government, but the State is the primary deliverer of that service. It is one of the
things which makes me wish that we did not have a Federal Government. I guess the
centralists would say they would like to do away with State Governments. However, my
view is the opposite and I wish that both the revenue collecting and the funding on this issue
were all State based. I think we would do a better job. Let us consider what is happening in
the health scheme, which is a very special part of the Budget not only because it affects
people in an emotionally and physically important way, but also because it is subject to
inflation which is far beyond that which one encounters at the local -supermarket.
Unfortunately, successive Governments across Australia have tried to create the impression
that by keeping up health spending or keeping within the bounds of a nominal rate of
inflation they are keeping pace and maintaining services. Unfortunately, that is not the case.
The inflation rate in the health area is probably at least double that of other sectors of the
community. There are a number of reasons for that, technology being among those reasons.
It is a very expensive item as we all know, particularly in view of the fact that so much
technology is imported. Of course, the people who operate that technology require
considerable training and, therefore, they command salaries and incomes far beyond that
which average people do.
Many improvements have been made in services unrelated to technologies. That is
particularly true in the therapies, such as speech therapy, physiotherapy and rehabilitation
therapy. These things were only touched on a few years ago but have now developed into a
precise science, and they require highly trained personnel for delivery. Consequently, that
has added a dimension of cost to health delivery which has helped to push up dhe raze of
inflation in that area. I suggest to the House that we need to keep pace with real spending on
healt. We need to inject an increase of between 15 per cent and 20 per cent every year.
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Anyone who has been reading the newspapers, listening to radio and so on in the last year
will be well aware of many of the shortcomings of the health delivery system across
Australia, particularly in this State. Therefore, I will not head off into a shopping list.
However, I will mention two or three things which have occurred in the last 12 months in
Western Australia.
Outpatient clinics have closed daily or half daily sessions in the metropolitan public
hospitals, an 18-bed ward has been closed in Fremantle, and wards have been closed in other
hospitals in the country, including Bunbury and Geraldton Hospitals. I am aware that the
services in Geraldton have largely been restored, but I understand that the cuts made in the
Bunbury and Fremantle Hospitals have not been restored.
Another thing that has occurred, and I have seen no Press reports on this subject, is a
reduction in the carrying of stocks of medical supplies in hospitals. This is causing
enormous problems. I have had contact with several suppliers in the last few months who
have inonned me that whereas in the past hospitals carried one to two months' stock - and
sometimes as much as thre months' stock - of medical items, they have reached the point as
a cost saving exercise of not carrying stock hut of keeping only one week's supply on hand.
I was recently contacted by one supplier who told me that certain high cost items were not
being carried by hospitals at all, even though they were essential itemns. I point out to the
House the risks involved in hospitals not carrying that stock and the ramifications of it. If
hospitals do not carry stock and rely on suppliers to carry it, they must understand that the
suppliers will want a much bigger margin - for several reasons. Firstly, some risk is involved
in carrying a stock item, in that a competitor may produce a better item and the user may
change to that new line and decide not to continue using the item the supplier has in stock. If
a supplier in good faith decides to carry two to three months' supply of an expensive
imported item in stock and then finds the stock cannot be moved because the policy of the
Health Department has changed, that supplier will be left with stock for which he has no use
at all. The Opposition has been contacted by people carrying $20 000 wdrth of a stock item,
and they are not very happy with that situation.
Secondly, if suppliers are expected to carr stocks, especially of expensive items, in large
quantities, an interest rate component must be built into the price paid by hospitals. The end
result will be that the price hospitals must pay - and ultimately the public purse in the case of
the Health Department - will eventually be higher. Even though the Health Department will
save money by not keeping an item in stock, in the long run it will eventually lose more.
I briefly consider the results of some of the occurrences I have just outlined. One of the
results is that people have been sent home from hospital after having booked i for elective
surgery. While some operations may be called elective, that does not necessarily mean that
they are nor connected with pain relief. Many operations on the elective surgery list involve
dhe relief of longstanding pain which causes considerable discomfort to the people involved.
People booked in for elective surgery have been sent home on numerous occasions from
hospitals around the State, both in the metropolitan area and in my home town of Geraldion.
The waiting lists for elective surgery have grown. Once again, I wil not provide a shopping
list because the problems are too numerous to mention. Anyone interested in the subject can
consult the Press of the last year or so. One example of the length of hospital waiting lists
relates to the Bentley Hospital, where the physiotherapy department has a waiting list of five
to six weeks. Hip operations are being postponed, and the waiting list for cataract operations
is more than 12 months. That is unacceptable.
I have received from all over the Stare complaints about the patients assisted travel scheme,
but particularly from the Geraldton and Karratha areas. Although I understand that it is very
difficult to get specialists to go to these areas, the stage has been reached at which it is
costing too much to continue the PAT schemne in its present form. The Government should
pull. out the stops to try to provide the specialist services that are so urgently required in those
country areas. That must be addressed. The hospital wakting lists have been growing and I
suggest this is an inappropriate way of controlling health expenditure.
That is the coward's answer. Although it will work, it is inappropriate to try to ration health
services in this way. It is time for this Government, and Governiments right across Australia,
to stop the pretence. They must acknowledge that real costs have increased way beyond that
of inflation and that keeping their Health budget increases within a nominal inflation rate is
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inappropriate. Services are declining and waiting lists and rationing are occurring; that is no
answer to the problem. As a result of policies across Australia, an increasing percentage of
people are relying on public hospital health services.
Private hospitals have a much greater capacity than that being used at present. State
Governments, particularly this one, must publicly bucket the Federal Government for
steadfastly refusing to do anything about this situation. It is time that we admitted that the
availability of care is diminishing and that the wheels are falling off the health trolley.
I will quote now from an article which appeared in the Sunday Times recently under the
heading "Health Dept 'shambles': union" -

Health Department management and policy is a shambles after half the top executives
left last month, according to union and health employees.

This is the Civil Service Association speaking. The article continues -

Major concerns were:
Management: Three of the six Health Department chiefs left in September. One was
ordered out suddenly.

Then, later -
Costs: Moves to redeploy staff will probably cost more, not less, say critics.

That is a significant statement to which I shall refer shortly. There will be a third cost;
namely, a loss of experience. We will see people like Dr Rex Joyner lost. He recently told
his staff that his job will be abolished along with those of three other Perth hospital chiefs.
What has this Government done in an attempt to address this situation? It has done very
little in the Budget. There are increases here and cuts there. Some other attempts made to
fix the problem were sensible and some were not. The first was to increase the tendency
towards day surgery, which is commendable. That is something that must be followed up
because the old method of putting people in hospital at 4.00 pmn the day before an operation
and keeping them in hospital for a week after a minor operation has gone. That is a luxury
our society can no longer afford. However, the Government has also closed outpatient
clinics for days or half days. That is no answer to the problem. It has rationalised the staff. I
have no argument with staff rationalisation provided it is done in the right place.
The Program Statements document shows that full time equivalents will fall in 1990-91 from
24 127 to 23 896. Even so, the cost of meeting their salaries will increase by nearly
5.5 per cent. Admittedly that is below the inflation rate, but in the face of dwindling staff
numbers that is cold comfort. I will ask questions about that during the Commnittee stage.
How many of this reduced number of full time equivalents will come from the nursing
profession? What effect will those declining numbers of qualified murses have on the overall
standard of health services in this State? We must be careful not to make cuts at the primary
caregiver level. It is all right to make those cuts at the administrative level where arguably
they can be sustained.
We have seen of late the Government's much vaunted policy of regionalisation, not only in
the country but now also in the city. We have seen this happen particularly in the maid-west
of the State. It is not particularly satisfactory at the moment. I have not heard any good
reports about the effect of that regionalisation. Rumours are rife in country areas of hospitals
closing due to this policy of regionalisation. I serve notice on this Government that if it
intends to close country hospitals it can brace itself for a fight from both Opposition panties.
I think the member for Collie would agree with that.
Dr Turnbull. Yes, for sure.
Mr MINSON: I note with interest that the Government wishes to split the metropolitan area
into three health regions. Interestingly enough, the Shenton Park hospital annexe is supposed
to be connected to the Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital. [ question that move on two grounds.
Firstly, there is a close liaison and good working arrangement between Royal Perth Hospital
and Shenton Park annexe. Having talked with many of the staff at both institutions I know
they are not happy about this suggestion. If anything, I would say that the Shenton Park
annexe could be made autonomous rather than be connected to another hospital, because to
connect it to the Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital would involve considerable expense in trying
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to rt-establish the sorts of ties that it presently has with Royal Perth Hospital. In addition, a
rehabilitation unit has already been set up in the Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital. To attach the
Shenton Park annexe to the Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital will simply duplicate services.
There has been much talk of eliminating hospital boards. I sin strongly against such a move.
I do not think there will be a cost saving in doing that because most, if not all, boards are
voluntary. They perform work that is an essential function, as they make hospitals
responsive to community needs. It would be a tragedy to lose that broad input those boards
give. The New South Wales example has been mentioned. However, I have checked that
situation and know that there have been some successes but also some failures. Sydney is
about three times the size of Perth, and while it may be appropriate to regionalise that city I
do not believe that Perth is big enough to be regionalised. We can make cuts in other areas
that are far more appropriate than splitting the metropolitan area into three sub areas.
We need to decrease administration costs and to continue the trend to increased day surgery.
We need to increase domiciliary care so that people can be out of hospital and back into their
homes as quickly as possible. That ought to be ant incentive for caregivers to stay at home
rather than to go to work and leave an invalid relative or spouse in hospital. Certainly it
would pay society far better to pay a caregiver who is a relative not to work rather than to
have the ill person hospitalised at four to six times the cost. It is important that we go public
on this problem of Medicare. There is ample evidence that the ideological dream of
Medicare has failed.
In the latest edition of the IPA Review an article appeared under the heading "Our Health
Problems: Cause and Cure". I know that some people do not particularly like the
IPA Review. The article states that Medicare needs radical surgery.
Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Donovan), I seek leave to continue my remarks at a later stage of this
day's sitting, acknowledging that iff1 am not back from the function I will be attending I will
forfeit my right to continue.
[Leave granted for speech to be continued.J

Sitting suspended from 1.02 to 2.00 pm

[Questions without notice taken.J

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - BY TH~E DEPUTY PREMIER
Governmentr Investmenm Involvement

MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Deputy Premier) (2.30 pm] - by leave: My ministerial
statement relates to actions arising from the Government's involvement in investment
decisions. When the Premier took office just over eight months ago she promised to restore
trust, openness and confidence in govemnment. When the McCusker report was presented,
the Premnier undertook that the Government would take whatever steps were necessary to
ensure that the very serious mistakes of the past could never be repeated.
The Government has been actively involved in -

Firstly, ensuring wrongdoers are brought to justice;
secondly, finding out where taxpayers' mone y has gone;
thirdly, doing whatever can be done to get the money back; and,
fintally, ensuring that the mistakes of the past never happen again.

As part of this process, the Government this week announced sweeping changes to the
structure and operations of the Stare Government Insurance Commission and State
Government Insurance Office. These axe aimed at reinforcing public confidence in those
bodies and ensuring the independence of their investment processes. The decision to
corporatise the SOIC and 5010 will establish them on a fully commercial basis and place
their day to day operations at aim's length from Government. This is consistent with reforms
introduced in New South Wales and Queensland and at the federal level, and is an important
element of microeconomic reform in the public sector.
The decision is also consistent with the Government's view that Government owned business
operations should operate on a fuly commercial basis - a view that has been reflected in
A7807 1-13
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similar changes announced previously for the R & I Bank. The main benefits of
corporatising include -

Clarification of the goals and commercial objectives of the SOIC;
full accountability of board members;
removal of the Government's capacity to influence individual investment decisions of
the board; and
establishment of annual performance targets, rate s of retuxn and dividend policies.

Under corporatisacion the commission will be judged solely on the performance of its
insurance operations and investments for which it will be fully responsible. The Government
will immediately seek expressions of interest from qualified national and international firms
to conduct a comprehensive review. of the SOIC 's operations, structures and management
and to recommend a program for the full corporatisation of the agency. This approach will
embody steps already under way to amend the SGIC legislation to improve the public
accountability of its investment procedures. Corporatisation will remove any suggestion of
Government influence, on the SGIC's investments and will ensure that the serious mistakes
of the past never occur again.

The Government will also take appropriate steps to reinforce the integrity and independence
of investment decisions by the Government Employees Superannuation Board. It is essential
that its investment decisions be placed on a completely commercial footing and that its board
members be fully accountable.

Mr Speaker, as the Premier said in her ministerial statement on the McCusker report there
was a lack of prudence and proper scrutiny by the Governiment and its statutory authorities in
committing funds to Rothwells. The Government has made further inquiries in relation to a
number of the investment decisions referred to by Mr McCusker in his report.

At my request, the Chairman of the State Government Insurance Commission, Mr Wyvern
Rees, has reported on his understanding of the nature and purpose of a mnber of
investments and decisions since October 1987. In line with the Government's commuitment
to reveal the facts about these matters, I will table Mr Rees' report to enable full public
scmutiny of its contents.

The report indicates the approach taken to a number of investment and financial transactions
by the State Government Insurance Commission which have been the subject of public
comnment since October 1987. The report points out that major investments were introduced
to the State Government Insurance Commnission by commissioners who were senior
Government officers. The report also says the board then made decisions based on
information which included independent valuations of the proposed investment and outside
advice on its validity. The report states that in relation to a number of investments the SOIC
was unaware that the funds deposited by it would be on-lent to Rothwells.
Mr Speaker, the report points to unacceptable involvement in the SGIC 's investment
processes by those in Government who were concerned with the SGIC at the time. It appears
from the report that while there were no ministerial directions made under the State
Government Insurance Commission Act requiring the commission to consider investment
proposals, those in Government involved with SGIC investment decisions sought to ensure
that funds committed by the SGIC were available to maintain the liquidity of Rothwells.
Although the circumstances at the time were unique, because there was systematic
concealment of Rothwells true position, decisions to commnit funds to Rothwells were serious
mistakes.

The chairman's report indicates that investment procedure changes already implemented by
the board over the last two years will prevent investments and approaches of this nature
being repeated. However, the Government is determined to go fuarther to guarantee the
independence of the investment decisions of the SGIC. As I have already indicated, steps
will be taken to corporatise the SCIC.

In addition, in line with the commnitment by the Premier when tabling the McCusker report to
ensure that any further information would be referred to the appropriate authorities, the
Government will refer the report by the Chairman of the SCIC to both the Solicitor General
and the Auditor General for their consideration and recommendations to Government.
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In relation to the $30.5 million deposit with Spedley Securities Ltd, to which the report refers
and which has been the subject of media comment, I am separately advised by the chairman
that the SOIC made independent commercial assessments of the credit worthiness of Spedley
Securities. A specific question has been raised as to whether or no: the SOIC might
successfully lodge a claim in the liquidation of Rothwells Ltd in connection with the deposit
with Spedleys. The SOIC and the Government have received separate legal advice on this
matter. This advice indicates that the SGIC could no: claim in the winding up of Rothwells
in respect of die $30.5 million deposited with Spedley Securities. I am advised that the SGIC
is still considering other legal action against Spedley Securities Limited (In liquidation) for
debts outstanding.
Mr Speaker, I also wish to report on separate matters concerning the GESB. As the Premier
indicated when tabling the McCusker report, any further relevant information would be
referred to the appropriate authorities. In line with this Government's comnmitment to
openness and accountability I will now detail these matters relating to the GESB and indicate
action which I have taken.
As members would be aware, a number of concerns have been raised about the GESB's
involvement in the Central Park and Westralia Square developments. Arising out of those
concerns I sought advice from the GESB. I have now been advised that, although it was
never exercised, a put option signed in relation to the Central Park development was not
disclosed as a contingent liability in GESB's annual accounts. In addition, I am advised that
details of the put option were not appropriately noted in the GES board seal register or the
board's minutes. Immediately upon being made aware of these matters I arranged for them
to be referred to the Auditor General, and subsequently to the Solicitor General. I now
propose to ask the Auditor General to further review all GESB investments taken at that time
to ensure there were no other similar omissions. In line with the Government's commitment
to accountability, the Auditor General will report directly to Parliament on these matters. I
wish to stress that the Government has taken all appropriate steps to ensure that the relevant
authorities have been informed of these matters.
There is also a notice of motion on the Legislative Assembly Notice Paper asking ine to table
further documents in relation to transactions between the State Govertnent Insurance
Commission, Spedley Securities and Rothwells Ltd. I have been informed by the SGIC that
its legal advice is that because these documents relate to current civil litigation, and their
release may prejudice the State's interests, they are unable to be tabled at this time.
However, when that obstacle is removed, they will be tabled.
Mr Speaker, I would like to make clear to the House the Government's attitude to the matters
raised today. The Government is committed to ensuring that all the facts are on the table.
We believe the people of Western Australia have a right to know what happened and we
again assure them that this Government will vigorously pursue these matters. I stress that the
Governmaent views these matters as very serious mistakes. They represent part of an
unfortuate period which has already been the subject of public examination and which will
never occur again. I emphasise that the information provided today arises out of reports
called for by the Government and which die Government has tabled to ensure that all the
information is in the public arena. The information provided today is based on inquiries by
the Government which go well beyond that sought by the media and the Parliament. I also
stress that the Government has taken immediate action to ensure that matters are referred to
the appropriate authorities in line with the commnitment we gave when tabling the McCusker
report. The actions taken to date by the Government demonstrate its commitment to
forcefully address the issues raised by Government involvement in business investment
activities. At the same time, the major economic challenges currently faced by this State
demand that the Government and the Parliament get on with the job of governing in the best
interests of the State. That is what we will do.
Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Donovan) [ table the following reports -

Report to the Deputy Premier on State Government Insurance Commission
investments and financial transactions;
Agreement between GESH and Esjay Shelf Company Pty Ltd; and
Deed of guarantee between Consolidated Press Holdings and others and SGIC and
others.
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[See papers Nos 609, 609A and 609B.]
MR MacKIN NON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) [2.42 pm]: It is clear from the
statement made by the Deputy Premier today that it is business as usual in the State of
corruption, cover-up and concealment. It is also quite clear that in the Premier and the
Deputy Premier we have clones of their predecessors - clones of Burke and clones of
Dowding. What we have is a report, interestingly enough dated 27 September, which the
Government has desperately tried to conceal for some time, but which eventually it released
today. The report confirms what the Opposition has been saying for some time - that we
have a Government which has been involved directly in arranging funds to go from the State
Government Insurance Commission to high risk investments in which the funds were lost. It
occurred at a time when we know, from the MeCusker report, that the Government knew ful
well that there was a "big hole" in Rothwells and the money would almost certainly be lost.
In spite of claims to the contrary, reinforced today by the Deputy Premier and this report, the
Government knew all along the extent of the risk involved, as did Mr Wyvem Rees, the
author of the report to which I am referring. What an example of hypocrisy - the man
involved was asked to report to the Parliament about his own propriety! Do members
opposite think he will incriminate himself - they must think we camne down in the last
shower? The man who was overseeing the SOIC at the time of those investments was none
other than Mr Ollie Rees. Who has been asked to head the review panel into the new
arrangements? It is Mr Rees. Even John Elliott was moved aside at Elders when he was
responsible for bad decision-making. What do we now have? We have Mr Rees in charge of
the review. No-one, as a result of this report, has been brought to account as a consequence
of this disgraceful and shameful period in the history of Western Australia.
We now have astounding revelations that the Government Employees Superannuation Board
deliberately withheld information about accounts and reports from the people of Western
Australia, yet still no inquiry is to be held into why all this occurred or who was responsible
for what occurred. We have heard from the Deputy Premier that mistakes have been made
and that terrible things happened, but is an inquiry to be conducted to find out who was
responsible and why this occurred? No, not at all. I will quote from the statement made by
the Deputy Premier to illustrate the facts. He said -

The report points out that major investments were introduced to the State
Government Insurance Comnmission by commissioners who were senior Government
officers. The report also says the board then made decisions based on information
which included independent valuations of the proposed investment and outside advice
on its validity.

In the same report a letter was tabled from the former Deputy Premier, David Parker, dated
11 August 1988. At that time he knew and McCusker confirmed that everybody knew that
Rothwells and Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd were big black holes in the ground into
which money would be poured. The then Deputy Premier asked in a letter for a $5 million
advance to PICL. That is all the SGIC board needed to extend an advance of $5 million!
Was this decision made on information which included an independent valuation on the
proposed investment and outside advice on its validity? No, it was not. All Mr Rees and hi
colleagues needed was a letter from the then Deputy Premier, and $5 million of the SOIC
funds went down that great big black hole in the ground when it was known that the money
would never be recovered. Therefore, another comment made by the Deputy Premier in his
statement to this House today is patently and clearly wrong. He said -

'The report states that in relation to a number of investments the SGIC was unaware
that the funds deposited by it would be on-lent to Rothwells.

Let us now consider what Mr Rees said on page 8 of his report -

According to the McCusker Report, an amount of $4 million deposited by the SCIC
with Spedley Securities on 31 August 1988 was matched by the deposit with Spedley
Securities with Rothwells of a like amount on the same day. So far as the Chairman
of the SGIC can recall -

He is the man who wrote the report. To continue -

- the deposit was again solicited by Mr. Kevin Edwards, -

He was the head of the Mintistry of the Premier and Cabinet. To continue -
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- on the basis that it would be of indirect benefit to Rothwells.

What the hell did Mr Rees think it would do if it was of indirect benefit? Did he say, "We
will give them the money and it will be an indirect benefit?" H-ow was it to be of indirect
benefit? Mr Rees knew full well that the indirect benefit was deposited into Rothwells. How
else could it be of direct or indirect benefit to Rothwells? Does the Chairman of the SOIC
expect us to believe that Kevin Edwards said that and he accepted it? Worse still and even
more incriminating the report stares -

The Chairman of the SGIC spoke to the Deputy Premier about the deposit in order to
ascertain whether the Deputy Premier was aware that the deposit had been solicited
by Mr. Edwards, -

Do members think that the Chairman of the SCIC said to the then Deputy Premier, David
Parker, "Well, it has to have some indirect benefit, I think, to Rothwells - do you know
anything about that?" The report goes on to say, "whether the Deputy Premier approved of it
being made". Of course he did because he was part and parcel of the deal to put it together.
The Deputy Premier's approval of the deposit was given, surprise, surprise! The second
point made by the Deputy Premier was wrong when he stated -

The report states that in relation to a number of investments the SGIC was unaware -

It was not unaware; it was involved -

that the funds deposited by it would be on-lent to Rothwells.

The Deputy Premier is condemned out of his own mouth. He said that the report points to
unacceptable involvement in the SOWC's investment processes by those in Government who
were concerned with the SCIC at the time. What was the unacceptable involvement? The
Deputy Premier is too busy talking to the Minister for the Environment about mining in
Mimdijong to answer. What was the unacceptable involvement? The Deputy Premier will
not answer the question. By who in Government, Mr Deputy Premier?

Mr Taylor: Read the report.

Mr MacKINNON: The report does nor talk about unacceptable behaviour; the Deputy
Premier talks about that, but will not specify it. We should have that information. By whom
in Government? The Deputy Premier referred to the Government Employees
Superannuation Hoard, another scandal. I repeat his words -

I have now been advised that, although it was never exercised, a put option signed in
relation to the Central Park development was not disclosed as a contingent liability in
the GESB's annual accounts. In addition, I am advised that details of the put option
were not appropriately noted in the 025 Board seal register or the board's minutes.

That is an astounding revelation. What did the Deputy Premier say about who was involved?
Who was involved in that, Mr Deputy Premier?
Mr Taylor: If you look at the papers I have tabled you will find out for yourself.
Mr MacKRNNON: They do not say.

Mr Taylor: If you use a bit of commonsense, you will find out.

Mr MacICINNON: It does not say who was responsible for that.

Mr Taylor: It is in the tabled papers.

Mr MacKINJNON: It does not say who was responsible. It does not say why it occurred. It
does not say who found out about it. Who found out about it? It was the Opposition
pursuing the Government, embarrassing it at the end of the day and forcing out the issue.

Mr Taylor: I found out about it - I was advised about it.

Mr Court: We told you about it two weeks ago.

Mr MacKINNON: Exactly. That is who found out about it. Let us look at what we now
know about the involvement of Mr Lloyd and Mr Edwards, as the report quotes them
extensively. The report states at page 7 -

The State Government had procured the appointment of Mr. Tony Uloyd, the
Assistant Under Treasurer, to the restructured Rothwells board as its Managing
Director in 1987.
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We know he was a close confidante and friend of fanner Premier Brian Burke and was
appointed to the position as a political appointee and a clear member of the ALP. The report
continues later on that page -

In addition, regular reports were made to the board of the SGIC which included
Mr. Kevin Edwards, who was then Chief Executive of the Department of Premier &
Cabinet.

The people doing the wheeling and dealing, according to Mr Rees in his report, were none
other than the right hand men of the Premier and the Government of the day. We then heard
an astounding revelation and admission by the Deputy Premier in his statement when he
said -

Mr Speaker, as the Premier said in her ministerial statement on the McCusker report,
there was a lack of prudence and proper scrutiny by the Government and its statutory
authorities in committing funds to Rothweils.

How many Ministers presently sit in either House of this Parliament who were members of
the Government at that time? The answer is 13 - 13 members either opposite or in the other
House were members of the Government that did not exercise, in the Deputy Premier's
words, "prudence and proper scrutiny" when committing funds to Rothwells!

The Premier and the Deputy Premnier were pant of that Government and they sat in Cabinet;
and in this Parliament they defended the Government against the attacks that we mounted
time and again pointing out these matters. I remember this well because I asked some of the
questions related to whether moneys were going directly or indirectly through Spedleys to
Rothwells. The answer was no.

Mr Taylor: You never asked me that question.

Mr MacKINNON: Members opposite sat ther and defended the situation and now expect
the Opposition to sit here and cop a statement that says, "It was a mistake. We were wrong
and the Government of which we were a part did not exercise prudence and proper scrutiny,"
as a washing of the soul - "I have cleansed my soul. I have admitted there was a mistake. It
is now all OK." It is not OK and plenty of questions remain unanswered.

This report again shows that the tip of the iceberg is getting larger, but what remains under
the waterline is still a helluva lot more intricate and involved than anything we have seen to
date. Bear in mind that this report was not made available voluntarily today; the Government
did not have a rush of conscience saying, "We want to be honest and accountable." So why
is thLis statement here? It is here because "The 7.30 Report" revealed documents that the
Government had to respond to. The Deputy Premier went on television and said, "I will look
into it." He has looked into it, all right! Did he do that voluntarily?

Mr Taylor: Yes.

Mr MacKINNON: Did he do it because there was a great pang of conscience?

Mr Taylor: Yes.

Mr MacKINNON: Did he do it because of this new found commitment to honesty? Was it
because his Premier could not sleep straight in bed that he came in here and said, "I want to
disclose the Government's soul to the world"? No, the report is here because "The 7.30
Report" dragged the Government in here screaming to answer its allegations and it is here
because this Opposition revealed information about the Government Employees
Superannuation Board which forced the Government to reveal these things. It is as it has
always been with this Government under Burke, Dowding and now Premier Lawrence - the
truth never comes out voluntarily but has to be extracted, just like my colleague the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition used to have to extract teeth from his unfortunate patients.

I will list a few of the remaining unanswered questions. I predict that the truth will
eventually come out. Who was responsible for directing funds into United Credit that then
went to Rothwells? Was that just a coincidence, another example of Lloyd and Edwards
rocking up to the board and saying, "We need a bit of money. Can we have some today?"
Did Mr Rees then ring the Deputy Premier and ask, "Do you know about this?" Did he think
there was some benefit to Rothwells in it?

Mr Taylor: So far as I am aware, United Credit lost nothing in Rothwells, nothing at all.
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Mr MacKIN4NON: I did not say it did. I asked who was involved in funnelling money into
Rothwells through United Credit?
Mr Shave: And why.

Mr MacINNON: Yes, and why? We have made the claim over and over again which has
been denied by this Government over and over again but which has now proved to be a fact.
Who was responsible for Treasury giving $50 million to the Government Employees
Superannuation Board in January and February 1988 that then went directly into Rothwells
and is now the subject of a dispute? Will the Deputy Premnier release all the information
about that?

M Taylor: Ask for it.

Mr MacKIhJNON: Thirdly, why does Mr Rees remain in his position?

Mr Taylor Mr Rees is in a position to assist me with the corporatisation process and, as he
pointed out this week, and some weeks ago, at the conclusion of that process he will review
his position, and I will be part of that review.

Mr Trenorden: "He will review his position"!I
Mr MacKIN1NON: Who is running the Government of Western Australia?

Mr Court: He has something on ten.

Mr MacKINNON: Is it not astounding that a man who has presided over a corporation
which has lost all this money admitted that he knew what was going on? The Deputy
Premier says he can make up his own mind when he comes and goes. I bet he knows
something pretty important, if that is the case. The revelation is astounding. Why is it that
we have to continue to drag out this information bit by bit? The Deputy Premier said thene
has been a public inquiry into this affair. That is another blatant untruth. There has been no
inquiry, public or otherwise, into the SOIC and there should have been. This report
underlines the need for the special Royal Conmmission I have talked about. In Victoria, Joan
EKrner has a Royal Commission. All we know about there is monumental incompetence. in
Western Australia it is Government involvement and cover up.

STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION - MOTION
WA Inc - Government Cover Up

On motion without notice by Mr Lewis, resolved with an absolute majority -

That so much of the Standing Orders be suspended As is necessary to enable
consideration forthwith of the following motion -

That this House -

(1) is appalled at the continued Government cover up of its activities in its
WA INC dealings and condemns the Government's involvement in the
operations of the SGIC and GESH as outlined in the Report to the
Deputy Premier on the SGIC investments and financial transactions
and appended attachments as tabled; and

(2) calls on the Government to implement a Royal Commission with the
proper Terms of Reference that will enable the full truth to be exposed
and those responsible brought to justice.

MOTION - WA INC

Government Cover Up - Royal Commission
MR LEWIS (Applecross) [3.04 pmn]: I move -

That this House -

(1) is appalled at the continued Government cover up of its activities in its
WA INC dealings and condemns the Government's involvement in the
operations of the SGIC and GESS as outlined in the Report to the Deputy
Premier on the SGIC investments and financial transactions and appended
attachments as tabled; and
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(2) calls on the Government to implement a Royal Commission with the proper
Terms of Reference that will enable the full truth to be exposed and those
responsible brought to justice.

What we have heard today from the Deputy Premier is yet another excuse from the
Government. It has been dragged screaming to the chopping block. The Government has
tried to sweep this mailer under the carpet. It has hoped that the trouble will go away, but it
will not; it will continue to come to the top of the mess that it is. There have been months of
prevarication from the Government. The Government has hoped that the Opposition's attack
will abate, but it will not. It has hoped that the media calls will abate and the calls from the
public of Western Australia will go away. The fact is that those calls will not go away until
this Government faces up to the issue and institutes a fully independent Royal Commission
with proper terms of reference to investigate this whole sorry, improper saga in the
administration of Western Australia over the past three or four years.

What has happened this afternoon is another of the Government's smart tricks. It announced
to the Press on Monday that it would bring this statement of Mr Rees to this Parliament. It is
interesting to note that this report was written on 27 September; that is, three weeks ago. The
Government has been trying to contrive a way in which to release this report with the least
possible downside. It was going to do it on Tuesday, but that did not suit the Government. It
knew that the Opposition had a motion calling for the tabling of all relevant papers
concerned with these dealings. The Government thought the Opposition would debate that
on Wednesday, private members' day; it thought it would be smart and gazunip us.
However, the Goverrnent was too smart because the Opposition had no intention of
bringing on that motion because we knew exactly what was the Government's intention. The
Government ended up being embarrassed. It has come here at 2.30 pmn on this the last sitting
day of this week, which gives barely two hours for the Opposition to canvass and debate this
very serious matter.

The Premier talks about acceptable standards, and how one should respect the institution of
Parliament, yet she allows her Government and her Deputy Premier to come into this
Parliament and treat it with contempt. She allows him to make a statement, and then she
expects the matter to go away. The Government expects us all to go home for the weekend
and not to worry about it. I am sorry, but we in the Opposition are not prepared to accept
that. Although my time is extremely limited, we are prepared this afternoon to debate the
report to the best of our ability. I suppose we should ask how many more mistakes the
Premier will allow to be admitted. How many more times will she or her Deputy Premier
have to get up and have dragged out of them the terrible misdeeds of this Labor
Administration since 1987?
Let us quickly reflect the $150 million guarantee - a serious mistake. The secret of colluded
activities, of pouring more and more money into Rothwells - another serious mistake. The
ministerial directions to the R & I Bank - another serious mistake. Ministerial directions to
the State Energy Commnission of Westemn Australia - another serious mistake. The great
scam, Australia's scam of the century, the confidence trick of the century, the petrochemical
deal - another serious mistake. How many more serious mistakes will this Government have
to be dragged into this Chamber to admit? For how long must we put up with this? That is
the question for the Government to answer. The purchase of the Bell shares, the purchase of
the Bell convertible notes, the deal with Bond Corporation for the guarantee for the
underwriting of those shares, the property purchases of Bell or Holmes a Court interests in
the Terrace, the BHIP share purchases, the Anderson-Packer property purchases - all with
strings attached.

All that required or was contingent on the infusion of hundreds of millions of dollars to
Rothwells. Those deals were not done for the good of the Government Employees
Superannuation Board or the State Government Insurance Commission but solely for the
contrived and colluded purpose of infusing more and more money into Rothwells, which was
insolvent. Members opposite - and this is the terrible thing - knew Rothwells was insolvent
and tried to prop it up until it came to the point that it bled to death. It had not a single
skerrick of nourishment left in it. Even though the Government poured $400 million into it,
there was nothing left in the body of Rothwells that would allow it to stand up. and
eventually it crumbled under its own deceit. The Government should be absolutely ashamed
of its performance and the continuing cover-up over which it has presided for the past three
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years. How many times have we in the Opposition sat here and been abused time and time
again by Burke, by Bryce, by Dowding, by Parker, by Grill, and by all those other members
opposite who said the things we were saying were not true? Members opposite should tell
me one thing to do with WA Inc that we in the Opposition said that was not true. Members
opposite cannot tell me. Every single thing we said was the truth.

I am constantly amazed chat this Government says, "We have made serious mistakes, but let
us forget about those mistakes. Let us get on with Government. Do not worry about people
who have plundered the Treasury in this State. Let us not investigate whether there was
collusion, or corruption, or bribery. It is quite normal for a Government to allow
$500 million to be plundered from the Treasury. You do not have to investigate these sorts
of things. Let us get on with the job. No-one is responsible for these dastardly things. Let
us just forget about it." However, what you and the Government must understand, Mr Acting
Speaker -
Mr Grill: What a gallery crawl!

Mr LEWIS: The member for Eyre should not talk - he is a most shameful person still here.
If he had any honour in his body he would have resigned froin the Parliament.

Withdrawal of Remark

Mr GRILL: I would ask for those most unparliamentary comments to be withdrawn.

Mr Lewis: What unparliamentary comments?

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Donovan): Order! I must confess that I was seeking advice
from the Clerk, but I know the member concerned will use his usual good judgment to
withdraw those remarks which he feels should in fact be withdrawn.

Mr MacKINNON: I listened to the debate and I did not hear any unacceptable remarks being
made. In terms of the request for the withdrawal of the remarks, we need to be specific about
the allegations made and the comments to be withdrawn for guidance with respect to further
debate on this matter; because certainly 1, in my participation, will be using the selfsame
Comments.

Mr BLAJIKJE: It has been the precedent and practice in the past that, where a member takes
offence at certain words, he indicates to the Chair and the House the words he believes have
offended him. I suggest that is what the member needs to do.

The ACTING SPEAKER: That is how I had intended to address the situation. I was hoping
chat we would be able to leave it to the general good judgment of the member for Applecross.
The Leader of the Opposition has also insisted that that ought be the consequence. That
being the case, I ask the member for Eyre to remind the House of those words to which he
objected and in that way, of course, it will be very difficult for them to be excluded from
Hansard.

Mr GRILL: I cannot repeat verbatim, but the words used were "shameful conduct" and
"dastardly conduct".

Several members interjected.

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!

Mr GRILL: I believe they were unparliamentary.

Several members interjected.

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The member for Eyre should resume his seat and recall
his memory- Members, I am not going to accept that, and the Speaker, in my place, would
not accept that. We have a situation in which a member of this place has objected to words
alleged to have been offered by the member on his feet. At the time the person in the Chair -
namely, me - was consulting the Clerk, which meant I could not hear those words exactly.
The Leader of the Opposition took it upon himself virtually to say that we have to have chose
words because I did not hear them. The member who objected is now trying to advise the
House again of those words and members opposite are trying to prevent him from doing that.
That simply is not acceptable on the basis of commonsense, much less the basis of order.
The member for Eyre.

Mr GRILL: As [ have said, I cannot remember the words verbatim, but certainly the words
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"shameful conduct', "dastardly conduct" and "resignation" were all uttered in almost
consecutive order. I think that taken together or taken singly they amount to unparliamentary
words and should be withdrawn.

Mr LEWIS: Mr Acting Speaker -

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I am not taking further submissions on that. I do not
think that is required.
Mr Trenorden: Let hint talk.

The ACTING SPEAKER: The member for Eyre has outlined again the words he objects to.
That leaves me with two options: To call upon the member for Applecross formally to
withdraw those words, or to call for the Hansard report. I suspect that the commonsense
option is for the member for Applecrass to withdraw.

Mr LEWIS: If the member for Eyre is so tender - I taought he was a bit thicker-skinned than
that - I will withdraw.

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I am not accepting that. This is getting to an
unacceptable level.

Mr LEWIS: I withdraw, Mr Acting Speaker.

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you.

Mr CARR: The Leader of the Opposition should withdraw also. He clearly endorsed in very
precise terms the words used by the member for Applecross which have since been
withdrawn and I believe that it is appropriate, therefore, that the Leader of the Opposition be
asked to withdraw those same words.

Mr Macinnon: I said I was going to say them.

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition certainly interjected, and
were he to carry out the threats suggested by that interjection the Minister for Mines would
have a point. The opportunity has not yet arisen for the Leader of the Opposition to do so.
One hopes he will not.

Debate Resumed
Mr LEWIS: The deficiency in the Deputy Premier's statement is: Who was responsible and
what action will be taken against those people who were responsible? I thought this
Government was about accountability. Who does stand accountable for what has happened?
Does the Government just admit that terrible errors have been made and then sit down and
hope they will go away? If someone commits a murder, does he say, "I am sorry, I made a
mistake. I commuitted a murder", and then carry on with his life? The Government expects
us to accept its apology when it says, "Sorry, we have made some mistakes, but let us get on
with the job." We must know who made the mistakes, why they were made, and whether
there was bribery, corruption, collusion and all those other things which are germane to it.
The Government cannot expect to just sweep it under the carpet and get on with die job. We
should know what happened so that it never happens again.

Let me draw a very simple analogy. A Moinister in the Queensland Parliament by the name
of Lane misappropriated from his ministerial allowance, or whatever, $4 500 and has
received 12 months' imnprisonment; yet this Government has plundered half a billion dollars -

$500 million - of the people's money and it says. "Let us forget about it and get on with the
job." What an incredible proposition to put to the Opposition and the public of Western
Australia.

Mr Clarko: It believes it can sweep it wider the carpet. They will be locking up the Labor
Party forever.

Mr LEWIS: That is right.

One of the other matters which the Deputy Premier did not address was that of the covent
operation of laundering SOWC money through Spedley Securities Ltd to Rothwells Ltd,
which has been admitted. This information has been dragged out, yet no comment was made
about the $15 million which was lost as a result of the lie and cover-up. As the liquidator of
Rotliwells is paying 550 ini the dollar and the liquidator for Spedleys is paying 60 in the
dollar, if the money had been lent directly to Rothwells from the SCIC the return would have
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been greater. Therefore, the lie and the cover-up has murdered $15 million! What for?
Silence from members opposite. I ask the Minister for Education why the Deputy Premier
did not refer to tis.

Dr Gallop: I was not listening to you.

Mr Kierath: He has been left holding the brown paper bag.

Mr LEWIS: Exactly! These are the questions that have to be answered. These are die issues
about which the Opposition is rightly demanding a comprehensive Royal Commission.

It saddens me in this very serious matter that the Government has chosen this time to
orchestrate and choreograph the exposition this afternoon. It is sad that despite the question
having been around for the last three weeks, in the dying hours of this parliamentary week
the Government comes into the House and believes it can make a statement and go home for
the weekend and everybody will be happy. That upsets me because the Government treats
this Parliament with contempt.

Dr Gallop: That is not true. We have given you the opportunity for debate.

Mr LEWIS: The Deputy Premier made a statement and then hoped that the matter would go
away. The Government could have moved the debate itself, but it does not have the honour
to do that. It leaves the Opposition an hour and a half to debate a very serious matter.

Dr Gallop: Well, get on with it!

Mr LEWIS: The Minister and his Government have only contempt for the Parliament as
they believe that the sooner they can get out of here the better.

I commend the motion to the House because I believe a full and comprehensive Royal
Commnission should be held into these affairs which have continued to plague the
Government. These matters will continue to be revealed as time goes by.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [3.23 pm]: I second the motion,
which the National Party supports. It is fair to say that the report by Mr Rees, the Chairman
of the State Government Insurance Commission, to the Deputy Premier raises a number of
very serious questions. All of these questions point to one conclusion; that is, that there is a
need for a commission of inquiry into those questions which have been raised in Mr Rees'
report. Mr Rees states in the report in relation to the investments -

The major investments made between October 1987 and May 1988 were introduced
to the State Government Insurance Commission by a Commissioner, usually
Mr. Kevin Edwards or Mr. Tony Lloyd.

That point has been made very clear. He goes on to say that the information was
subsequently presented to the board and that the decisions of the board were based on the
information presented to it. That begs the questions, what action did the board take? On
whose advice were Mr Edwards and Mr Lloyd acting? To what extent did those people
influence the final determinations of the board? To what extent was additional advice
sought, and from whom? Were valuations or outside, independent advice sought by the
board in assisting it to make decisions? None of those questions has been answered. It
seems appropriate that if we are to have a full expose of what happened during those years
when so much money was wasted in this State, it will only come from an inquiry such as a
Royal Commission.
I have noticed that a statement by the Deputy Premier caused some questions to be raised.
The Deputy Premier previously indicated that the Auditor General and the Solicitor General
were to report to the Government. I notice that the Deputy Premier corrected his comment
that the Auditor General reports to the Government, as he made it clear that the Auditor
General reports to the Parliament. Although the Auditor General must report to the
Parliament on this question of the SGIC investment, the Solicitor General does not - he
reports to the Government. It would be appropriate for the Deputy Premier or the Premier to
give a commitment that the report of the Solicitor General will be tabled in this House. That
is the only way in which we will receive a guarantee that the Solicitor General's report will
be public and available to members of Parliament.

Also, another question arises from the report of the Auditor General in that the former
Auditor General, Mr Alan Smith, has only just retired and we do not know who will replace

6373



him. As the Auditor General reports to the Parliament, it is appropriate that the appointment
of the Auditor General be made very soon. It should be announced publicly equally quickly
because it is very important that the integrity of the Auditor General be beyond question. I
do not have to tell this Government that it needs to show integrity if its reputation is to be
restored, and one of the ways in which that can be done is to ensure that the person appointed
as the next Auditor General is one with impeccable integrity:
The member for Avon, who is more familiar with the operations of the SGIC than I am, will
be able to speak more deeply about the views held by the National Party on this matter. I
will leave 15 minutes of the time allotted to the National Party to him.

We fully support a Royal Comnission. We believe that the report by Mr Rees raises a
numrber of questions. The ministerial statement by the Deputy Premier raises serious
questions about accountability inasmuch as the Solicitor General and the Auditor General
have been asked to report. Both of those reports should find their way to the Parliamnent.
However, the real inquiry that this State, not just this Parliament, wants is a Royal
Commission of inquiry. The National Party is pleased to support the motion moved by the
member for Applecross.

MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [3.31 pm]: It is very important for me to tell the House what
we have in front of us. This is a report made by Mr Rees into activities of Mr Rees and,
surprisingly, Mr Rees finds that he has done nothing wrong. It is a farcical situation. Why
do we even bother to consider a report to the Deputy Premier about an investigation of an
individual into his own actions and who finds that he has no real case to answer? It is
ludicrous. I have not read the report because I received it only as it was tabled. I will read it
later in detail. Page I states in part -

The major investments made between October 1987 and May 1988 were introduced
to the State Government Insurance Commission by a Commuissioner, usually
Mr. Kevin Edwards or Mr. Tony Lloyd.

It goes on -

This information included independent valuations of the proposed investment and
outside advice on its validity.

How independent were those valuations and advice? We all know what happened to the
assets. Apart from the shareholding in Broken Hill Proprietary Co Ltd, the rest of them
collapsed. Directors of a substantial corporation said that they accepted the information
without question! Surely they are not trying to tell us anything else because nothing they
could say would stand up to the light of day. They axe the people responsible. It says that
Mr Edwards and Mr Lloyd brought the information to the board. They are responsible also.
They needed to examine the validity of these investments. Mr Rees is trying to wipe his
hands by saying that the rest of the commission had no role to play. That is nonsense.

Page 2 of the report states in part -

The SGIC in the normal course of operations made deposits with Rothwells and
Spedley Securities.

Before I came to this place I was a financial adviser. I was fairly well down on the rungs of
activity but I dealt with the public and did not make the bullets at the top. I knew in 1984
that only a fool put his money into Rothwells.

Mr Marlborough: You should have told the people of Western Australia that you knew that.

Mr TRENORDEN: I did. Not one of my clients put one zack into Rothwells.

Mr Marlborough: You should have told the Catholic Church not to put its money there.

Mr TRENORDEN: I am not a Catholic. The member should have spoken to Brian Burke
about that.

The industry knew that Rothwells was nming rugged in those days. However, this
corporation, on the advice of these people, selected these two institutions out of hundreds in
which to place its money. When those institutions were shown to be rocky, did they request
to take their money out? No. Is it not strange when the noises from the Terrace were. "Don't
put money in Spedleys or Rothwells' there was no attempt by the corporation to take its
money out. Yet this report tries to tell us that it was a normal commercial transaction.
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Mr Shave: Do you know how the Government can cut down on costs? It could get rid of all
the unlisted companies and all the operators could audit their own books. It is the same deal.

Mr TRENORDEN: It is the same deal. Did those people not have a responsibility to look
into the affairs of the people with wham they were dealing? On Mr Rees' own admission,
the amount involved was $75 million, and the corporation used newspaper reports and so
forth to gain information about its investment. That is laughable. The report continues -

At no tine did the SGIC make it a condition of deposits with Spedley Securities that
the funds be on lent to Rothwells,

It goes on; I will not read it all. How can we believe that? There is no evidence in the report
to the contrary. The credibility of Mr Rees is not too great. I am afraid that this report by
him into himself is one of the most laughable reports that has ever hit this place. It really
does not deserve discussion so I do not intend to speak any further.

Mr Shave: Who asked Mr Rees to conduct the inquiry?

Mr TRENORDEN: The Government asked him to do a report into himself.

Mr Pearce: We asked him to report on what occurred and that is what he did,

Mr TRENORDEN: If members look at the record of the corporation for the last year and
what has been found out about it in this place, and then read what has been published in the
media, Mr Rees does not have one ounce of credibility left.

Mr Shave: He said money was not going through Spedleys to Rothwells.

Mr Pearce. He did not say that. He gave an explanation about how the decisions were made
to invest in certain things and said that the SGIO had no knowledge of any on-lending.

Mr TRENORDEN: lHe said -

It is clear now that the audited accounts upon which decisions were made to place
funds with Rothwells and Spedley Securities were not what they purported to be.

A couple of the last reports of the SGIO and the SQIC were not what they purported to be,
either.

DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [3.38 pm]: I was waiting for the member for
Nedlands to rise to speak.
Mr Pearce: We agreed to suspend Standing Orders so the Opposition could have its say on
this matter.

Dr LAWRENCE: Members opposite are more interested in having afternoon tea. There are
not too many Opposition members present.

Mr Court: Have a look at your own benches.

Dr LAWRENCE: I understand our people being interested in afternoon tea. Opposition
members moved out of the House because they expected the member for Nedlands to speak.
Maybe that is an indication of the quality of the remarks to be contained in the member's
speech.

The Opposition has tried to say - to a lesser extent the Leader of the National Party also tried
to say it - that this is some kind of cover-up. The contrary is the case. The document tabled
today is the opposite to a cover-up. During this week and last week, attempts were made by
the Opposition to claim that th-is report had been doctored, that there were omissions from it,
and that we were trying to amend it. Because of the serious nature of it, we were trying to
assure ourselves that it did not prejudice the cases before civil and criminal courts in this
land. The report before the Parliament is ina full. Indeed, if members opposite care to read it
carefully, they will see that the initial report following the request by the Deputy Premier for
a report on the specific allegations made on 'The 7.30 Report" were very short. That is there
as an addendum. The Deputy Premier went back to Mr Rees and said that it was not a
sufficient explanation of those events and Mr Rees reported more fully on certain matters.

It is also important to recognise that the Government has not said that this is the definitive
report on those events, the only way to look at them or that it accepts every element in that
report. Equally, it does not reject them. It is a report by Mr Rees of his understanding of
those investments, the involvement of certain Government officials, and the involvement of
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certain Ministers in decisions that were made by the SQIC to invest in various organisations,
including Spedley Securities Ltd and Rothwells Ltd. It is no more nor less than that.
Following the tabling of the McCusker report, we said that we knew that further allegations,
same of which had been made in the media and some of which had been made in the
Parliament, deserved fther investigation. However, an allegation of itself is not sufficient.
What is rtecessary is information.
We have in this Stare a properly constituted legal system which is quite capable of dealing
with those investigations and with the appropriate follow-up legal action. What has
happened in both the cases reported to the Parliament today by the Deputy Premier is that
information has been given to Government, and information has been sought by Government
and referred to the appropriate authorities. In the case of Mr Rees' report that referral was
first to Government, the Parliament, the Auditor General to check on the propriety in terms
of his Act and then, obviously, to the Solicitor General for his advice as to whether there
should be further action and investigation. That is the way that matters should be conducted.
Equally, with the Government Employees Superannuation Board the very serious allegations
contained in the Deputy Premier's statement -

Mr Lewis: He denied that anything had been withheld from the Auditor General, two weeks
ago.
Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: That is correct. It first came to the Deputy Premier's and my attention
two and a half weeks ago.
Mr Lewis: When we debated it here.
Dr LAWRENCE: No, not after the debate. It was after a request was made by the Deputy
Premier for information about the put option. The information was then examined by the
Government Employees Superannuation Board - by the new directors - which came up with
these discrepancies which were inrnediately referred to the Auditor General for his comment
and appropriately to the Solicitor General. The Deputy Premier has asked that the Auditor
General examine whether such omissions have occurred on further occasions. Again, if there
are indications that they have, they will be referred for appropriate legal follow-up. It is the
right and proper course of action to take.
Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: We made the invitation to members of Parliament, the media and
individuals in the community. Information that comes to Government will be properly
assessed, properly followed up, properly investigated and made as public as is possible. That
is precisely what has happened, however unpalatable members opposite find that. I
members opposite read Mr Rees' report of course it provides no comfort to the Government.
It indicates that former Government employees and Ministers were involved in decisions
about investments, as was clear from Mr McCusker's report, but as is underlined by MrT
Rees' accounts of these events.
What is important about following up these matters is that they be properly assessed. What
members opposite fail to recognise and frequendly ignore in their calls for a Royal
Commission is what will happen at the end of a Royal Commission if there are similar
allegations and findings of this kind. They would be referred to the appropriate legal
authorities for further action. There is no outcome of any further investigation other than
that: It is dealt with by the appropriate courts or by the appropriate investigators. We cannot
simply come out and say that we find that such is the case, and do nothing further about it.
Today we have provided to the Parliament the basis of information that will go forward to
the appropriate authorities - the Auditor General and the appropriate authorities to tundertake
further investigation and to report to the Parliament should it prove necessary. I do not
believe it is proper to request more than that because in the end that is what happens as a
result of any inquiry. It is what happened as a result of Mr McCusker's inquiry. We now
have in this State a very substantial prosecution team capable of following up these and any
other matters in a comprehensive, efficient and effective way.
What members opposite want has, in fact, been acknowledged in the Deputy Premier's
statement and in my statement following the McCusker report; that is, yes, serious mistakes
were made; yes, wrong decisions were made; yes, these things are in the past and are to be
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regretted; yes, it is important these mistakes never be repeated; and yes, we will continue to
pursue any allegation of this kind and we will make sure that the necessary investigations are
thorough, legal and transparent to the public in the Parliament and are publicly available.
Members opposite cannot say that after the cabling of a report such as the one that has been
tabled today, the Government has done other than that. They cannot for one moment
indicate that this is a cover-up. The report which the Government has properly examined
was given to the Deputy Premier. In fact, it was the secondary report asked for by the
Deputy Premier to further elaborate on those matters.
In relation to the Government Employees Superannuation Board the Deputy Premnier has
come to the Parliament in a way that was not necessary as a result of questions by members
opposite, despite what they might say. I would be the last person to suggest that members
opposite have not pursued this matter with vigour - they have. However, I want them to
acknowledge in fairness that what the Government has said, it has done. Following the
McCusker report I made it very clear that the Government would take the responsible action
in relation to information of that kind. The Government has acted and will continue to act if
there is further information - we are acting on information and providing resources to follow
up the serious matters which flowed from the McCusker report, mostly in relation to the
failed business dealings associated with that.
Mr Court: You must hate standing up there.
Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: Not at all. It may be that the Leader of the Opposition and members
opposite would want to say that the very clear statements the Deputy Premier and I have
made about openness and accountability are nothing but rhetoric - but in the end we will be
judged by our actions. What we have done in tabling this material today is precisely to
demonstrate that openness and willingness, no matter what the political embarrassment, to
put the information on the Table. I do not doubt for one minute that there will be further
occasions of this kind because allegations will be made.
Mr Lewis: Is there more out there?
Dr LAWRENCE: No, I am simply saying that if allegations which are made have some
substance they will be followed up. I have already indicated that the Auditor General's
report on these matters and the Solicitor General's advice will be made public so in that
sense there is follow up material and we will make it available.
Mr Cowan interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: I will turn to that point briefly. The Leader of the National Party would
know that the former Auditor General recommended that a certain process be followed in
relation to the appointment of Auditors General. One of the elements of that was the
Parliament as a whole should be consulted about the appointment. Since we need a new
Auditor General in quicker time than that, we will not be able to change the legislation to
give effect to that, but we will basically follow the recommended processes in that report. It
is important that members of Parliament, since the Auditor General reports to Parliament,
should have a say in the appointment of that person. It is clearly my intention to make the
appropriate changes to the legislation when we can, but in the meantime we will act as
though it were in operation. I am sure members opposite would welcome that. At the
moment we have an acting Auditor General who has previously held that position; he is well
regarded among the accounting profession and I do not believe there is any problem
associated with that appointment.
Finally I refer to the report and the Deputy Premier's statement: I do not stand back from
what the Deputy Premier said about the events surrounding those investments - the described
behaviour and conduct is unacceptable. Serious mistakes were made. The proper action and
response to that is to determine whether the Auditor General thinks further action should be
taken in relation to those matters and whether further legal action should be taken. If the
recommendations are to that effect, that action will be taken and the appropriate resources
will be provided to do it. Members opposite should remind themselves that their allegations,
no matter how frequently they make them, need to be made in that context. They would
want to say, "Cover-up; the Government is not seeking to get to the bottom of these matters'"
Quite frankly that is incorrect. As long as members opposite say that in this place
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and do not acknowledge the process that is going on - that is, that the Government has made
a commitment and has demonstrated that commitment - I do not believe they will have
credibility even with some of their members.

What is referred to in the Deputy Premier's statement and the McCusker report is a period in
our past which none of us would want repeated. It is certainly a period I would not want
repeated and by way of legislative and other action we will ensure that it will never happen
again.

MR COURT (Nedlands) [3.50 pm]: Today's events highlight the need for a proper Royal
Commission to carry out an independent judicial inquiry. Although I understand that the
Premier is busy she may want to listen to some of my comments on this report. Little by
little the truth is emerging and this whole situation reminds me of a little child who has
spilled paint in the bathroom. The child does not want to own up to it, but the parent knows
who has done it and knows the whole story. However, the child continues to come up with
elaborate stories and to say that someone else did it. That is how the Government is
operating at the moment and it is not befitting for the present Premier to continue in the same
vein as former Premiers.

I want to make some specific cormments. In the time available to the Opposition to read this
report two main points have emerged. The following statement is made at the top of page 2 -

Individual commissioners cannot bind the Board of the SGIC on major investment
activities without the prior authorisation of the Board. The SGIC has made this point
to the media on at least one occasion.

The only problem is that the SGIC did not make that point to one of its board members. It is
important to realise that information the Government has tabled indicates that the Acting
Chairman of the SOIC offered in a letter dated 24 April to purchase the Bell Group shares
and to underwrite the sale of those convertible notes in the Hell Group. He made that
commnitment in the letter and if the offer had been accepted by Mr Holmes a Court at the
time, it would have constituted a legally binding contract. That offer was made by the
Acting Chairman of the SOIC without the approval of the board. A few days later the board
approved a similar proposition. We are told in the report by Mr Rees, the Chairman of the
SGIC, that individual commissioners cannot bind the board of the SGIC and yet one of them
has done so.

Mlr Pearce: They probably could not bind the board.

Mr COURT: It would appear from reading between the lines that Edwards and Uloyd were
running around and presenting deals, and the board did not stop them. Why was action not
taken against Edwards for writing a legally binding letter? If the offer in that letter had been
accepted, it would have constituted a legally binding agreement. The Opposition is making
the point that those people were acting without proper authorisation.

Mr Pearce: If that is what you say, we accept it.

Mr COURT: I am glad that the Leader of the House accepts that they were acting without
proper authorisation. Why not do something about it?

Mr Pearce: You have not ever proved it.

Mr COURT: Members of the Opposition have stood in this House a thousand times and said
that Edwards was doing these sorts of deals. The Opposition has been specific and has used
documents tabled by the Government. The Government forgets about chat and chooses to
ignore the whole situation. It does not want to cake action against Edwards or any other of
the advisers and Ministers involved in these deals.
Mr Pearce: You are only able to make the points you are making because of the documents
tabled today which deal with these matters.

Mr COURT: The document I referred to was tabled months ago.

Mr Pearce: That makes the case stronger.

Mr COURT: Today it is made worse because the Chairman of the SOIC has said -

Individual commissioners cannot bind the Board of the SGIC on major investment
activities without the prior authorisation of the Board.
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However, the acting chairman did exactly that and the Government did nothing about it. The
Government thinks it can tough it out and nothing will happen. Sooner or later one of these
authorities - either the Police Force, the Solicitor General, or the Crown Law Department -
must have the guts to take action against some of these people.

Mr Pearce: Some of these people are before the courts already.

Mr COURT: The report further says -

In undertaking these transactions the SGIC relied on audited accounts from Spedley
Securities and Roghwells. In the case of Rothwells the Government Guarantee was in
place at the time.

That is completely irrelevant. Is the Government saying that because a Government
guarantee was in place, the SGIC was prepared to pump money into those organisations? Of
course, the Leader of the House cannot confirm or deny that because the Government has
said it was not pumping money into these organisations.

My third point is the most serious one: There has been fraudulent activity in relation to this
put option. I have said time and time again that fraudulent activity has taken place. The
Minister knows that he and the Government are in trouble and the worst aspect of his
statement is the following extract -

I have now been advised that, although it was never exercised, a put option signed in
relation to the Central Park development was not disclosed as a contingent liability in
the GESB's annual accounts.
In addition, I am advised that details of the put option were not appropriately noted in
the GES Board seal register or the Board's minutes.

We are told that a fraudulent action took place. The Government has come into the
Parliament hoping with those two paragraphs to shut up the Opposition. It hopes the
Opposition will say the Government has been naughty and that will be the end of it. The
Government has not said who is responsible for committing the fraudulent acts.

I know the Leader of the House cannot answer the following question but I will address it to
the empty seats on the Government benches and perhaps one of the hundreds of Government
advisers will read it and provide an answer: Is the put option tabled by the Government
today the same put option referred to in the statement that was not disclosed? If that is not
the case, I want to know what other put options were in place. I ask that question because at
this stage the Government is not coming clean on this put option. I have a suspicion that one
of the former Ministers is in very serious trouble in relation to this matter. Secondly, I want
to know what year's annual accounts axe referred to in the statement that a put option was not
disclosed as a contingent liability.

I also want an explanation as to why documents tabled in the other place some months ago
include a memorandum dated 30 November stating that negotiations were commencing on
purchasing a part of the Central Park property. Why did the Government table that
memorandum when on 30 November - on the same day of the same year - the Government
had a signed and stamped put option? Did the Government think that by tabling the
memorandum it would lead the Opposition in the wrong direction? What was the point of
tabling a memorandum indicating that the Government was considering buying the property
at the same time that a stamped put option was in place? Who is fooling who in this
exercise? I want an explanation about the put option. Does the Leader of the House know
what happened to this put option?

Mr Pearce: Of course I do.
Mr COURT: Some money was involved in the deal; it was agreed that if Mr Anderson paid
$5 million this put option would be set up. Mr Anderson got a signed copy of the put option.
I do not know whether that is the same put option or another one but we shall find out as the
Government gradually releases information. Mr Anderson had a put option signed by all the
parties involved. However, the copy of that put option in the Government deparmnent was
not signed. Does the Leader of the House know why it had not been signed?

Mr Pearce: Tell me.

Mr COURT: It was so that the Government could then say it did not have documentation
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indicating that a put option was in place. The Deputy Premier referred to that when he said
that the ,pu option "was not disclosed as a contingent liability in the GESB's annual
accounts' and that "details of the put option were not appropriately noted in the GES Board
seal register or the Board's minutes."
Mr Pearce: What are you saying is different from what the Deputy Premier said in his
statement?
Mr COURT: It was a fraudulent action and I arn saying thai I believe a senior Minister
advised the Superannuation Board not to sign its copy of the document.
Mr Pearce: Okay. Let us take it step by step. My understanding of the position is that the
put option referred to in the Deputy Premnier's statement is the put option that is tabled in the
House. That is why it was tabled. Secondly, when you say you have a suspicion, what is
that based on? What is your evidence for that claim?
Mr COURT: For the last four weeks we have been working day and night to put together the
deals on Central Park and Westralia Square, and of all the WA Inc deals we have worked on
this is proving to be the most complicated and difficult to work out because we still do not
have all the information. The reason that the Government has brought this matter into
Parliament today is the questions we have been asking. The Government knows we are
getting close, and it is hoping we will not get so close that we will be able to tell members
opposite who the Minister was. Why would the Government say that a fraudulent activity
cook place, and not - and this is typical - cell us who was responsible for that action? The
reason is that it was a former colleague of members opposite. The Government had better
come clean on this put option arrangement because if a fraudulent activity took place and it
was at the direction of one of the senior Ministers, someone opposite will have a major
problem on his hands. It is a pretty serious matter.
My final point is in relation to the false evidence that was given by the State Government
Insurance Commission to the National Companies and Securities Commission investigation.
This put option was a similar sort of deal. It is possible to actually prove the wrongdoing in
this Parliament with documentation, yet members opposite are not doing anything about it.
People cannot trust the Government any more. How can we brust the Government when the
Government has the documentation, keeps talking about it, and raises it in this Parliament,
yet does nothing about it? Eventually the Government will be caught out.
The report concludes -

It is becoming clear from information provided in the McCusker Report and
allegations raised in Parliament and the media that the SOIC was not kept informed
as to the full nature of the events surrounding its investment activities and financial
transactions by the people who approached the SOIC to become involved or by the
Government of the day.

What absolute nonsense! Is the Government saying that it is only because of the activities of
the Opposition and the media that some of this information is now starting to come out? The
Government knew all along exactly what was happening because it was Government
Ministers and advisers who were putting together all the deals. Does the Government think
the public are so stupid that they will accept its statement that it has just found out it was an
awful mistake? We have been told by the Premier that now that the Government has been
provided with this information, it wants to come clean on all the details. I put to this
Parliament that in the very statement made today by the Deputy Premier, there is a
continuing cover-up. That is of extreme concern to us.
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [4.03 pm]: I have been in this House for a
long time -

Mr Shave: You must be feeling a bit lonely today.

Mr PEARCE: I always have a bit of a wry smile on my face because I bounced into this
place like a young Turk, like the member for Melville, and lectured various people for a long
time. In fact, people used to say to me that I must have a awful job, and I would say, "I don't
know. I am paid to go to Parliament House three times a week and abuse Charlie Court.
Many people in Western Australia would pay for that privilege." So I did not feel all that
badly done by.
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Mr Lewis: He is twice the man you will ever be.
Mr PEARCE: That is possibly the case. I must admit also that for all my disagreements
with Sir Charles about many matters he was a very substantial citizen of Western Australia,
and I have never suggested anything else.
Mr Kierath: Can we quote you on that?
Ms PEARCE: Of course. That is the truth. There is no doubt that Sir Charlie Court was and
still is a very substantial citizen of Western Australia. I do not dispute that for one moment.
However, I suppose I feel that those members of the then Government who suffered my
lectures are now getting their own back when I have to sit here and be lectured by an
assortment of members opposite. In fact, at one stage I used to sit very close to the seat now
occupied by the member for Nedlands. In respect of the claims of cover-up -

Ms Court: I am not being derogatory but you do not understand the deals that have taken
place.
Ms PEARCE: I was about to say the same thing. What the member says is quite the case.
Ms Court: Then sit down.
The SPEAKER: Order! Let us be reasonable.
Ms PEARCE: There is a point to be made. With regard to the statements which have been
tabled in the House today and some of the documentation, the Premier said a few moments
ago that many of these things are as much news to members of the current Government as
they are to members of the Opposition or, for that matter, members of the Press. The whole
set of dealings around the put option to which the member referred are things which have
only recently -

Mr Court: If you keep low key you will be the Premier in a few weeks.
Mr PEARCE: I do not think so.
Ms Court: Keep talking as though this is all news to you.
Ms PEARCE: I think my opportunity to be Premier has long since gone by.
Ms Court: We backed you last time but we will not back you this time.
Mr PEARCE: I think that is what killed my chances!
The fact is that some of the documentation which has been tabled today is news to members
of the Government and senior Ministers.
Ms Court: He is the only relaxed one over there because he will be the only one who will be
able to open that new prison from the outside!
Ms PEARCE: That is a change of tack because only a few months ago the member for
Applecross was threatening to put me away, and regrettably from his point of view
unsuccessfully.
Mr Lewis: It is not over yet.
Mr PEARCE: That is true. The member has written one or two letters too many with regard
to that, I might say, which will land him in the courts before too much longer.
The Government has become aware of some of these matters, and has taken the course of
putting that documentation before the Parliament. The Deputy Premier's statement was very
carefully worded, not because of any desire to cover up or doctor the documents in the way
that the Opposition suggests when it says it has taken us three days to get this matter before
the Parliament, but because the Government has been taking very careful legal advice, not
only on the wording of Mr Rees' statement and the supporting documents but also on the
wording of the Deputy Premier's statement. The reason is quite simply, as the Premier said,
that we are very concerned that whatever we say or table in this place will not detract from
our capacity to take legal action against individuals, whether they be in business or were
formerly or are currently associated wit the Government. All the matters that have been
tabled in the House have been referred to the appropriate authorities.
We have not said in our statement that anyone has been responsible for fraudulent activity.
The member for Nedlands is only too happy to leap in here anid make that claimn, without any
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evidence. As he said, he had a suspicion, and he went on to make a clear claim that there had
beeny fraudulent activity. I asked him what was his evidence, and he had to say, "It is a very
complicated business. We don't have any but we are in the process of trying to find same
evidence." That is not a very good basis on which to claim fraudulent activity. The member
should be very careful because once he makes those sorts of claims in Parliament and once
they are in the newspapers, if people find themselves having to answer questions in court
about claims which have been aired publicly prior to the case, it will become very difficult
for them to get a fair trial, and the trial may have to be aborted.
Mr Lewis: Are you absolutely positive there has been no bribery or corruption in any of
these dealings?
Mr PEARCE: How can I be positive about that?
Mr Lewis: Don't you believe there should be an inquiry to establish whether there has been?
Mr PEARCE: We think someone has to put up a case.
Mr Lewis: But aren't the facts before you extraordinary?
Mr PEARCE: Of course they are.
Mr Lewis: Well, why don't you investigate and find out why they happened?
Mr PEARCE: If nothing had been done, one might be able to accept that kind of proposition
from the member for Appiecross. There has been the most comprehensive inquiry into
Rothweils that this State has ever seen into anythting - and the member should not feel chat
the McCusker inquiry has been some sont of petty job that did not amount to a hill of beans.
That was a very substantial inquiry and a very substantial report, and that will lead to
prosecutions which will run into the hundreds. People are already before the courts as a
result of the McCusker report and the activities it has shown, and there will be more before
the courts. Some of them I think will be found guilty, and I suppose some will be found to
be innocent.
Mr Lewis: Are you not going to predict, this time?
Mr PEARCE: I am not going to make individual predictions.
Mr Lewis: You usually do-
Mr PEARCE: I have a 100 per cent record in those predictions, I might say, but in this case
it is too large a job for me to be able to say in every individual case what might occur.
However, that report has been handed down and from it other matters have been raised, some
of which have been raised by the Opposition, some of which have been raised by the Press,
and some of which we have come across ourselves. What we have said, as we said following
the MoCusker report, is that as anyone raises each and any substantial matter it will be dealt
with fully and we will place the information the Government comes across with regard to
that from its own resources - which are the best of the investigating agencies -before the
Parliament and the public, and before the appropriate authorities for prosecution, legal
action, or whatever.
At the same time, we will be very careful that people cannot use the Opposition, as they have
been doing, to make their case before the Parliament instead of before the courts - the kind of
flow of documents that is designed to enhance the position of Mr Bond, for example, in his
legal actions against the State and all of chose sorts of commercial things. We will not be a
party to that, so everything that we say in this House and everything that we produce is very
carefully legally checked before it comes here. That is why we have had a delay in the
presentation of the documents. Members opposite have been claiming since Monday that we
have been doctoring these documents. One has only to pick up Mr Rees' report to see there
is nothing doctored about that, and that it is absolutely as it came from Mr Rees' pen.
Mr Lewis: He wrote chat report on 27 September - three weeks ago. Did you know that?
Mr PEARCE: So what?
Mr Lewis: Why has it taken so long?
Mr PEARCE: To do what?
Mr Lewis: If the report was candid and open and you had no problems, why did it take three
weeks to present it?
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Mr PEARCE: It was because the Deputy Premier, when he received that report, then
undertook some further investigations of his own and sought further clarification of certain
things.

Mr Lewis: So he did not quite believe die report?

Mr PEARCE: That is not what I said at all; but if anyone receives a report of that kind the
first thing one asks for is the documentation.

Mr Lewis: It was supposed to be candid.

Mr PEARCE: NothLing was done to change the report, but certain things were done with
regard to foliow up on some of the other documents, for example, which have been tabled
today. Then the Deputy Premier took the matter to the Cabinet, and the Cabinet resolved on
the actions which we have seen occur this week - the decisions which the Preier announced
on Monday with regard to the future operations of the State Government Insurance
Commission and the State Government Insurance Office - and we resolved that the report
would be tabled in this Parliament at the soonest available opportunity after the kind of legal
checks to which I have already referred were undertaken. That is not the essence of a cover
up; that is the essence of a Government which, as matters are put before it, is prepared to
prosecute those things through, to carry the inquiries through, to get the inform-ation out, to
make it public and then to take action.

Mr Lewis: You have not orchestrated this release in any way, have you? You have not
waited purposely until today to do it?

Mr PEARCE: Why would we?

Mr Lewis: To hose it down.

Mr PEARCE: Can the member for Applecross explain to me how, in the great scheme of
things, our presenting the document on Thursday rather than on Tuesday or Wednesday
makes some dramatically Machiavellian difference?

Mr Lewis: Yes - it would give ample time for it to be adequately debated.

Mr PEARCE: When the Opposition moved for the suspension of Standing Orders members
opposite were in for a long argument as to why that should be allowed, but I had to step in
twice to say that we were prepared to agree to that. We are happy to have a debate on thiis
matter. If that debate is held today, the Opposition has an opportunity to debate the matter at
first instance. The Opposition has pnivate members' day next Wednesday, and we are having
the second reading debate on the Budget; so the whole of the parliamentary tine for the next
week could be occupied by private members - Opposition members - using private members'
rime to debate these issues. And what does it matter if they debate it next Tuesday, having
had a chance to read, comprehend and rake advice on the documents, rather than our asking
the Opposition just to respond to them off the top of its head, as members opposite have been
doing today? An election is not coming up for more than two years, so in the great scheme
of things there is no great difference between Thursday and Tuesday, except that it gives
members opposite more time to start finiding out the extra things they might want to follow
up in regard to it.

Mr Lewis: Absolutely.

Mr PEARCE: So why is the member tryig to make an issue of its being tabled today and
not yesterday?
Mr Lewis: You are supposed to be a candid, open, honest Government with nothing to hide.
yet you manipulate even the release of this documrent-

Mr PEARCE: I do not know why I anm giving the member for Applecross this advice, but if
he wants to be credible on these matters he must be credible in regard to everything that he
says. When he makes those kinds of silly claims about manipulation he undermines his
credibility with regard to everything he says.

Mr Lewis: You told the Press it was going to be Tuesday - or the Premier did.

Mr PEARCE: We always said to the Press that we would table it at the first available
opportunity after it was legally checked. That is what the Premier has always said. I fact
we thought that process might be complete in order to enable the report to be tabled
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yesterday, but that turnd out not to be the case because, among other things, the only
parliamentary time available to us yesterday was between 10.00 am and 12.00 noon; after
that it was private members' time.
Mr Lewis: You control the House - you can do whatever you like,
Mr PEARCE: We would not cur into private members' time, However, the legal advice was
not in place sufficient for us to be able to make that presentation yesterday, in any event. It
is not a matter of great consequence and I am surprised the member for Applecross is so
persistent with it. That is die explanation. If the member has anything further to say about
this - if he has further evidence, or information, or even a set of claims which can be
substantiated by something else, he should let us know and we will follow those things
through with the same thoroughness and effectiveness that we have in the matters that are
currently before the House.
MR LEWIS (Applecross) [4.16 pm]: To sum up, the deficiency in the Deputy Premier's
statement to the Parliament relates to the $15 million that will be lost because of the covent
deception of laundering money from the State Government Insurance Commission through
Spedley Securities to Rothwells, The Deputy Premier and the Government have very
deliberately ignored that. They have not commented on it in any way, yet the bottom line is
that the Government is prepared to murder $ 15 million of the people's money to continue the
deception - to substantiate its actions, I suppose. That is what is so galling: It has cost us
$15 million to cover up a lie. The Premier, in her contribution, did not comment on that at
all. I commented on it; but she did not. Does the Premier think it is reasonable that she
should murder $15 million to cover up a lie and a deception? So much for integrity and
openness of Government.
The Leader of the House said the McCusker report was very comprehensive and did it all;
that it was the panacea; it was the thing which would solve all the problems; it investigated
everything. Yet what have we bad since the McCusker report was released seven or eight
weeks ago? Week after week constant revelations of ftuther impropriety and wrongdoing by
the Government and its agencies have appeared. They were wrongdoings which McCusker
should have investigated, but perhaps he did not have the terms of reference to be able to do
SO.
The Premier hangs her hat on the McCusker report - it is the be-all and end-all which will
solve all. of the Goverment's problems. Well, as the Government has lenmt, the Opposition
will. continue to be extremely vigorous in its pursuit of the truth. It will continue to be
vigorous in pursuit of a comprehensive inquiry into the extraneous, nefarious decisions of the
Government. The Opposition will be vigorous in pursuing this to ensure that the people
responsible for those improprieties are brought to account. People will not be allowed to
announce that serious errors or mistakes have been made - as admitted by the Premier - and
have nothing done about it. What will be done about the perpetrators of those mistakes?
Will they walk free? Why does the Premier not say something about that? Why does she not
say that she will pursue those people who are responsible for those serious errors? It is
because they are her mares.
The Leader of the House said that there was nothing sinister about the manner in which the
report was released. He is treating this Parliament with contempt by coming in here at
2.30 pm on Thursday, with two hours of sitting time remaining, and dropping a report like
this on it. The Government should have moved that the matter be debated.
Mr Gordon Hill: We gave you an opportunity to debate it; what are you on about?
Mr LEWIS: The Government did not give us an opportunity at all. The debate was initiated
by die Opposition. The Government thought that somehow the matter would go away and
we would go home for the weekend and forget about it. The Government decided to table
the report on Thursday for that reason. This matter is not over by any means. We will
continue to pursue the Government on what has happened. We will continue to reveal
improprieties, dishonesty and cover-up after cover-up, and sooner or later the Government
will be hoist on its own dishonesty. We will not retreat and we will pursue this matter to the
bitter end.
I commend the motion to the House.
Question put and a division taken with the following result -
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Ayes (20)
Mr C.J. Barnett MrS Edwardes Mr Macainon Mr Trenorden
Mr Bradshaw Mr Grayden Mr Memars Mg Fred Tubby
Mr Clarko Mr House Mr Shave Dr Turnbuill
Mr Court Mr Icierarli Mr Strickland Mr Wie
Mr Cowan Mr Lewis Mr Thompson Mr Blaikie (Teller)

Noes (25)
Mrs Beggs Mr Graham Mr MarlboroughI Mr Thomas
Mr Canr Wrmil Mr Pearce Mr Troy
Mr Catania Mrs Henderson Mr Read Dr Watson
Mr Cunninghiam Mr Gordon Hill Mr Ripper Mrs Watkins (Teller)
Mr Donovan Mr Kobelke Mr D.L. Smith
Dr Edwards Dr Lawrence Mr PJ. Smith
Dr Gallop Mr Leahy Mr Taylor

Pairs
Mr Minson Dr Alexander
Mr McNee Mr Mcflinty
Mr Omodei Mrs Buchanan
Mr Nicholls Mr Bridge
Mr Aiasworrh Mr Wilson

Question thus negatived.

ACTS AMENDMENT (BETTING TAX AND STAMP DUTY) BILL
Council's Message

Message from the Council received and read notifying that it had declined to read the Bill a
frst time.

CONDOLENCE MOTION - FLETCHER, MR HARRY ARTHUR
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough I Premier) [4.27 pm]: I move, without notice -

That this House records its sincere regret of the death of Mr Harry Arthur Fletcher,
former member for Fremantle, and tenders its deep sympathy to his family in their
bereavement.

It is appropriate that we record our regret at the death of Harry Fletcher. I would like to
extend to the former member's family our sympathy in its sorrow and loss. Harry Fletcher
was the member for Fremantle for 18 years. He was elected to the Western Austraian
Legislative Assembly in 1959 and held the seat until 1977.

is early iffe was spent working in a number of different jobs around the Stare until his
association with Fremantle began when he commenced employment at the Fremiantle power
station in 1949, 10 years before becoming the local member. As is appropriate for the seat
he held, Harry Fletcher was a commidtted trade unionist; he was a member of the
Amalgamated Engineering Union and a delegate to the union executive. At the power
station he fullfilled the role of shop steward. He was also actively involved in a range of
community pursuits and apparently he did this with great vigour and energy and was much
loved by the people with whom he worked. He served on a number of local committees,
comnmunity organisations and boards, including the Fremantle Hospital Board, of which he
became Chairman, Meals on Whteels and the committee of the frail aged.
His wife, Ernie Fletcher, was a Fremantle City Councillor and Deputy Mayor. The Esme
Day Care Centre in Fremantle bears tribute to her commritment and efforts at a time when the
need for such services was not widely recognised. Harry and his wife, by all accounts,
formed a remarkable team working for Fremnantle; they were pioneers in community service.
Harry carried out his duties in true Labor tradition. His wise counsel and actions were a
hallmarkc of the regard the people of Fremantle had for him as their elected representative.
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Members who knew Mr Fletcher will regret his passing and will want to ensure that his
family and friends know of our regret, and know of our appreciation for the work he did in
this Parliament and in his electorate for the community of Western Australia. I did not have
the pleasure of knowing Mr Fletcher, but I know from members in this place who did know
him that he was held in high regard. He visited Parliament from time to time upon his
retirement and spent time with other former members in a way in which he was comfortable
and enjoyed.
I call on all members of this Parliament to join with me in extending deepest sympathy to his
family and friends and, in so doing, recognising one of the great members of the Labor Parry.
MR MacKINNON (Iandakor - Leader of the Opposition) (4.32 pm]: I have pleasure in
supporting the Premier's remarks. As the Premier has indicated already, Harry Fletcher was
a membe-r of this Parliament for 18 years as the member for Fremantle. As the Premier also
indicated, he had a strong comuntent not only to this Parliament but in the way be served in
the best tradition as an old style Labor member. He also served very loyally and diligently
the community of Fremantle.
Fremanule is an area that breeds people with a very strong parochial bent and Mr Fletcher
was one of those people. I knew Mr Fletcher but not well. I have therefore asked the
member for South Perth, the longest serving member in this Parliament who served with
Mr Fletcher, to support my remarks on behalf of our party. I, too, extend to Harry Fletcher's
immediate family our condolences and our thanks for the support that they gave to Harry
Fletcher during the timne that he served not only the Parliament but the State.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [4.33 pm]: 1, with you,
Mr Speaker, was privileged to serve in this Parliament during Harry Fletcher's last three year
termn. The Premier has outlined Harry Fletcher's career in this Parliament. I endorse the
comments that she made and, in doing that, will quote from an extract from his maiden
speech when he frst spoke in this place on 8 July 1959. The quote I am about to read
indicates his affinity with the trade union movement and the attitude he had in representing
the electorate of Fremantle. He said -

I am very proud of the fact that I am a member of the Labour Party, and I hope to
make it proud of mue. Irrespective of whether a person in my electorate voted for me
or not, I represent each one of them with equal impartiality. I do not ask a person's
politics or religion. That was my stand as a trade union representative, and I come
here straight from that capacity.
My attitude as a trade union representative will be reflected here as a parliamentary
representative.

All of us who served in this Parliament at that time endorse the fact that that is precisely how
the late Harry Fletcher approached his task.
One of the other great traits he had in this Parliament was to claim that newspapers were
never a source of factal information. Yet I witnessed Harry, on a great number of
occasions, build his speech on quotations from the newspapers as an infallible source.
The National Party joins with the Premier and the Leader of the Opposition in extending
sympathy to all the surviving members of the Fletcher family. I pass on the condolences of
the party and individual members.
MR GRAYDEN (South Perth) [4.35 pm]: As one of the members who was closely
associated with Harry Fletcher during the 18 years he served in this Parliament from 1959 to
1977, I was extremely sorry to leann earlier this afternoon of his death. I join with the
previous speakers in offering my sincere condolences to his family.
It is often said that, to be truly representative, this Parliament has to comprise a cross section
of the community. Harry Fletcher had such extraordinarily wide experience that he was
representative of a cross section of the community.
lte Premier ran through some of the things with which he was associazed. His experience
was very wide. He was born in Melbourne and served in a variety of jobs in his early life
mostly connected with the metal trades. Later he served as a miner on the goldfields of
Western Australia and later again on Koolan Island as a tradesman. For quite a long time he
went prospecting in the Murchison and in the Pilbara. He enlisted in the Royal Australian
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Navy in 1941 which was comparatively early in the war. He served on a variety of ships
including minesweepers and minelayers. He also served in the navy at Milne Bay in Papua
New Guinea. When he left the navy he came back to Western Australia and worked in the
Meidland workshops. As the Premier said, he went to the East Perth powerhouse and later to
the Fremantle powerhouse. He was active in union circles as a delegate to the Labor Party
Conference and to the executive and was mixed up in all sorts of charitable organisations
with his wife.
Harry did a tremendous amount of work for the frail aged, Meals on Wheels and for the
Arthritis and Rheumatism Foundation of Western Australia. He also did a lot of work for the
Fremantle Hospital. His wife has become a legend in Fremantle for the charitable work she
did. There is a day nursery in Fremantle named after her.
Harry Fletcher was extremely compassionate. He had very sound judgement and was liked
by aIl He had the respect and complete confidence of everybody. They called hint Pepper
and Salt in this House because he used to speak on almost every subject. He did that because
he felt he had a contribution to make and he did. He made a great contribution to this
Parliament and I assure members that A who knew him will miss him very much indeed.
MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) [4.38 pm): I had the pleasure of serving with Harry
Fletcher as a member of this House and I want to record my sincere condolences co his
family on his passing. I attended his funeral this afternoon at 'which [ had the opportunity to
meet his suns and mix with a number of people who were very close to Harry.
He had a very tough life. He was forced by economic circumnstances to leave school at a
very early age and therefore had very little in the way of formal education. However, he was
a graduate of the university of hard knocks. As my colleague, the member for South Perth
said, he worked in a variety of situations.
Many members will remember Hanry Fletcher. If they do not remember him as a member of
this House, until a few weeks ago they would have seen hint with former members of this
Parliament when he came to fraternise with those members. Members know front their
observations of him that he was not a person of huge physical stature. I found it rather
unusual, therefore, to learn that one of Harry Fletcher's jobs in his working life was as a
blacksmith's striker. I cannot imagine Harry striking a sledgehammer at die forge beating
iron into shape. However, he was prepared to accept any job when times were tough.
Indeed, young people in our society today could take a lesson from that because they seem to
think that society owes them a living, no matter how difficult the circumstances, without
their making some sacrifices. I suspect Harry Fletcher, along with the parents of many of us,
was prepared to accept any job and to make the best of the situation.
Harry's wife, Esme, as my friend the member for South Perth has said, was a public figure in
her own right. Indeed, in the year in which we celebrated 150 years of European occupation
of Western Australia, a publication was produced called Reflections. Esme Fletcher was one
of the 150 women of this State whose contribution to the welfare of people was recorded in
that document.
Mr Clarko: She was a top councillor at Fremantle,
Mr THOMPSON: She was Deputy Mayor of the Council at Fremantle and was associated
with the Fremantle Hospital. Unfortunately, Harry's wife died three weeks before he retired
from Parliament in 1977. Think about what that would have meant to Harry Fletcher.
Differences exist with individuals in political parties and from party to party. However, we
are aware that when one serves in this life one has little opportunity to build lasting
friendships because of one's occupation. Many of us when we leave ibis place each day
need to lean very heavily on our family. Harry Fletcher would have looked forward to
retiring from Parliament and to sharing his life with a woman with whom he had worked for
the conmmunity over a long period. They would have been both looking forward to a long
and happy retirement together. Alas, that was denied Harry Fletcher and I beLieve the pain
that would have caused him would have been difficult to comprehend.
I record my appreciation of the work that Harry Fletcher did, not only in Parliament but also
in the community. Harry Fletcher was a character, I am sure he would not mind my teling a
couple of stories about him. During the rime of the Tonkin Government, it did not have a
majority on the floor of the House. It was, therefore, very important that all members be
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present at all times. A Bill was before the House which the Tonkin Government wanted
passed. Unfotunately, when the bells were rung, the tellers appointed, and the votes had
been counted, the Government was one member shart; that was Harry Fletcher. He was
absent because his car tyre had a puncture on the freeway on his way to Parliament that
morning. The Bill was, therefore, lost. Those members who grow fruit tes and do not have
to register those fruit trees as an orchard can thank Harry Fletcher for that, because the Bill
was for that purpose.
My colleague, the Leader of the National Panty, drew attention to the fact that Harry was a
great one to quote from newspapers; he was also one to quote from any document that
supported his argument. One day he was in full flight. To reinforce the point he was making
he quoted extensively from Hansard until eventually Ray O'Connor asked whom he was
quoting. He ran his eyes down the page and said, "Harry Fletcher"! I join with ocher
members of the House in offering my condolences to his family at the sad loss of Harry
Fletcher.
Question passed, members standing.

House adjourned at 4.45 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

TAFE - PERTH CENTRAL METROPOLITAN COLLEGE
Art and Design Building - Stage Sir Completion

1247. Mr COURT to the Minister assisting the Minister for Education:
(1) When will stage six of the ant and design building at Perth Central

Metropolitan College be completed?
(2) When was it originally scheduled to be completed?
Mr TROY replied:
(1) Stage VI of the Perth TAPE campus has now been scheduled for completion

in December 1993, and for occupation in the 1994 academic year.
(2) December 1992.

PETROCHEMICAL PROJECT - CONNELL AND DEMPSTER
H-ayfShare Difference

1297. Mr COWAN to the Deputy Premier:
(1) When did the Government first become aware that Laurie Coninell was going

to get $350 million for his half share in the petrochemical project, while
Dallas Dempster was going to get $50 million for an identical half s: ae?

(2) What did the Government understand at the time to be the reason for one half
share being bought for seven times the amount of the other half share?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) Mid-1t988.

(2) The additional value would allow Rothwells to clear non-performing
"Concil-related debts" and the National Australia Bank $150 million
overdraft which was the subject of the Government indemnity.

PETROCHEMCAL PROJECT - GOVERNMENT 44 PER CENT PURCHASE
1353. Mr COWAN to the Deputy Prem-ier:

Why did the Government buy 44 per cent of the petrochemical project, rather
than a different percentage?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
The Government's 43.75 per cent of the petrochemical project equated to
$175 million which was applied to eliminate Rothwells' National Australia
Bank overdraft of $150 million and to satisfy pant of the Dempster selling
price for his share of the project

TRADES AND LABOR COUNCIL OF WA - OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH &
SAFETY REPRESENTATWVE TRAINING UNIT, MT HAWTHORN

Government Grant
1364. Mr KIERATH to the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations:

(1) Does the Trades and Labor Council of Western Australia representative
training unit in Mount Hawthorn receive a grant from the Western Australian
Government?

(2) If yes, could the Minister indicate -

(a) the size of the grant in each of the last five financial years;
(b) does the grant cover the wages of the employees of fth unit;
(c) do employees of the unit work one week in a training capacity and one

week involved in research consecutively;
(d) is this arrangement considered an efficient and cost effective use of

taxpayers' money?
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(3) Are funds of the unitrusedto -
(a) employ a person to look after the unit's indoor plants;
(b) pay staff parking fines;
(c) pay for personal conswnrables for the staff?

(4) Are all the staff able to rake leave between Christmas and New Year on full
pay in addition to other leave entitlements, thus giving them three extra paid
holidays per year?

(5) Are staff attendance records maintained and audited?
(6) Has an independent audit of the accounts as required under the tennrs of the

grant been carried out and, if so by whom?
(7) In view of the Premier's statement on 28 February 1990 promising a more

efficient and economic use of taxpayers' money, and the call by the Under
Treasurer in The West Australian on Saturday, 14 July 1990 for departments
to list in order of priority fuinctions or programs that could be abolished,
curtailed or deferred to reduce expenditure, is a Government grant to the TLC
representative training unit justified?

(8) Will the recomnmendations to the Government of the Occupational Health,
Safety and Welfare Commission's evaluation of the effectiveness of the unit
training curriculum be made public?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) Yes. Grants have been made to the TLC to enable the operation of a health

and safety representative training unit. The purpose of the unit is to centrally
coordinate and deliver introductory courses to occupational health and safety
representatives elected in accordance with the provisions of the Occupational
Health, Safety and Welfare Act 1984, as accredited by the Commission of
Occupational, Safety and Welfare.
The grant is made with the condition that the TLC is responsible for the
organisationt of the unit arid for providing audited financial statements relating
to the operation of the grant. Independent audits to date indicate that the
funds are being expended according to the conditions of the grant and records
are being kept in accordance with standard accounting practices.

(2) (a) 1985-1986 N/A
1986-1987 N/A
1987-1988 30000
1988-1989 470000
1989-L990 530000

(b) Yes.
(c) I have been informed that such an arrangement is an acceptable

procedure for the development and evaluation of appropriate training
materials.

(d) Yes, because -

-over 3 500 representatives have been trained to date;
-in the period since commencement of courses to 30 June 1990,

the munning cost per trainee for a five day course conducted by
the representative training unit was approximately $341. This
compares favourably to other courses currently under offer.
For example, a joint supervisor/health and safety representative
five day training course was recently offered by another
training organisation at rates from $413 to $825.

(3)-(5)
Refer to answer (1).

(6) Yes - Duesburys.
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(7) One of the primary objectives and functions of the legislation is to foster the
cooperative development and implementation of programs aimed at
preventing work related injury and disease. The operation of the TLC training
unit clearly ties into this objective as can be seen by the answer to (2)(d).

(8) No recommendations have been made to the Government on the effectiveness
of die unit's training curriculum. A report was prepared for the members of
the Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare Commission on the question of
union approval of trainers. As a result of that report a commission working
party is developing criteria for the evaluation of training courses.
TAFE - EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING DEPARTMENT

Amalgamation
1379. Mr TUJBBY to the Minister assisting the Minister for Education with TAFE:

(1) Is there to be an amalgamation between Technical and Further Education and
Departnent of Employment and Training?

(2) If so, when?
(3) Is it intended to close any TAFE technical centres located outside the

metropolitan area?
(4) If so, will the Minister provide details of the proposed changes?
Mr TROY replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) No.
(4) Not applicable,
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING - MULTICULTURAL ACCESS PLAN

Steering Committee Establishment
1403. Mr STRICKtANI to the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations.

(1) Has the Minister established a steering comm-ittee to implement a
Multicultural Access Plan in the employment and training area?

(2) If so, who are the members of the committee and what is the basis of their
representation?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) I draw die member's attention to the response to Legislative Assembly

question on notice No 1322 which advised that the original 1986 pilot
multicultural access plan initiatives had been overtaken by subsequent events.
However, as stated, the Government is commnitted to access and equity
strategies and programs in multicultural and ethnic affairs.
There is a Ministerial Steering Conittlee on Ethnic Employment and the
objective of the commuittee is to promote access, equity and participation in
employment, through coordinated policies which are culturally and
linguistically sensitive and appropriate, for people of ethnic background.

(2) The members of the Ministerial Steering Committee on Ethnic Employment
are -

- Chairperson: Dr Ian Alexander, MLA
- Co-chairperson: Dr Ric Charlesworth AM, MI{R
- Executive Officer: Ljiljana Djordjevic - Department of Employment

and Training
- Naga Narayanax - Ethnic Communities Council
- Rob Meecham - Trades and Labor Council
- Joe Ianniteili - North Perth Migrant Resource Centre
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- Carlos Soto - Catholic Migrant Centre
- Norm Craven-Kelly - Confederation of WA Industry
- 'Naso Tsingoida - Migrant Welfare Workers Association
- Malcolm Aibrook - Fremantle Migrant Resource Centre
- Ljiljanna Ravlich - Office of the Minister for Productivity and Labour

Relations.
EMPLOYEES - FEDERAL AND STATE AWARDS

1407. Mr KIERATII to the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations:
(1) Can the Minister advise -

(a) what percentage of employees in Western Australia are covered by
Federal Awards;

(b) what percentage of employees in Western Australia are covered by
State Awards?

(2) Can the Minister advise -

(a) what percentage of employees in Australia are covered by Federal
Awards;

(b) what percentage of employees in Australia are covered by State
Awards?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) As I have previously stated in the Legislative Assembly, in recent tines when

dealing with the SESDA legislation, 81.9 per cent of employees are covered
by awards determination and collective agreements. The remaining
18.1 per cent of employees are not covered by an award or collective
agreement.
(a) 19.2 per cent
(b) 58.4 per cent.

(2) 85.0 per cent of employees in Australia are covered by awards determinations
and collective agreements.
(a) 32.6 per cent
(b) 49.8 per cent.
There figures are as at May 1985, and are the latest available statistics
published by the Australian Bureau of Statistics.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS COMMISSION - INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS
AMENDMENT BILL

Amendments Review
1408. Mr KIERATH to the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations:

(1) In relation to the Industrial Relations Amendment Bil 1990 and the
amendments that appeared on the Notice Paper on Tuesday I 1 September,
1990 has the Minister sought the views of the Western Australian Industrial
Relations Commnission on these amendments, and if so -

(a) when were they sought;
(b) when were they received?

(2) Were the views of die Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission on
the amendments sought before or after Cabinet approved the contents of these
amendments?

(3) If the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission has reviewed these
amendments -

(a) has it made any request or recommendation in relation to these
amendments;
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(b) if so, what was that request or recommendation;

(c) when was it made;

(d) was it unanimous?

(4) (a) Has the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission
expressed any views on -
(i) how the amendments will affect the independence of the

Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission in policy
matters and decision making;

(ii) the need for these amendments, given the current provisions of
the Western Australian Industrial Relations Act 1979 and the
Australian Industrial Relations Act 1988 (which would appear
to already serve the same purposes);

(iii) how these amendments would impinge upon the Western
Australian Industrial Relations Commission's ability to
discharge its duty pursuant to its Act when State and Federal
interests inevitably compete;

(b) if the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission has
expressed any views on (a), (b) and (c), what are they?

(5) Given that there are any very significant structural, procedural and
jurisdictional differences between the Western Australian Industrial Relations
Commission and the Australian Industrial Relations Commission -

(a) has the Minister given any consideration, or caused any consideration
to be given, to what measures should be taken to accommodate those
differences;

(b) if so, what measures have been considered;
(c) is there any proposal enabling Legilation for that purpose?

(6) Are there any possible plans for the abolition of this State's Industrial
Relations System and the transfer of its Industrial Relations Powers to the
Commonwealth to be a subject for discussion at the Special Prem-iers'
Conference in October this year?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) (a) 19 June 1990.

(b) 30 July 1990.
(2) Cabinet has considered and noted the views of the Western Australian

Industrial Relations Commission.
(3)-(4)

The correspondence I have received from both the President and the Chief
Commnissioner has been marked confidential. I do not intend to do anything
other than respect the commission's desire for these conumunications to
remain confidential.

(5) This question presumes that the purpose of amendments to facilitate dual
appointments is a merging of the Western Australian Industrial Relations
Commission and the Australian Industrial Relations Commission, which is not
the case.

(6) Industrial Relations has been listed as an agenda item for the special Premniers'
Conference scheduled for 30 to 31 October 1990. The abolition of the State's
industrial relations system is not being entertained by the WA Government-

BELL GROUP SHARES - STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE COMMIfSSION
Edwards, Mr Kevin - Purchase Authorisation

1439. Mr COURT to the Deputy Premier:

(1) Was the then Acting Chairman of the State Government Insurance
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Commission, Mr Edwards, authorised by either the Government or the SOIC
to make the offer on 24 April 1988 for the SGIC to purchase 60 000 shares in
Bell Group Limited &rom Mr Homes a Court or his private company for $2.50
per shute payable within fourteen days against delivery of share certificates
and trasfers?

(2) If yes, who gave that authorisation?
Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) The Acting Chairman made a conditional offer to purchase shares which was

not accepted. While there is nothing to prevent individual commissioners
making such offers they are not binding on the commission until they have
been presented to the board and ratified.

(2) Not applicable.
FORESTRY PRODUCTS - PULP AND PAPER INDUSTRY

Ministry of Economic Development "The Way Forward" Publication -
Government Policy

1485, Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:
Would the Minister give information whether the statements in the very
commendable publication The Way Forward by the Ministry of Economic
Development under the tidle Forestry Products, Pulp and Paper, particularly
the first paragraph, viz -

The Ministry is encouraging industry initiatives which add value to the
State's forestry resources. Creating a pulp industry and further
developing fine wood crafts present good opportunities to add value to
forest and sawmill residues. Conventing our current export
consignment of 750 000 tonnes of mainly hardwood chips to high
brightness pulp would more than treble its market value -

expresses the policy of the Governent?
Mr TAYLOR replied:

Yes. It is the Government's intention to foster value adding of its natural
resources, including wood resources. This will include examining all aspects
for downstream processing and promoting opportunities that are considered
environmentally acceptable. Of particular interest to the Ministry of
Economic Development and Trade is the economic use of residues from forest
and sawmill operations. Studies and programs to increase use of these
residues are being funded by a levy on logs harvested for woodchip
production. Any future development of a wood pulping industry would need
to be based primarily on plantation resources and meet stringent
environmental conditions. It is the intention of the Government to monitor
developments in pulping technology and to study the implications for Western
Australia.

LAND VALUATION TRIBUNAL - LAND VALUATION TRIBUNALS ACT
Performance Requirements - Hearings Backlog

1493. Mr LEWIS to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:
Panther to question 1252 of 1990, which notifies the functions of the tribunal
are being performed on an "As the Chairman is available basis" -

(a) what is the basis upon which the tribunal is required to perform wider
the Land Valuation Tribunals Act;

(b) what are the duties of the chairman with respect to time and place for
the settings of the tribunal;

(c) how does the Minister propose to overcome the growing backlog of
hearing and hearings determination?

6394 [ASSEMBLY)



[Thursday, 18 October 1990] 69

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(a) Under section 18 of the Land Valuation Tribunals Act 1978 a tribunal is
required to hear and determine all appeals referred to it or brought before it
under the Valuation of Land Act 1978 or under any other Act.

(b) Under section 10(1) of the Act, the chainman of a tribunal appoints the time
and place for sittings and may adjourn sittings from time to time.

(c) I am advised that the backlog relates solely to appeals concerning
discretionary trusts. These appeals required the special appointment of an
acting chairman as both the chairman and deputy chairman ruled themselves
ineligible because of a conflict of interest. Up to 26 September 1990 a total of
59 of these types of appeals had been lodged. Three were allowed by the
tribunal, one was dismissed and 22 conceded by the Comnmissioner of State
Taxation following certain determinations by the tribunal. The remaining 33
will now have to be assessed by the chairman and deputy chairnan to
ascertain if they still have a conflict of interest. Once this is established
matters can proceed.

LAND VALUATION TRIBUNAL - APPEALS
Hearings Backlog

1494. Mr LEWIS to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:

Further to question 1252 of 1990 -

(a) is it true there is presently in excess of 26 appeals. unscheduled for
hearing until after 6 November 1990;

(b) of the appeals heard since 1 July 1989, how many appeals presently
lack determination;

(c) what is the duration of time that has elapsed since the hearing dates of
those appeals lacking determination;-,

(d) how many appeals were referred to the Land Valuation Tribunal
between 1 July 1989 and 21 September 1990;

(e) excluding the one appeal to be heard on 16 October and the four listed
for hearing on 6 November 1990, how many appeals both referred and
registered are yet to be heard;

(f) if hearing dates axe usually advised within one to three weeks of
registration and as 26 appeals will have been waiting notice of hearing
for at least 19 weeks, what action is proposed by the Minister to ensure
that all appeals as referred are heard and determined within the
currency of the financial/revenue year in which the appeal is
registered;

(g) does the Land Valuation Tribunal Act provide for duties of the
Tribunal Chairman to be carried out on an "as required basis";

(h) if yes to (g), will the Minister explain the increase in delay time for the
appointment of the time and place of sittings of the tribunal;

(i) if no to (g), will the Minister explain the increasing delay in time for
the appointment of time and place of sittings of the tribunal?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(a) Yes.

(I,) Three.

(c) Decisions were reserved on 9 February 1990, 25 June 1990 and 24 July 1990.
(d) 106.

(e) Forty-eight including the 33 discretionary trust appeals referred to in my
answer to pant (c) of question 1493.

(f) Except for those which are lodged towards the end of a financial year, appeals
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would generally be heard within the year of lodgment. I am advised that at
present only the 33 discretionary trust appeals referred to in my answer to
question 1493 remain to be listed.

(g)-(h)
There is no provision in the Act which expressly refers to the tribunal
chairman acting on an "as required" basis.

(i) There is no increasing delay in the appointment of the time and place of
sittings of the tribunal.

HISMELT DEVELOPMENT PROJECT - JAPANESE PARTNERS
Deputy Premier's Meeting

1512. Mr COURT to the Deputy Premier:

(1) Did the Deputy Premier meet the Japanese partners in the HIsmelt
Development Project during the Deputy Premier's recent visit to Japan?

(2) If yes, did they indicate why there was some uncertainty about locating this
plant in Western Australia?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(I) No.

(2) Not applicable.

EDGELL BIRDSEYE - MANJTMUP CANNERY INVESTMENT
Government Buy Back Arrangement

1521. Mit OMODE! to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:

(1) Has the State Governiment a contractual agreement or arrangement to buy
back the investment in the Manjimup Cannery by Edgell Birdseye?

(2) If yes to (1), will the Government table the details of this arrangement in
Parliament?

(3) If not, why not?

(4) Will the Government give details of any assistance given to Edgell Birdseye
on the takeover of -

(a) the Manjimup Cannery;

(b) the establishment of the Edgell Birdseye Potato Processing Plant?

(5) If not, why not?

Mrt TAYLOR replied:

(1) The Government has no agreement to buy back the investment in the cannery
by Edgell Birdseye because it believes that the cannery should be run on a
commercial basis.

(2)-(3)
Not applicable.

(4) (a) No assistance was given to Edgell Birdseye for the takeover of the
Manjirnup cannery. It was necessary for the State to forgive debts of
the Manjimup, Canning Co-operative Company to enable the sale to
proceed.

(b) Assistance with half of the cost of a storage damn on site, a seven
kilometre pipeline and a weir and pumping station on Smith Brook
was provided to enable the establishment of a dedicated water supply
for the potato processing plant. This assistance was provided because
the existing Water Authority supply was incapable of providing the
needs of the potato processing plant.

(5) Not applicable.
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TAPE - FORRESTFIELD TAPE CENTRE
Closure

1532. Mr KIERATH to the Minister assisting die Minister for Education with TAPE:
(1) Does die Government intend to close Forrestfield Technical and Further

Education?
(2) If so, when?
Mr TROY replied:
(1 )-(2)

Yes, as was indicated in a Press statement issued by the Executive Director of
TAPE on 27 September 1990. Due to the small size of the site and the nature
of the buildings on the site, there is limited development potential of the
present centre at Forrestfield. As a result, die TAPE centre will be closed by
die Department of TAPE at the end of this year. As part of its future
infrastructure development strategy, the deparment is currently investigating
the feasibility of obtaining a larger site in the Porrestield-Cannington area.
The department will ensure access to TAPE for present students from the
Forrestfield TAFE centre and future students wishing to study courses offered
by this centre. Students will be able to transfer to the Midlands Regional
College of TAPE, which has been provided to service the needs of the entire
region, including Forrestfield. The Midlands campus has a major purpose-
built art facility which caters for all areas of art, and has capacity weli in
excess of the Forrestfield TAPE centre. The department has indicated that it
would be pleased to have discussions with representatives of the community
about the possibility of the community running an art centre at the present
Forrestfleld site, if that were the wish of the community.

SCHOOLS - DARDANUP, BOYANUP, CAPEL PRIMARY SCHOOLS
Capital Works Funds

1537. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister for Education:
(1) Have funds been allocated in the 1990-91 Budget for capital works at the

Dardanup, Boyanup or Capel Primary Schools?
(2) If Yes, how much and for what purposes?
Dr GALLOP replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.

SCHOOLS - HARVEY AGRICULTURAL SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL
Recreation, Assembly Hall Funds

1538. Mr BRADSIIAW to the Minister for Education:
(1) Have funds been allocated for finishing the recreation/assembly hall at the

Harvey Agricultural Senior High School?
(2) If not, when can this project be expected to be finished?
Dr GALLOP replied:
(1) No.
(2) The project will be considered for inclusion in the 199 1-92 school building

program, subject to the availability of funding.

MILK - MASTERS DAIRY
600m1 Glass Milk B on/es

1553. Mr KIERATH to the Minister for Consumer Affairs:
(1) Is Masters Dairy proposing to reintroduce 600m1 glass milk bottles in

October?

6397



(2) Is milk in glass bottles priced below the price of milk in plastic and cardboard
containers in the Eastern States?

(3) Is the Minister concerned about newspaper reports that Masters is proposing
to charge more for milk in glass bottles in Western Australia than for milk in
cardboard containers?

(4) In view of the Government's expressed commritment to recycling, what
position is the Minister planning to take to ensure that milk in glass bottles is
not overpriced?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:

(1) 1 am informed that Masters Dairy expects to reintroduce milk in glass baffles
either this month or early in November.

(2) Milk is available in glass bottles only in Queensland, New South Wales and
the ACT. While milk in glass containers is cheaper (per litre) in New South
Wakes some plastic containers of milk in Queensland ar cheaper (per litre)
than milk in glass.

(3) 1 am advised that Masters has not determined its pricing policy at this stage.

(4) At this stage there is no indication that milk in glass bottles in Western
Australia will be more expensive than milk in other containers.

SCHOOLS - STUDENT DRIVING COURSES
1563. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister for Education:

(1) How many schools are currently involved in or have previously been involved
with student driving courses in Western Australia?

(2) Does the Government intend to introduce student driving instruction courses
at all high schools?

(3) What costs and additional resources are required to be provided for, if such a
program is introduced Statewide?

(4) Would the Government undertake to cover the costs identified in (3) above?

Dr GALLOP replied:
(1) Currently there are 47 high schools involving 2 100 students in driver

education courses.

(2)-(4)
Student driver education is conducted and funded by the Police Department.
The answer to these questions would lie with the Minister for Police.

SCHOOLS - TEACHERS
Guidance Officers - Special Training or Qualifications Requirement

1578. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Education:

(1) Is there any requirement for special training or qualifications for teachers who
are appointed to schools as guidance officers?

(2) If so, what are these requirements?

(3) If not, why not?

Dr GALLOP replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) Guidance officers are required to meet the registration requirements of the
Psychologists Board of Western Australia and be qualified teachers. They
must -

(a) possess a recognised tertiary qualification in psychology, eg a four
year degree;

(b) have undertaken or be in the process of undertaking a two year
supervisory program with a registered psychologist; and
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(c) possess a teaching qualification which is approved by the Chief
Executive Officer.

(3) Not applicable.
TECHNOLOGY AND INDUSTRY DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY - CONNELL,

MR LAURIE
Company Loans or Grams - MeCusker Report

1582. Mr LEWIS to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:
(1) Did die Technology and Industry Development Authority at any time advance

moneys by way of loan, or specifically grant moneys to any of the companies
that were acquired by L.R. Connell or any companies controlled by him, as
scheduled in the McCusker Report as non-performing debtors to Rothwells
and companies that were acquired by Connell interests, when the Bond
Corporation and Western Australia Government Holdings purchased die
Connell/Dempster stake in the petrochemical project?

(2) If so -
(a) what were the specific companies that benefited, either by way of loan

or specific prant and what were the specific amounts lent and/ar
pranted to each company;

(b) have any of the companies been placed in the hands of receivers or
otherwise liquidated and if so what are the companies so involved?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(I) Not to my knowledge..
(2) Not applicable.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES HOUSING AUTHORITY - CONSTRUCTION
PLANS NANNUP AREA

1598. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Housing:
(1) Does the Government Employees Housing Authority plan any construction

for the Nannup area in the 1990-91 year?
(2) If so, what construction is planned?
(3) If no construction is planned, why not?
Mrs HENDERSON replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) Only one house has been requested in Nannup. it is at a low departmental

priority and resources are insufficient for provision of a house in 1990-91,
AGRICULTURE - ADDITIONAL PROCESSING OPPORTUNIT'IES

IDENTIFICATION
Budget Allocatdon Expenditure -

1605. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:
(1) On what will the $ 100 000 allocated in the 1990-91 Budget to help identify

Additional 7agriciiltural -processing opportunities for -Western Australia be
expended?

(2) How much was expended on this item in the 1989-90 Budget?
Mr TAYLOR replied:
(I) The Ministry of Economic Development and Trade will undertake -

(i) Detailed studies of opportunities for selected processed agricultural
products in key niaikets such as Japan, Korea, Taiwan and South
East Asian countries.
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(ii) Detailed studies of Western Australia's competitiveness as a location
for agricultural processing activities, compared with a number of
Asian and European countries.

(iii) Promotion of the State's capabilities in agricultural processing to
targeted national and international companies.

(2) There was no similar ktern in the 1989-90 Budget. However, activities
undertaken by the ministry included -

(i The completion of business evaluations for selected companies in the
agricultural processing sector.

0ii) The completion of a feasibility study on pet food production in
Western Australia.

(iii) The provision of support for a number of industry organisations in
the agricultural processing sector.

(iv) Attendance at Poodex (Tokyo) and Food and Hotel Asia (Singapore)
exhibitions.

BIOTECHNOLOGY INDUSTRIES - COOGEE BIOTECHNOLOGY PARK
Budget Allocation Expenditure

1606. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Finance and Economnic Development:
(1) On what will the $205 000 allocated in the 1990-91 State Budget to promote

the development of biotechnology based industries including the advancement
of the Coogee Biotechnology Park be expended?

(2) How much was allocated for this same item in the 1989-90 Budget?
(3) On what were those funds expended?
Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) The $213 000 allocated towards the promotion of biotechnology-based

industry in 1990-91 will be expended as follows -

(a) Murdoch University Biotechnology Program $120 000
(b) Coogee Biotechnology Park

Bioprocessing Product Development Centre $65 000
(c) The balance of $28 000 will be spent on investment attraction,

industry/Government/academic liaison, biotechnology capability
promotion and identification of new opportunities.

(2) In 1989-90 the corresponding allocation was $305 000.
(3) The allocation of $305 000 for biotechnology development was expended as

follows -

(a) Murdoch University Biotechnology Program $120 000
(b) Study of bioprocessing options for the

Coogee Special Industrial area $104000
(c) Pre-feasibility studies into new opportunities $33 000
(d) Investment attraction $24 000
We The balance of $24 000 was expended on investment attraction,

indusirylGovemmentlacadernic liaison and biotechnology capability
promotion.

BUDGET ALLOCATIONS -RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT GRANTS
Projects

1607. Mr MacKJNNON to the Minister for Finance and Economnic Development:
(1) Who will determine which projects will be supported by the $500 000

allocated in this year's State Budget for research and development grants?
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(2) What are the qualifications to apply and qualify for those grants?
(3) How much was expended on the same item in the 1989-90 State Budget?
(4) Would the Minister list those projects assisted and the extent which they were

assisted?
Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) The Western Australian Research and Development (WARD) Panel

determines which projects will be supported by the WARD scheme. The
panel comprises representatives from Western Australian universities, private
industry and the public sector. Final endorsement of the grant assistance is at
the discretion of the Minister for Finance and Economic Development.

(2) To be eligible to apply for WARD funding, applicant companies must satisfy
the following eligibility criteria -

* Incorporated or unincorporated business enterprises and associations may
apply but not sole traders.

* The company must not be currently eligible for the Commonwealth
Government's 150 per cent tax concession program.

* The company must have applied unsuccessfully for grant assistance from
one of the three Commonwealth Government research and development
(R&D) programs -

The Discretionary Grants Scheme;
The Generic Technologies Scheme; or
The National Procurement Development Program.

* The project is to be directed at the development of internationally
competitive and internationally wraded goods, services or systems.

* The company must be prepared to undertake manufacture in WA.
* A formal written application is to be lodged.
* Proposed R&D activities are to be systematic, investigative or

experimental activities preferably involving innovations developed within
WA. The financial support can extend from the experimental
development stage through to final prototype development.

*Proposed R&D activities must be commercially sound, innovative, aimned
at a particular industry problem and provide benefits to WA especially
from increased export earnings.

(3) $562000.
(4) Over the two years that WARD has been in operation the following projects

have been assisted -

* Campbell Environmental Ltd - processing
of abattoir wastes $100000

* Taywood Engineering- Ltd - concrettFconroiion -$90 000
* Earth Resources Mapping - optomagnetic

computer data storage device $100 000
* Cenesys .Corpo~ration Pty Ltd -land

information system software package $100 000
* Fluid Technology (Aust) Ltd - chemical mixing $100 000
* Biotech International Ltd - pyrogen test kit $50 000
* Benra Pty Ltd - hydrogel imnplant and contact lenses $100 000
* Margaret River Marron Farm - marron breeding $100 000
* Nujeriko Pty Ltd - safety syringe trials - $75 000

These projects are at different stages of completion and payments are made
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over the life of the project. Each stage of payment is subject to a complete
audit. Projects must be completed within two years.

BUDGET ALLOCATIONS - EXPORT MARKET SUPPORT
Expenditure

1609. Mr MacKIINNON to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:
(1) On what will the $908 000 allocated in thi year's State Budget to promote

and assist new and existing Western Australian export producers into overseas
markets through a range of specific purpose support schemes be expended?

(2) How much was expended under this same item in 1989-90?
(3) On what were those funds expended?
Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) (a) Export market support programs including export market support

scheme; buyer visit program; Japan export market support scheme1
and industry export consultant scheme. Support will be focused
particularly on the defence; information technology; mining; building;
and processed food sectors, in line with the department's export
market industry strategies.

(b) Export education programn, including the export graduate scheme and
the export achievement awards.

(c) Trade promotion programs including missions, trade displays in
targeted overseas markets on behalf of priority industry sectors.

(2) An amount of $990 000 was allocated for this purpose in 1989-90.
(3) The funds were expended an the same programs as planned for the financial

year 1990-91 outlined in (1) above.
BUDGET ALLOCATIONS - OVERSEAS PROJECTS

Expenditure
1610. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:

(1) On what is the $135 000 allocated in the 1990-91 State Budget to increase
WA's participation and overseas aid funded projects to be expended?

(2) How much was expended under this same item or for this same purpose in
1989-90?

(3) Would the Minister list the detail of that expenditure?
Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) (a) Identification, coordination and facilitation of public and private sector

involvement in overseas projects.
(b) Increased participation of WA based industry in overseas projects

funded through the Australian International Development Assistance
Bureau.

(2) An amo unt of $150 000 was allocated for this purpose in 1989-90.
(3) The funds were expended on the same programs as planned for financial year

1990-91 outlined in (1) above.
BUDGET ALLOCATIONS - COUNTERTRADE AGREEMENTS

Expenditure
1611. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:

(1) On what is the $151 000 allocated in the 1990-91 State Budget to continue
innovative and productive work in the field of councerurade going to be
expended?

(2) How much was allocated for this purpose in 1989-90?
(3) On what were those funds expended?
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Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) (a) Negotiating and concluding master counrertrade agreements with
successful tenderers for Government contracts.

(b) Promotion of Western Australian products and services to State
countertrade obligated firms.

(c) Investnent attraction to Western Australia by State counterurade
obligated finns.

(d) Continuing support to Idextrade of Hungary in order to develop trade
between Western Australia and Hungar as well as other Eastern
European countries.

(e) Promotion of Western Australian products and services in Eastern
European markets and mutual cooperation in third countries.

(0) Coordination of Western Australia's participation in the Australian
Civil Offsets Agreement (ACQA).

(2) $156 000 was allocated in 1989-90.
(3) The funds were expended on the same programs as indicated in (1) above.
BUDGET ALLOCATIONS - OVERSEAS MARKETS DEVELOPMENT

Expenditure
1612. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:

(1) On what will the $210 000 allocated in the 1990-91 State Budget to assist
existing and new export producers in the regional areas of Western Australia
to locate and develop overseas markets be expended?

(2) What was allocated for this purpose in 1989-90?
(3) On what were those funds. expended?
Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) (a) Overseas market awareness to regional Western Australian products.

(b) Overseas promotion of Western Australian regional products.
(c) Regional Western Australian capability awareness to overseas

markets.
(d) Regional investment attraction from overseas.
(e) Administrative support for the above.

(2) An amount of $220 000 was allocated for this purpose in 1989-90.
(3) The funds were expended on the same programs as planned for financial year

1990-91 outlined in (1) above.
RAINBOW COAST EVENTS FOUNDATION - [NCORPORATION

1615. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Regional Development:
(1) Is the Rainbow Coast Events Foundation incorporated?
(2) If so, when did the incorporation take place?
(3) What is the role of, the Rainbow Coast Events Foundation in- the great

southern region?
(4) What events has the foundation promoted?
Mrs BUCHANAN replied:
(1) No. The Events Foundation currently operates as a joint committee of the

Rainbow Coast Tourism Directorate, Great Southern Development Authority
and die Town of Albany. The directorate is responsible for administration
and financial management on behalf of the foundation. A constitution is
currently being drafted with a view to incorporation in the near future.

6403



(2) See answer to (1).
(3) The role of the foundation is to promote tourism, business, personal and

community development by attracting, creating or supporting sporting,
cultural, comnmercial and other major events.

(4) Events which have received support from the foundation to date include the
Australia-China table tennis test match, Australian yachting masters, Rainbow
Coast air show, WA State masters games and a proposed round the houses
motor race. Assistance is also to be offered to the Gairdner Show.

AIRCRAFr - NESTER PTY LTD
Government Contract

1616. Mr CLARKO to the Minister for Services:

(1) What are the details of the contract or lease applying to the aircraft which was
organised for State Government use during the term of the Dowding
Government?

(2) Was the agreed cost subject to change?

(3) Has the monthly payment been increased recently by $9 500 or any other
amount?

(4) What are the details regarding costs since the arrangement was entered into?

Mrs BUCHANAN replied:

(1) Contract with Nester Pry Ltd commenced 19 October 1988 for aperiod of five
years.

(2) Yes, annual hire rate adjustments are based on CPI; effective from 19 October
each year.

(3) Yes, CPI adjustment effective 19 October 1990.
(4) Initial monthly hire rate effective from 19 October 1988 was $122 500.

Monthly hire rate effective from 19 October 1989 was $131 687.50.
Monthly hire rate effective from 19 October 1990 will be $143 012.63.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES HOUSING AUTHORITY - LANCELIN
Single Teacher Accommodation

1628. Mr TUBBY to the Minister for Housing:

(1) Is the Minister aware that no Government Employees Housing Authority units
are provided at Lancelin for the five single teachers appointed to chat school?

(2) Could the Minister advise if units will be constructed in the 1990-91 financial
year?

(3) (a) If yes to (2) when will the units be available for occupation;

(b) if not, during which financial year will these units be constructed?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:

(1) The Governent Employees Housing Authority provides housing to
departments based on departmental priorities on a Statewide basis.
Departments then allocate the housing to employees according to their own
priorities.

(2) GEHA will not be providing additional units in Lancelin in 1990-91. This
reflects the lack of priority accorded to Lancelin in departmental requirements
submitted to GEHA.

(3) Additional housing in Lancelin for the Ministry of Education in future years is
dependent on the priority determined by the Ministry of Education compared
to other accommodation requirements.
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MCCUSICER INQUIRY - ROTHWELLS LTD
Charges Statistics

1634. Mr GRAYDEN to the Minister representing die Attorney Genera):
Excluding charges which have arisen as a result of die McCusker
investigation into Rodiwelis Ltd, how many charges have been laid in
Western Australia under -

(a) Sections 378, 420 and 412 of the Criminal Code;
(b,) sections 229(3), 229(4) and 563(2) of die Companies (Western

Australia) Code;
(c) sections 11(2) and 40(1) of the Companies (Acquisition of Shares)

Code;
(d) section 124(1) of the Securities Industries (Western Australia) Code;
in each of the years 1987 to 1990 inclusive?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:
Charges laid by die officers of the Corporate Affairs Department.
(a) 1987-88 Nil

1988-89 3
1989-90 8

(b) 1987-88 4
1988-89 28
1989-90 348

(c) 1987-88' 3
1988-89 .3

1989-90 50
(d) 1987-88 Nil

1988-89 Nil
1989-90 2

COMPANIES (WESTERN AUSTRALIA) CODE -SECTION 556 BREACHES
Court of Pett Sessions and District Court - Fines Statistics

1635. Mr GRAYDEN to the Minister representing the Attorney General:
Wh at was the total amount of fines imposed in Western Australia for breaches
of section 556 of the Companies (Western Australia) Code in each of the
years 1987 to 1990 inclusive in the -

(a) Court of Petty Sessions;
(b) District Court?

Mir D.L. SMIlTH replied:
This information is not readily available without a detailed review of each of
the departmnent's litigation files for the period. This would be a time
consuming and costly exercise, and I do not believe that the allocation of
necessary resources would be justified.

CORPORATE AFFAIRS DEPARTMENT -LEGISLATION BREACHES
Prison Terim

1636. Mr GRAYDEN to the Minister representing the Attorney General:
(1) How many prison terms were imposed in Western Australia for breaches of

legislation within the jurisdiction of the Corporate Affairs Department during
each of the years 1987 to 1990 inclusive?

(2) What was die duration of each such term and what was the nature of the
offence committed?
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Mr D.L. SMITH replied:

This information is not readily available without a detailed review of each of
the department's litigation files for the relevant period. This would be a time
consumning and costly exercise to undertake and I do not believe that the
allocation of necessary resources would be justified.

General information concerning the department's position results is contained
in the department's annual reports for the period and indicate that die total of
prison terms imposed were as follows -

1987-88 Nil
1988-89 8 years
1989-90 51.5

RESIDENTIAL TENANCY LEGISLATION - AMENDMENTS

1638. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Consumer Affairs:

(1) Are any amendments to the residential tenancy legislation being proposed in
the immediate future?

(2) If so, what sections of the legislation will those amendments relate to?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) The matter is currently being considered by Cabinet.
PETROLEUM EXPLORATION - WELLS STATISTICS

1647. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Mines:

Based on the existing petroleum exploration licences, how many wells have
been and will be drilled during 1990Oand 1991 in -
(a) offshore areas;

(b) onshore areas?

Mr CARR replied:

In 1990 it is expected that 36 exploration wells will be drilled including
16 onshore and 20 offshore. Based on well comnmitments it is predicted that
38 exploration wells will be completed in 1991 including 20 onshore and
18 offshore.

PETROLEUM EXPLORATION - LICENCEES
Licence Conditions Compliance

1648. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Mines:

(1) Have all the existing petroleum exploration licensees complied with the
conditions of their respective licences in the State and offshore areas so far?

(2) If not, what are the outstanding obligations at present?

Mr CARR replied:

(1) Yes - all existing petroleum exploration permittees have complied wit the
(work requirement) conditions of their respective pernits in the State and
offshore areas so far.

(2) Not applicable.

DAYLIGHT SAVING - BUSINTESS COM[MUNITY ADVANTAGES
Small Business Development Corporation Documentation

1653. Mr GRAYDEN to the Minister for Small Business:

(1) Have the advantages to the business community which it is claimed will ensue
from the introduction of daylight saving been documented by the Small
Business Development Corporation?
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(2) If so -
(a) what specific sections of the business community will be advantaged;
(b) in what specific ways will those sections benefit?

Mr CARR replied:

No; however, as a result of the contact that the Small Business Development
Corporation has with the business community, it is apparent that the
introduction of daylight saving would have the following benefits -

- Improved opportunity to communicate with other Australian States
resulting from the extra hour available for communication during
normal business hours.

- An opportunity for increased sales for those businesses involved in
leisure, recreational and "after hours" industries (particularly small
businesses) because of the extra daylight leisure and recreational hours
available to the public at large.

- A saving in fuel costs (particularly electricity) due to the extra daylight
hour of operation of business hours. For example, a store with a neon
light or sign that would usually be time switched to come on at
7.00 pmn and go through to, say, midnight, would now be adjusted to
come on at 8.00 pmn and finish at close of trade at midnight, thereby
saving an hour's worth of electricity.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

DUNSBOROUGH STRUCTURE PLAN - MEELtJF RESERVE AND CROWN LAND
A Class Reserve - Environmental Protection Authority Recommendation

731. Mr BLAIKIE to the Minister for the Environment:

What action does the Government propose to take following the
Environmental Protection Authority recommendation about the Dunsborough
structure plan that the Crown land adjacent to the Dunsborough townsite and
including the area known as the Meelup Reserve should be an A class
reserve?

Mr PEARCE replied:

I am not remarkably familiar with that Environmental Protection Authority
recommendation but I understand it to be made in terms of one Government
department pulling its point of view on a particular matter to another
Government department that is dealing with the overall plan for the area.
That overall plan has not yet been completed and the Government has not
made any decisions about it.

Mr Blaikie: The plan has been endorsed by Cabinet.

Mr PEARCE: It has been endorsed in principle but the Government will then move
on to make a range of specific decisions. No decision is being contemplated
directly as the result of the EPA recommendation. Detenminations will be
made as a result (if other considerations, but I do not propose any immediate
action with regard to that recommendation. That recommendation was not
made to me but was a submission by the EPA to the structure planning group.

Mr Blaikie: So the Government does not propose to take any action?

Ms PEARCE: That is not what I said. I said we do not propose to take any action as
a direct response to the EPA submission about the structure plan. The
structure plan lays down the general things which the Government proposes to
do, and the Government will make a series of decisions about all the things
that are recommended or contained in the structure plan. That will happen
over a number of years. The Government does not propose to take any action
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as a result of the EPA submission. It may take action as a result of the
structure plan.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION - LEVY INCREASE

732. Mrs WATKINS to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:

Can the Minister advise whether it is a fact that, as reported in today's The
West Australian, the State Energy Commission of Western Australia levy will
be increased by two per cent to five per cent?

Mr CARR replied:

I thank the member for asking that question. I was very surprised a few
minutes ago when that line in that article in the newspaper was drawn to my
attention. The article claimed that an increase has occurred in the levy from
three per cent to five per cent. I can assure the member and the House that is
not true. The SECWA levy remains three per cent - the amount it has been
for some time.

SHEEP - LIVE SHEEP TRADE
Foreign Country Discussions

733. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Agriculture:

Will the Minister inform the House with which Asian or other countries have
discussions been held in the past three months about shipments of live sheep
or mutton?

M& BRIDGE replied:

I recall a discussion some weeks ago between the deputy leader of the
National Party and me about the mutton trade. During that discussion it was
suggested that some of the other countries not imimediately identified as a
traditional area such as Saudi Arabia, be considered as potential trading
partners. I am not able to tell the House precisely which countries were
involved, but Angola was one and I think East Java was the other.
Representatives visited my office and held discussions with the Department of
Agriculture on the procedural requirements for those trading arrangements.
No finn proposal has eventuated since then. The Government is pursuing the
possible options available to it for that form of overseas trade. As a matter of
interest, such an arrangement is included in the strategies which the task force
has under consideration. I hope it will pursue this proposal:

MINER1AL SANDS - MUNDUONG
Minister for the Environment's Opposition

734. Mr& BRADSHAW to the Minister for the Environment:

With regard to the article in The West Australian this morning headed "Pearce
vows to stop minin."-

(1) What are the reasons for the Minister's opposition to mineral sands
mining near Mundijong?

(2) Has the EPA evaluated his reasons for refusing to allow mining in this
area?

(3) Why is mineral sands mining allowed in other areas and not near
Mundijong?

(4) Is that area part of the Minister's electorate?

(5) If yes, should the decision be made by an independent Minister?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(l)-(5)
1 am sony the member for Wellington did not come to the meeting last night.
It was a well attended and successful meeting. I received a large amount of
support from the people present. Prior to the 1989 election, when my
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electorate was expanded to take into account many areas which had
previously been the province of Mr Rushton and subsequently the current
member for Roleystone, I was asked my view on whether sand mining should
be allowed on a site within a kilometre of the Mundijong townsite. It is in the
gazetted metropolitan area. I said I did not think that was appropriate.

Mr Bradshaw: Why did they then mine the same thing next to the Hamel townsite?

Mr PEARCE: When did they receive approval to mine in the Hamel townsite?

Mr Bradshaw: I did not say the townsite, I said adjoining the town site. They
received it last year.

Dr Turnbull: They are doing it right now.

Mr PEARCE: I have not given environmental approval for mining near the Hamel
townsite since I have been Minister for the Environment.

Mr Bradshaw: The shire council tried to put a stop to it.

Mr PEARCE: Is Hanmel in the Perth metropolitan area9

Mr Bradshaw: What does that have to do with the issue?

Mr PEARCE: It has a fair bit to do with it.

Mr Bradshaw: It has nothing to do with it.

Mr PEARCE: That is not right. I am happy to enter into a treatise on the planning of
the Perth metropolitan area and the need for areas in which the Perth
metropolitan area can expand, if that is what the member for Wellington
wants. I do not believe an area within a kilometre of the Mundijong townsite
is an appropriate site for sand mining. Furthenmore, substantial questions
must be answered about that proposal because it is in the Serpentine ground
water area and, as everybody knows, sand mining makes very large use of
ground water.

Mr Bradshaw: That is untr. They do not use a large amount of water.
The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PEARCE: If some of the members opposite had attended the meeting they would
have been well aware that I spent some time explaining to the meeting the
processes that need to be followed. There is no application before the EPA at
the present time to mine that area. I said at the meeting, if it ever got to the
stage where an application were to be made, I would make sure that it went
through the proper environmental process to the last letter, full stop and
comma of the law. That is precisely what will occur.

I also pointed out, as I have said publicly on a number of occasions with
regard to a number of other sand mining proposals, that I think the sand
mining industry itself has a lesson to learn from other areas of the minmng
industry about how to handle community relations.

Mr Blaikie: You sound like a cranky school teacher.

Mr PEARCE: I am sorry about that, but that is a fact. At the same time as I was
addressing this public meeting like a cranky school teacher - it seemed to be
appreciated by the pupils - I pointed out that in my own electorate another
mining company, Alcoa, operates in a-very environmentally responsible way
to the extent that it has been enrolled on the United Nations Environment
Program 500 Roll of Honour. I helped today to make a video for Alcoa for
presentation to the International Union for the Conservation of Nature and
Natural Resources conference which is to be held in Perth next month. I am
not taking any anti-mining stance, or advocating no mining in my electorate in
regard to these matters. It is question of sand mining companies having some
level of environmental responsibility for the way in which they operate, and
setting in place the kind of community consultation mechanisms which
companies like Alcoa have been able to establish.
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I also indicated to the meeting that I thought the company needed some
advice and direction on how these things might be achieved, and I would
therefore meet the company in the next week or two to discuss this application
and its general approach to sand mining applications throughout the State,
including the electorate of the member. The member might tell me what he
thinks about sand mining in his electorate, if he has some view about it.

Mdr Bradshaw: I think it is a great thing.
Mr PEARCE: We will organise some sand mines in the member's electorate; I shall

be quite happy to help to do that if that is what the people want.
Mr Bradshaw: I did not say there was a problem with Hamnel.
Mrt PEARCE: That is excellent. It just happens that the people in Mundijong are

very concerned about that proposal, and one of the reasons is that the
company has not consulted them and discussed the proposal with them. The
company has not sought the input of local people about how these things
might occur, or where or when they might occur. Company spokesmen are
very evasive about the plans, and this is leading to many problems with that
company. I said at the meeting, and to people afterwards, that it was ironic,
because the executive director of the company -

THE SPEAKER: Order! I do not think you should tell us everything you told that
meeting.

Mr PEARCE: It was a long meeting, so that is probably good advice.
Mr Court: Tell us about the chairman.
Mr PEARCE: I was not one of those who joined in the chorus to point out that the

Court family was a significant owner of this company; those words did not
escape my lips. We do not deal with environmental matters in this State on
the basis of who owns the company, even if they are the relatives of the
member for Nedlands.
BUDGETS -INSTITUTE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS STUDY

WA Budget Award

735. Mr KOBELKE to the Treasurer:
I draw the Treasurer's attention to an article on the front page of this
morning's paper which reports a study done by the Institute of Public Affairs
relating to Budgets brought down in the various States. It reads -

... the IPA awarded the WA Budget the tide of the tightest and most
responsible Budget.

Could the Treasurer comment on whether that is an accurate reflection on the
Budget?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
I am not going to stand here and use the opportunity to pat myself as
Treasurer on the back, but I point out the discrepancy between that comment -
and it is accompanied by some reservations; I do not demur from that - and
what was being said here by the Opposition yesterday. The Institute of Public
Affairs put out quite a comprehensive report on all the Budgets, and I quoted
from some of its figures yesterday. That, in terms of taxation particularly, is
very noteworthy. The increases in this State which are part of the State's
inmposts - I exclude the Commonwealth from this - are very minimal indeed.
If we look at the increases, as I said yesterday, we are second only to
Queensland in terms of the lowest rate of increase. New South Wales,
Victoria and South Australia are all considerably higher. Calling it a tight and
responsible Budget is, I think, a fair reflection.
There is also some suggestion about the need to keep expenditure reined in to
make sure that our projections are accurate and that we do not allow
expenditures by deparments, to blow out beyond our estimates. That is
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certainly my intention. However, I think it is worthy of note that the
Government was not invited to comment at all on that front page story, or we
could have provided them with even more goad news about the specific taxes
and the imposts they have on Western Australia. As I suggested yesterday,
we have ensured that those taxes which affect businesses and communities
have been kept to an absolute minimum and it is quite significant that industry
and commerce groups and the Institute of Public Affairs have all recognised
that responsible stance. No amount of bleating form the Opposition can
disguise that.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - DUPLICATION OF
SERVICES

Premiers' Conference
736. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier

In view of the forthcoming Premiers' Conference, what are the areas of
Federal-State duplication which the Premier is proposing to put to the
conference be changed to overcame this duplication?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

The Leader of the Opposition may not be aware that the process of
negotiating the agenda and the exact proposals to be put to the States and the
Commonwealth is still being worked out. Obviously that is a complicated
process. Officers of the State are meeting frequently, and the agenda is being
drawn up.

Mr Macinnon: Haven't you got a point of view on that issue?
Dr LAWRENCE: Of course, but I am trying to point out to the Leader of the

Opposition that there is no one issue on the agenda. A paper on
Commonwealth-State financial relations which has the agreement of all the
States is being circulated and will be made public fairly soon. In that paper
the States point out the inequities that apply in relation to the Commonwealth
fuinding sources, revenue, and the States' delivery of services. We deliver the
services and the Commonwealth collects the money, and there are a great
many problems in relation to that. In addition, the question of tied grants is
obviously being addressed in a systematic way. An increasing proportion of
our revenue is tied to Commonwealth demands for policy, and that is
unacceptable; so there is the whole question of Commonwealth-State financial
relations. The question of microeconomic reform is on the agenda. The New
South Wales Government is a keen proponent of some of these initiatives and
we are very supportive of many of them.

Secondly, there is the question of uniform regulations, or acceptability
between the States of one another's regulations, whether we are talking about
building standards or food standards, and so on. All of these matters concern
us and some of them, particularly, will be introduced at the conference. The
Leader of the Opposition should remember that this is only the first time that
for a day and a half or two days at maximum these issues will be addressed.
There is then the question of so-called rationalisation of services such as rail,
transport and so on, and there are proposals relating, for instance, to a national
freight consortium. National road charges, road cost recovery and those sorts
of matters will be discussed;, and, of course, Commonwealth-State duplication
of services. The Commonwealth has been circulating a very vast range of
papers on a large number of matters, some of which, frankly, I would have to
say are not contributing very helpfully to the debate.

Mr Macinnon: The Opposition has been circulating most of them.

Dr LAWRENCE: They axe not secret papers; they have been around for some time.
They have been floating like confetti through the air for weeks. One of the
disappointments I have is that many of those papers are not contributing in a
material way to the key issues I have just outlined which I think we should be
addressing. I have said on a number of occasions that from the State's point
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of view there are some key areas of duplication we would like to see
removed - health, education in particular, communlity services and housing.
We as a State intend to address most of our attention to education and certain
key areas of health. Other States will have slightly different emphases.

Mr Macinon: You have our support.
AGRICULTURE PROTECT1ON BOARD - INDEPENDENT BOARD

Rural Land Holders' Assurance
737. Dr TURNBULL to the Minister for Agriculture:

Could the Minister please assure the nral land-holders of Western Australia -

(1) That the Agriculture Protection Board will continue as an independent
board;

(2) That the officers of the Agriculture Protection Board will be fully
engaged in carrying out the policies of that board?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(I )-(2)

The answer to the second part of the question is yes. In regard to the first part,
at the moment the answer is yes but I just want to qualify it by saying that we
are undertaking an examination of the functions of the Department of
Agriculture and the Agriculture Protection Board in its independent role as it
currently exists to see whether a continuation of that approach is the most
preferable in best serving the needs of the rural sector. If in the end that
proves to be the case, the answer is that nothing will change. However, I
think at all times there is a responsibility on us in Government to examine
those features of operations to see whether in fact the maximisation of
services is being rendered to the public and, in particular, the rural sector. If it
is demonstrated to me that there are deficiencies with that and if there is
another and better way to do it I will seriously consider that option.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AC]' - REWRITE
Mayor Election - Tied Vote Proposition

738. Mr CLARKO to the Minister for Local Government:
(1) Does the Minister support the proposition outlined in the chapter booklets

relating to the rewrite of the Local Government Act that if there is a tied vote
by councillors in electing a mayor or president it be referred to the electors of
the municipality for a decision?

(2) What are the advantages and disadvantages of this costly procedure?
(3) Who actually proposed the use of this method?
Mr GORDON HILL replied:

The member well knows that all of the matters discussed in the chapter papers
have been published by the Department of Local Gavernment and are matters
for further negotiation and consideration between the Western Australian
Municipal Association, individual local governments, the Government and the
Local Government Department. That is one option being considered and is a
matter canvassed in the chapter papers. It is early days to decide whether that
method of selecting a president or head of a local government authority is
appropriate.

EDUCATION - TERTIARY AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION RESTRUJCTURE
$17 million Allocation

739. Mr AINSWORTH to the Minister for Education:
(1) Under the proposed restructuring of tertiary agricultural education in Western

Australia, how much of the $17 million proposed by the Commonwealth last
year will be available for the restructuring?
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(2) For what purposes will the balance be used if the ful $17 million is not to be
directed to agricultural education?

Dr GALLOP replied:
(04-2)

I thank the member for notice of this question. He may remember that when
the amalgamation proposal for Murdoch University and the University of
Western Australia was considered last year, a notional figure was to be
allocated to agricultural education. The merger proposal fell through when
the Legislative Council rejected the Bill. I have been trying for some rime to
make the Commonwealth agree on where it will spend its capital works
money in Western Australia post 1982. It has been very difficult to get the
department to explain where its priorities lie.
Following the breakdown of the amalgamation proposal the Mulcahy report,
which aims to rationalise, consolidate and improve agricultural tertiary
education in this State, should be followed up. The firs: priority should be to
spend some money on the buildings of the agriculture department at the
University of Westemn Australia which need some work. I have written to the
Commonwealth about this matter and, unfortunately, have yet to receive an
answer. The basic recommendations of the Mulcahy report are to consolidate
agricultural biotechnology at Murdoch University, horticulture and agriculture
at the University of Western Australia and farm management at the Muresk
campus which is pant of the Curtin University of Technology.
The Federal and State Governments are duplicating the work which needs to
be done in this area. I will be putting forward a proposal to the Australian
Education Council later this year for the Commonwealth Government to give
block funding to the States in the area of higher education and capital works
so our priorities can be reflected in the capital works that come through at the
State level. That is a good proposal which will break down some of the
unnecessary duplication. It will mean that our priorities in higher education
can be reflected in the system and the time taken to reach decisions on these
matters can be reduced significantly.

MINERAL SANDS - MUNDUJONG
Wesrralian Sands Proposal

740. Mir BLATEJE to the Minister for Mines:
(1) Is the Minister aware of the proposal by Westralian Sands to mine mineral

sands at Mundijong?
(2) If so, does he support the mining program?
(3) If yes, what action is he taking to ensure that this important proposal gets off

the ground and the mine becomes operational?
(4) If no, what are the reasons for his objections?
Mr CARR replied:
(1 )-(4)

I am surprised that the member apparently did not hear the remarks of the
Minister for the Environment in answer to an earlier question when he put in
context the stage which had been reached regarding those applications.

Mr Macinnon: Do you agree with that statement?
Mr CARR: Perhaps I can deal with the specific questions asked.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I am interested only in the view of the Minister for Mines,

as I am sure are all other members.
Mr CARR: It is wrong to portray the company's position as wanting to mine in that

area. The company primarily wishes to retain access to the tenements. The
prospecting licences that the company holds are expiring. In accordance with
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the Act the only way the company can retain access to leases is to transfer to
a mining lease. The company is in the process of applying for a mining lease.

Mr Blaikie: Do you support thax?
Mr CARR. Yes. The proper process will be undertaken through the Warden's Court.

The warden will make a recomnmendation to me, on which I will act.
I will meet wit the company today. As I understand the situation, the
company has no immediate plan to mine in the area. Its prime concern is the
maintenance of its entitlement to access the tenements rather than having
them lapse and another company picking up the tenements. That is the
process to be followed. I expect the warden to make a recommendation about
whether the mining lease should be granted. As it is an area of environmental
sensitivity, and one close to an urban area, I expect environmental
consideration will be given prior to approval for the company to undertake
mining.

KINGS PARK RESTAURANT - REDEVELOPMENT
Overseas Interests

741. Mr STRICKLAND to the Minister for the Environment:
The Kings Park Board has called for expressions of interest in the
redevelopment of the Kings Park Restaurant. In view of the public concerns -

(1) Wil the Government be taking any measures to ensure that overseas
interests are not included in that development?

(2) If so, what measures are envisaged?
Mr PEARCE replied:

The Kings Parkc Board is well aware of the sensitivity in certain sections of the
community were a significant level of foreign investment to be made in the
proposed Kings Park Restaurant redevelopment. Quite rightly, the board has
called for expressions of interest, which it will evaluate before a decision is
made. Under the Act, the Minister does not have the power to direct the
board. It is independent in its ainbit of operation so a decision will be made
by it. I assure members thar the board is aware of the sensitivity of the site
with regard to foreign investment. The board will be discussing those matters
with me upon receipt of the expressions of interest and prior to any decision.
In the end, a decision on the matter will be made by the Kings Park Board.

SCHOOLS - MINOR WORKS FUNDS
District Officer Grants

742. Mr FRED TUBBY to the Minister for Education:
(1) Are minor works funds for schools to be -

(a) increased;
(b) maintained at the 1989-90 level; or
(c) reduced

in the current Budget allocations?
(2) When may district offices expect to receive grants for minor works?
Dr GALLOP replied:
(1)-(2)

In view of the current economic climate, the Government has a clear strategy
for the next 12 months not to impose extra tax burdens on the people of this
State. As a result, we have considered a whole range of expenditures to
ensure we receive the best value for our money. Minor works commitments
in education will flow through the system, as they have in the past. Those
strategies include reductions in the area in the forthcoming 12 months.
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District offices should hear about that soon. When we talk about maintenance
and minor works in the education system, it is important we not focus simply
on specific allocations. We also focus on upgrades in our school system
which last year wit the new schools was a record capital works cormitment.
We must also consider a strategy to improve die quality of the roofs on
schools and the funding we put into upgrading administration. Adding all
these elements to the maintenance works budget, we consider the
Government's record is a very good one.

a'
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