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Wednesday, 27 June 1990

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Clive Griffiths) took the Chair at 2.30 pm, and read prayers.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - BY THE MINISTER FOR THE AGED
Parliament House - Hollywood Hospital Day Club Visitors

HON GRAHAM EDWARDS (Noath Metropolitan - Minister for The Aged) [2.31 pm] -
by leave: Members will note the presence of some visitors in the gallery. These visitors are
ex-servicemen and women from the Hollywood Hospital Day Club. They have been
escorted here by the Red Cross. Among them are three Gallipoli veterans who recently
visited CGallipoli. They are Mr John Norris from the 16th Battalion, Mr Alfred Brooks from
the 28th Battal ion and Mr W illiarn Bevis from the 11 th B attal ion. Membe rs; who are famil iar
with the history of these battalions will know they are Western Australian battalions.
Mr John Norris, who was 16 when he fought in Gallipoli, brought back a souvenir from his
recent trip which he wants to present to Parliament House. The souvenir is a rock which was
taken from the bush adjacent to the cemetery at Anzac Cove. On behalf of Mr Norris, I
formally present this rock to you, M~r President.

Members: Hear, hear!

Hon P.C. Pendal: Don't let Mr Nevill get hold of that rock.

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Clive Griffiths): I thank the Minister for The Aged for inviting the
visitors, including the ex-servicemen, from Hollywood to this Chamber. I also thank
Mr Norris very much indeed for the souvenir from Gallipoli. It would not be the first time
somebody has tossed me a rock. To have it actually handed to me is certainly a much more
comfortable way to receive it. We will place this in a position for all members to see.
Welcome to Parliament House.

MOTION - LEGISLATION COMMITTEE

Criminal Law Amendment Bill Report - Extension of Time
HON GARRY KELLY (South Metropolitan) [2.33 pm]: The Legislation Commnittee
advises that it is not in a position to comply with the reporting requirements of the Order of
the House that it consider and report on the Criminal Law Amendment Bill. Some
outstanding questions need to be answered and it is expected that these queries will not be
completed before the committee is required to present its report. Accordingly, the committee
seeks an extension of time within which to report to Wednesday, 4 July 1990. I move -

That the report be tabled and agreed to.
Question put and passed.

[See paper No 346.1

MOTION - LEGISLATION COMMITTEE

Acts Amendment (Contributions to Legal Aid Funding) Bill Report - Extension of Time
HON CARRY KELLY (South Metropolitan) [2.36 pm]: The Legislation Committee
advises th~at it is not in a position to comply with the reporting requirements of the Order of
the House that it consider and report on the Acts Amendment (Contributions to Legal Aid
Funding) Bill. Some outstanding questions need to be answered and it is anticipated that
these queries will not be completed before it is required to present its report. Accordingly,
the comnmittee seeks an extension of time within which to report to Wednesday, 4 July 1990.
I move -

That the report be tabled and agreed to.

Question put and passed.

[See paper No 347.]
The PRESIDENT: Order! I will not say this again. Hon Tom Stephens and Hon Philip
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Lockyer are warned that some action will be taken if their behaviour does not change. I do
not know why they are endeavouring to be smart this afternoon. However, if they continue
in their attitudes they will suffer the consequences.

RESERVES AND LAND RE VESTMENT BILL

Report

Report of Committee adopted.

SUPPLY BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 26 June.

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan - Leader of the Opposition) [2.40 pml: I
move -

That the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, 3 July 1990.
Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (14)

Hon George Cash Hon PH. Lockyer Hon W.N. Stretch
Hon Reg Davies Hon N.F. Moore Hon Derrick Tomtinson
Hon Max Evans Hon Muriel Patterson Hon DJ. Wordsworth
Hon Peter Foss Hon P.O. Pendal Hon Margaret McAleer
Hon Barr House Hon ROG. Pike (Teller)

Noes ( 19)
Hon J.M. Berinson Hon John Kaiden Hon Sam Piamtadosi
Hon J.M. Brown Hon Kay Hailahian Hon Torn Stephens
Hon T.G. Butler Hon Torm Helm Hon Bob Thomas
Hon I.N. Caidwell Hon B.L. Jones Hon Doug Wena
Hon E.J Charlton Hon Garry Kelly Hon Fred McKenzie
Hon Cheryl Davenport Hon Murray Montgomery (Teller)
Hon Graham Edwards Hon Mart NevilI

Question thus negatived.

Debate Resumed

HON G EORG E CASH (Noath Metropolitan - Leader of the Opposition) [2.44 pm]: Some
members will be aware of the reasons that I wanted to adjourn this debate until next Tuesday,
but for those members who may have had a lapse in memory in respect of the conventions
and traditions of this House, it is the usual practice when a Bill is introduced to the
Legislative Council for the Minister to make his or her second reading speech and for the
Opposition to adjourn the debate for a period of not less than one week to give it an
opportunity to consider the content of the legislation. It is true on occasions that that rule is
dispensed with, but on those occasions there is agreement between the three political parties
in this House.

[ place on record that last night when I read the second reading speech of the Leader of the
House in respect of this Bill I noted that in the printed form he had not made any reference to
his intention to bring on this debate today. Whtile listening to the presentation of his second
reading speech it became quite obvious he had tacked to the end of his speech. for reasons
best known to him, his intention to bring on debate of the Bill at an earlier stage. At the time
he indicated his intention to bring on this Bill earlier for debate was because the legislation
was in the public domain and had attracted substantial publicity and that was sufficient
reason. They are not his exact words, but it is a reasonable representation of what the
Minister said. On hearing the comment of the Leader of the House and realising that the
Government was keen to dispose of this matter I approached the National Party and
reminded it of a convention of this House; that is, the one week rule unless there was some
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prior agreement. I also mentioned it was my belief and, indeed, my preferred option to see
this Bill deferred until a specific day in August. I was advised by the National Party that it
believed this matter was something that should be disposed of without further delay.
Accordingly I accepted the National Party's position.

It is important that I record in Hansard the fact that, firstly, the Opposition believes that the
one week rule should be enforced unless there is some prior agreement between the three
political parties and, secondly, I had met with the National Party to discuss the possibility of
deferring this Bill. As my motion to defer the Bill has been lost we are now into the second
reading stage.

I reaffirm the Liberal Party's commitment to the establishment of a Royal Commission in
Western Australia to fid out what happened to $850 million that the Government has either
lost or misplaced in its financial dealings in what has become known as the WA Inc fiasco.
There is no question that the community wants a Royal Commission appointed and wants to
know where the money has gone and whether any of it can be recovered and put back into
the taxpayers' pockets, so to speak. I also advise the House that irrespective of whether the
second reading of this Bill passes or is defeated, I intend to introduce a Bill to establish a
special Royal Commission in Western Australia to allow the Government to debate the issue
fully and to enable us to establish once and for all its alleged reasons for not warnting a Royal
Commission at this stage.

Members will be aware that the Leader of the Opposition in the Legislative Assembly has
already introduced a similar Bill into that House but it has been placed at the bottom of the
Notice Paper for wont of a message. In my view that is a clear indication that the
Government does not wish to discuss the matter further. I repeat that I give notice to the
Legislative Council now, irrespective of the vote on the Supply Bill, that it is my intention to
introduce a Royal Commission Bill into this House.

For the information of the Chamber, and for the record, I advise that yesterday the combined
Liberal Party met to discuss the question of Supply and the matters raised as a result of a
committee established at the request of the Leader of the Opposition in the Legislative
Assembly, Mr Macinnon, to investigate all options available to the Liberal Party in
pursuing the appointment of a Royal Commission or other acceptable form of inquiry. At
that meeting the majority of members resolved that the matter of blocking or deferring
Supply to achieve an election should not continue to be pursued but that other options should
be examined. I again state categorically for the record that we reaffirm our position: We
want a Royal Commnission into WA Inc in Western Australia and that has always been, and
will always be, our principal aim.

'Yesterday the combined Liberal Party meeting resolved that alternative action should be
considered. The Legislative Council party room, which members are no doubt aware meets
separately from the combined party room, considered the question of Supply yesterday
knowing that the Supply Bill would be introduced into this Chamber for a first reading
yesterday. Again, resolutely wanting to pursue the matter of a Royal Commission, it
resolved that the Bill should be allowed to pass the first reading stage to enable, first, other
speakers and me to put the position of the Liberal Party in relation to the matter of Supply
and, secondly, to enable the Minister to respond to those matters raised by speakers on this
side of the House during that debate.

Members would be aware that the Leader of the House, when responding to the first reading
of the Supply Bill last night, made the point on a number of occasions that he considered the
linking of Supply and the establishment of a Royal Commnission as a situation that could be
described as 'blackmail". First, I disagree with his comments. I also make clear that we in
the Liberal Party have always regarded the question of Supply and a Royal Commission to
be linked as it was the only tool available at that stage to encourage the Government to
recognise the fact that the people of Western Australia wanted a Royal Comnission. In his
comments the Leader of the House also made the point that when the threat of blackmail, as
he called it - and this is not a description I agree with at all - was withdrawn and the matters
were separated - that is, Supply to be dealt with according to the normal passage of the Bill
and the question of a Royal Commission to be dealt with separately - he believed that
previous comments made by the Premier would apply. Without wishing to quote the Premier
word for word, it is my understanding that she has given a commitment to the creation of
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some sort of inquiry after the McCusker inquiry has reported. We are certainly hoping that
inquiry will be a Royal Commission with acceptable terms of reference.

It is fair to say that the Liberal Party could have taken what has been described as an act of
brinkmanship further down the line. Clearly the combined Liberal Party room believed chat
the people of Western Australia had made their views known; that having regard to the
Premier's earlier statements - and those statements being confirmed by the Leader of the
House last night - the Liberal Party was able to consider an alternative position.
Accordingly, the Legislative Council party roam yesterday decided to allow the passage of
Supply, as I have already said, so that we could hear the Minister's response. There are those
in the community - and I instance particularly those in the media - who seem to believe that
for a number of weeks the Liberal Party had a fixed position in respect of the blocking of
Supply or, as claimed by the media in some cases, the passing of Supply. I wish to put that
suggestion to rest because I can assure all members that until the meeting was held yesterday
of Legislative Council members of the Liberal Party no member had formally discussed what
should be the eventual outcome of the first reading of the Supply Bill. Indeed, as was proper,
the only decision taken yesterday was in relation to the first reading of the Supply Bill, and
for the reasons I have already put forward.

This morning Liberal members of the Legislative Council met again and considered the
resolution passed at the combined party meeting yesterday. The meeting resolved, First, to
allow the second reading of the Supply Bill to pass but to reaffirm the Liberal Party's
objective to have an acceptable Royal Commuission established to inquire into the financial
dealings of the State Labor Government and, in particular, those matters which have come to
be known as WA Inc, and all matters related thereto. Secondly, it resolved that the
Parliamentary Liberal Party continue to actively pursue alternative options to ensure a Royal
Commission with acceptable terms of reference is established to ascertain the full extent of
the losses, the cause of and culpability for such losses, and recover where possible any
moneys lost or misappropriated. That resolution was reached by the Liberal members of the
Legislative Council at their meeting this morning. Accordingly, I announce to the House that
the Leader of the Opposition in the Legislative Assembly has been advised of that resolution
and I understand he will be making a statement to the media this afternoon in relation to both
the statement in the Legislative Council today and the resolution of the combined party room
yesterday.

I make the point that although a majority of members agreed to this resolution at no time at
all, as is the tradition in the Liberal Party, was any member - or will any member be - bound
to vote along party lines. The decision of individual Liberal members of the Legislative
Council will remain as it has always been and I hope will always be; that is, members are
entitled to vote according to their conscience when the bells ring for the second reading of
this Bill. That is an important matter which should be noted by the House. I expect chat not
all Liberal members of the Legislative Council will vote with the Government to pass
Supply. There will be those who, for reasons of their own - reasons they may wish to make
public during this debate - will take an alternative view, and so they should. It should also be
recognised that that is as should be the case; the conscience of the Liberal Party at work.
Members have the right to vote according to their conscience, and are certainly not bound by
any platform or dogma.

I again want to assert the undoubted constitutional right of the Legislative Council to reject
Supply. The question of whether the Council has the right to block Supply has been raised
on a number of occasions, and I think, and hope, that any doubts that may have been
expressed about that right have now been put firmily to rest. The rejection of Supply would
cause an election to be called and, indeed, would have the same effect on the Government as
the Government's losing its majority vote in the Legislative Assembly.

This is not the time for me to launch into a tirade to again establish, or at least to fly to
establish, what are the Government's reasons for refusing a special Royal Commission.
There will be other opportunities for me to do that. I assure the Government that the Liberal
Party will not resile from its position. We are absolutely determined that a proper inquiry be
held to find out where the money has gone and, more importantly, to find out whether any of
the WA Inc losses can be recovered. The position that we have now taken by a majority vote
is that the Premier should be given the opportunity of being taken at her word. Her word was
that when McCusker releases his report, proper consideration will be given to the
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establishment of an inquity, with adequate terms of reference, to ensure that a proper
investigation is held into the missing WA Inc $150 million. There are those in the Chamber
and, indeed, in the community who may wish to link my earlier reference to the fact that this
Chamber has the absolute constitutional right to reject Supply with my statement that the
Premier will be taken at her word when the McCusker report is released, to try to assume that
we are now deferr ing our right to block the forthcoming money Bills that will come into this
Chamber, which in general terms would be regarded as the Budget Bills. No decision has
been taken by the Opposition in that regard. However, I stress that because the Legislative
Council has the constitutional right to reject money Bills, that action could be taken at any
time, but that is not by any means to be taken as an implied threat.
The purpose of my advising the House of the resolutions that were passed at the combined
Liberal Party meeting yesterday, and of the resolutions which were passed today, which
basically confirm the request of the combined Liberal Party meeting yesterday, was to place
fairly and squarely on record that the Liberal Party is prepared to take the Premier and
Government members at their word. I serve notice on the Government that if the
Government fails to establish a Royal Commission or other inquiry, with adequate terms of
reference, it will not be the Liberal Party or the National Party which in the end will make a
determination in respect of the Lawrence Labor Government but the people, because without
question more than 80 per cent of the people polled in Western Australia on the question of
whether they want a Royal Commnission have answered with a clear and loud yes.
So the challenge and the onus is now on the Government. and I want to say that I do not
regard - as some Labor Party members might - the actions of the Liberal Party as any
indication of its backing down. In fact, what should be construed from the position that we
are taking is. first, that we recognise the call by the public for a Royal Commission. Second,
we have used the Parliament to demonstrate that the Government has an obligation to the
people. In addition, we are saying to the Government we are prepared to take the pressure
off it for a short time to enable it to put into place those promises which it has clearly made
to the community. It should not, however, be assumed that we are standing back in any way
or that we are taking away the big stick that some have alleged a majority of members are
able to wield in this place. The fact is that members are entitled to question at any time the
actions of the Government, and so they should be.
The point I am making and the challenge that I am putting to the Government is that the
opportunity now exists for the Government to properly consider the McCusker report, which
we understand is to be released or made available in early August. and the people of Western
Australia will then be able to judge whether the Premier - who, 19 weeks ago, promised
open, fair and honest Government for Western Australia - is a person who can be taken at her
word or whether her words amount merely to hot air. I issue the same challenge to the
Leader of the House in the Legislative Council because he has an absolute obligation to this
Parliament and, indeed, the community as a whole to see that a proper inquiry is instituted
into the affairs of WA Inc.
I say to the Government that while I am a reluctant supporter of the idea of the Government's
being given any additional funds - and this Bill is about the provision of $2 400 million
worth of funds to take the Government up to the passage of the Budget - given the fact that
the Government has not yet accounted for the money that it has been provided with by this
Parliament to date, that in a fair and reasonable manner, and having regard to the expressed
demands of the public that they get a Royal Commission come hell or high water, I am
prepared to support the legislation, but with severe reservations. The good thing about my
being a continuing member of Parliament is that I will get the opportunity of standing again
in this Chamber and making my comments and taking whatever action I believe to be
appropriate, depending on the action that the Government will take. With those comnments, I
indicate my reluctant support for this Bill.
HON E.J. CHARLTON (Agricultural) [3. 10 pml: My comments will be brief as I have
nothing to add to those I made at the Bil~s first reading yesterday. Having to read at a later
stage what one has said is a good incentive not to repeat one's self. I stand by everything
that I said yesterday. I was pleasantly surprised by my speech - Mansard did a good job.
On the serious side, I advise members who may feel a little hard done by or disappointed that
this debate is taking place without a further adjournment that precedents have been set. In
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1983 a similar Bill had its second reading on Wednesday and the debate lasted one hour and
20 minutes; the third reading was completed the next day. In 1985 the Bill had its second
reading on 24 May and the third reading was completed the next day. In 1986 the Bill's
second reading took place on 25 July and the third reading took two and a half hours later on
the same day. In 1987, the receipt and second reading took place on 23 June and the third
reading took place the next day. There have been other times where the ordinary one week's
time span has been followed, so the National Party is not setting a precedent today. The
National Party wants the House to make a decision and to get on with its responsibilities.
No other Supply Bill has received as much attention in recent times and it is not in the
interests of members or of the State to prolong any uncertainty in respect of Supply. I can
see no good coming out of that. Members of the National Party are of the opinion that we
must make decisions in the best interests of the State. That does not always happen, but that
is our intention.
I make it clear to members of this House, and anyone else who is interested in the preambles
to debate and what happens behind the scenes, that I have at all times respected the decision
making process of the Liberal Party. In answer to questions on what I thought the Liberal
Pasty might do I have always said that that is a matter for the Liberal Party. The National
Party will respect that decision whatever it is.
Hon P.G. Pendal: Hear, hear!
Hon ElJ. CHARLTON: The National Party respects the methods by which the Liberal Party
arrives at its decisions. The bottom line is that the National Party wants an inquiry. I have
been reminded on a few occasions that I should respond by talking about the Supply Bill and
whether it should be passed. I have intentionally refused to do that; I wanted to talk about
why we have to have these deliberations. The reason is that the National Party wants an
independent inquiry; this situation would not have occurred and the Supply Bill would have
passed in a matter of moments had we not experienced the unprecedented actions of the
Government over the last few years. It is difficult to be part of any endorsement to allow a
Government funds to carry on when it has refused to give the people of this State an
independent inquiry to ascertain where those lost finances have gone. When I am asked, my
answer will still be that the National Party has asked for an independent inquiry and nothing
else. It does not want to prejudge or say who was responsible, but to let an independent
inquiry make that judgment.
As Hon George Cash has said, if the Government is really dinkum and intends to honour the
principles spelled out by the Burt Commission on Accountability; if it cares about the people
of the State and wants to do the best by them, it will accept that the people want an
independent inquiry. The National Party will continue to refuse to talk about Supply being
blocked. One would have to be a mug not to see that the people of this State do not want an
election, the National Party does not want an election, the Liberal Party does not want an
election, and the Govemnment does not want an election. Why do we have to continue
talking about an election? We should be talking about what the people want, which is an
independent inquiry. I have appealed to members of the media to discuss that issue and not
to Write front page headlines about whether Supply will be blocked, or whether Connell or
Dempster did this or that. Connell and Dempster have nothing to do with the situation which
is confronting us. The central question is why the Government did not honour a
$150 million guarantee involving a series of transactions and business dealings. Do not lead
the people of Western Australia up the garden path - that has gone on for too long. I am not
being hard on the Government or critical of it, I am stating a fact.
It is a fact that the Federal Government has gone from a $30 billion deficit to a $ 150 billion
deficit, and that month after month we have a deficit in the balance of payments. Do not talk
about beautiful sets of numbers which 'are better than we thought they would be" or say that
inflation is under control when the bottom line is that it is getting worse. I am stunned and
disgusted that this wonderful nation has been allowed to degenerate, to slow down and grind
almost to a halt and there are people in this nation who have contributed to these
inefficiencies. We have legislation coming into this House which is dividing this State. We
have businesses sacking poor, unfortunate employees. The Government and Bond
Corporation, the greatest players in the State in recent times, have both ground to a halt.
Service industries that were associated with them have lost opportunities. That will have a
compounding effect on the viability of this State - mark my words. Those issues should
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make headlines, niot the country's credit rating or the fact that it can borrow $300 million in
Eurobonds - that is bulldust! The fact is that the country is going bad and it is about time the
people of the State were given an incentive to perform. While this business has been going
on we have not been positive. That is the background to why the National Party made its
decision and why it wil stand by that decision. I emphasise to members of the Liberal Parry
and to members of the Government that we respect whatever decisions members of
Parliament make and we would like to be respected for our decisions. The National Party
will continue to play its part. I know that some people throughout society, and certainly in
Padliament, consider that the National Party is a problem. Those people think that were there
only two sides to the story it would be easy to say it is either "them" or "us'; that the
maverick National Party causes problems. The National Party has responsibilities and will
make a contribution. We did not decide that 85 per cent of the population should live within
15 kilometres of the coast. As long as we have a part to play, we will give the people the
facts. The finances to run the country are gathered from outside this place, but not along the
Kwinana strip or along the Swan River; they are gathered from the country areas. We did
not engineer chat situation; that is the way it is. One cannot argue about that statement; it is a
fact of life, just as the nation's balance of payments deficit. is a fact of life.
The National Parry will play its part. If people attempt to push us around we will respond
accordingly. We totally respect the decision of the Liberal Party announced by Hon George
Cash regarding the Supply Bill, but the National Party intends to pursue its stated endeavour.

HON P.G. PENDAL (South Metropolitan) [3.21 pm]: I will not support the granting of
Supply to the Governiment. I will not give my support unless and until a Royal Commission
is appointed to inquire into what has commonly become known as WA Inc. Therefore, I will
exercise my vote as well, and vote against Supply being granted.
Today, in many respects, is the most important day for members of this House - certainty in
the 10 years I have been in Parliament. However, the tendency in recent weeks and months
has been to think that the onus is only on members of the Liberal and National Parties in this
place, as though the consciences and votes of members of the Labor Party in this place do not
count. [ put to you, Mr President, that the Labor Party members in this House, more than the
Liberal and National Party members, owe the Parliament some answers. They owe the
Parliament some answers because from the vantage point of Government they sit prepared to
pass a Bill to grant Supply. To me that is a greater condemnation than the one which could
be made against people on the Opposition side who are about to do something with which I
disagree. At least members on this side of the House with any vantage point have no way of
knowing what is the truth in the matter of the $850 million loss.

Members of a Government party. not just the members on the ministerial bench, are in a
privileged position. That privileged position is not shared by members of the Opposition, no
matter what the varying attitudes of members of the Opposition might be. Members of the
Government parry - whichever Government is in power - have the capacity in other forums
to say that they want to know the truth. Therefore, I put to the House today that this Bill will
regrettably become law by the votes of 16 members of the Government party who are
actually in a position to know the truth but who are also in a position - and have been for
some time - to cover up the truth.

This is not a parry issue at all. I say that especially because I do nor believe that the onus
ought to be only on the people on this side of the House - although no-one to my knowledge
on this side seeks to evade the responsibility for the way he or she might vote. I repeat, it is
not a party issue: the proof of that statement may be obvious when the vote is taken and if
any members of the Australian Labor Parry vote according to the way they see the situation
and according to their consciences - not because they are members of a mushroom club sent
into the Chamber to support the Government at all costs.

I repeat die simple point that Government members more than anyone else in this place are
able to supply the answers that members on this side are denied. What is at the heart of this
moment of history in the Legislative Council? It is a constitutional crisis, referred to many
times prior to today. At the heart of the matter is Parliament's inability to know the fate of
an enormous amount of money, $850 million. It is our inability as MPs to know that is at
stake today. It is not for us to guess at it, not for us to speculate, but for us to know and hear
our of the mouths of the three Ministers in this House and the 13 backbench supporters what
has happened to that money.
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At the heart of debate today is that inability of the people on this side, no matter what their
vote may be today to know what has happened to that money, who has it, and who in the
Government ranks is responsible for the waste of it. Government members do not have to go
through the traumna and the agony that members on this side might have to go through when
they address themselves to the difficulty of their votes. That leads me to the conclusion that
members of the Government actually know something that the Opposition does not know.
That may mean that Government members know where the money has gone; if so, they have
not told us. Government members must know who has the money; if so, they have not told
us. They must also know who within the Government ranks, Ministers or members, were
involved. If members opposite know that, they are not telling this Parliament. That is why,
whatever the votes on this side of the House, the onus will historically remain on members of
the Government for remaining silent at a time when they could come forward with the truth.

A fundamental issue at stake for all members should not be the issue of an election. The
issue is not one of politics; it is not one of whether Dr Lawrence is more popular than
Mr Macinnon; it is not one of the stance taken by the public of this State or by the People
for Fair and Open Government. It is not even an issue about the future of the Legislative
Council, as some people appear to believe. The fundamental issue at stake presently is the
age old principle that Parliament must know the fate of the money it supplies to Government.
If the 16 members of the Government party know the answer to that question, I wait for the
moment when they will rise from the front or backbench of Government to provide the
answer to the age old question.

I reiterate that the Parliament has a right to know what has happened to the money that the
Government has authorised be spent on behalf of the people of this State. For example, does
the Leader of the House, Hon Joe Berinson, know where it has gone? Does Hont Kay
Hallahan know who has got it? Can Hon Graham Edwards, the third Minister in this House,
tell us who has been involved in what may have been the criminal squandering of that
money? If there are answers to those questions, we have not been given them. Do the
13 back bench members who supply the Government's support in this House and who will
follow the Government's line on this vote know the answer to that age-old question of where
that money has gone and whether, as my colleagues Hon George Cash said, any of it is
recoverable. I invite them now, before the vote, to shame the secret if they do know.
However, if they do not, they have a duty to join with me, even as Labor Party members, to
defeat the Government's Supply Bill.

Hon George Cash and Hon Eric Charlton said that we have heard much talk of an early
election. That is not what is the issue today; it may be a consequence of what is the issue of
today, but it is not the issue. I was amazed recently to hear the Attorney General of this
State, the first law officer of Western Australia, quote no better an authority in his view not
to block Supply than an editorial in The West Australian. In effect, he said that it was not the
job of the Legislative Council to block Supply. I remind that newspaper, as I remind
members, especially the Attorney General, that that is the same as saying that it is not a
newspaper's job to search out the truth even when it has at its disposal the method of
exposing that truth. I say to the editorial writers of The West Australian: Would it not be
derelict in reporting the truth if it could do so but failed to act? If the answer to that is yes,
then those editorial writers would support the Legislative Council in the blocking of Supply.

Cataclysmic events are taking place in Eastern Europe in our lifetime. Out of those events
emerges a message for every member of this Parliament: The residents of those countries are
literally dying in the streets and shedding their blood for the right to have a free Parliament, a
forum where the truth can be told. Why are those people doing that? What rights are they
trying to enshrine and for what purpose are they taking that most extreme of actions? T1hey
are doing it to ensure that their Governments are accountable to the people to whom they are
responsible.

The starting point for this dirty, tawdry, sordid mess is different for different people. I put it
at the date of the 1989 State election. The Labor Party won, albeit with a minority of votes.
However, one of the bases upon which it won was its giving the people of Western Australia
a solemn undertaking and assurance that no Government underwriting had been involved in
the petrochemical plant. That election was decided by fewer than 150 votes out of nearly a
million and that undertaking turned out to be untruthful. Parliamentary procedure does not
allow me to put it any stronger than that.

2725



What has been the cost to the people of this State? The cost has been approximately
$400 million. That is not something for which we can blame Brian Burke, because he was
not here for that decision. It was certainly something for which we could blame
Mr Dowding even if he was not prepared to accept the blame, although he copped it in the
end. However, Dr Lawrence has been part of that cover-up because she - she will take ths to
her political grave - sat around the Cabinet table where that untruth was made up and then
went into the public arena at election time and spread that untruth. She is no more
honourable in this than were Dowding and Burke before him. Dr Lawrence's obligation to
this Parliament is to hold a Royal Commnission, but not on her own terms.

There is no question that the polls reveal thai the P'remier is riding on a popularity wave.
However, people do not need me to tell them that that is a very transitory thing. Arthur
Calwell once told us that roosters today are feather dusters tomorrow. Mr Dowding
allegedly won an election for no more substantial reason than he was popular.
Dr Lawrence's fate will be the same as long as she continues along the path of pressing home
untruths and covering up the truth, not only in respect of the $400 million in the
petrochemical plant, but also in all of the other matters which have put the WA Inc millstone
round her neck. The same millstone hangs round the neck of the Leader of the House.
I-on Joe Berinson will one day emerge from this with no honour at all because he and others
have perpetrated the things that have happened under three successive Premiers.

[ think we will pay in other non-political terms for the passage of this Bill and more because
of the conduct of this Government and its predecessors. We have seen an unprecedented
collapse of public confidence in institutions and the parliamentary and political processes.

No-one must kid himself that the collapse of confidence has not been significantly
contributed to as a result of the Government's 'misconduct and its ability to apparently get
away with its actions. Why should kids in the street involved in juvenile crime think that
they need to change their ways when they can look at the leaders of this society and say,
"Well, damn it, they get away with it, why should we trnm over a new leaf?" Some
sociologists in this town have already made a link between the outbreak of juvenile crime -

far worse in Western Australia than in any other State in Australia - and the conduct of the
public officials who should normally be held up as examples of good citizenship.

I have no doubt that members on this side of the House will vote in different ways and.
people will make out of that what they will. I regret that, but 1 prefer to be part of a political
system which allows such action. I would hate to be part of a political system which,
granted, for the moment is successful, but which does not allow its members scope to think
independently from the person whom they sit beside. It is discomforting to argue the toss
with one's colleagues who are one's friends. However, it is preferable that that system be
perpetuated by the Liberal Party and the National Party rather than give way to a system
which allows the only alternative. I will never use my vote to endorse or consolidate the
position of a deceitful Government; one that has been proven to be the most disreputable this
nation has ever seen. As has been pointed out by Mr Cash and by Mr Charlton, the holding
of a Royal Commission is the only answer to this situation. We are not dealing with only
politics or party politics. We are dealing with the parliamentary system and its ability to hold
people accountable when they have done wrong in the public arena. For those reasons I will
vote against this Bill.

HON MAX EVANS (North Metropolitan) [3.43 pm]: I support the words of my colleague
Hon Phil Pendal. Since last December I have continued to argue strongly that a full inquiry
should be made into WA Inc. On the lighter side, it may not be a bad idea to find out who
first coined the words, WA Inc. That person would never have believed that they would be
used so often. Many people may claim credit for that, but the person who first used the term
coined a name that has been at the centre of the destruction of Western Australia's finances.

About April last year, the Leader of the House was desprately debating the Western
Australian Petrochemical Industries Authority Bill. The nature of that Bill was described
well last night by Hon Bob Pike, who stated that guarantees under the Northern Mining
Corporation (Acquisition) Act were not adequate and therefore special legislation was
required. At that time the truth was not revealed. As Hon Phil Pendal said, even after the
most recent election the truth was not forthcoming. Most of the activity relating to WA Inc
occurred before that time, but the attempted cover-ups and intigue went on and on. During
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the Petrochemical Industries Ltd debate, I remember pointing out to the Leader of the House
that I would hold him personally responsible for every dollar that was lost by that
investment. It amounted to about $130 million. I do not know how I can get that amount out
of even his hide. However, that is what Petrochemical Industries Ltd has cost the taxpayer of
Western Austr~alia. That amounts to about half the cost of a northern suburbs railway line or
the total cost of the R & I tower building. All the money went down the drain when the
project did not appear to be viable; when we were being told about the Clayton's indemnity
and the Clayton's guarantee - a guarantee which did not exist. Since last December, more
has happened. God willing, despite the Government being saved and the Supply Bill being
passed, more and more information will be revealed. Members not in my party have asked
why the Opposition does not quieten down for six months when all the information will be
available at one time. However, information keeps pouring forth like lava from
Mt Vesuvius. The Rothwells and McCusker inquiries will reveal more information on which
the NCSC will take action, providing Corporate Affairs' staff do not go on strike.

Sitting sus pended from 3.45 to 4.00 pm
Hon MAX EVANS: Much evidence about WA Inc came out during the debate on the
petrochemical Bill and during the liquidation of Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd. An
investigation into Rothwells was set up by the National Companies and Securities
Commission and about May last year the NCSC's report was released. That was a good
example of how hard it was to get the facts. We knew the inquiry commenced prior to the
crash in October 1987. On instruction of this Government that inquiry ceased. No inquiry
was allowed into the period prior to 21 October 1987, the rescue date. We never found out
what cover-up deals Rothwells may or may not have done. It is strange that investigations
were not allowed to go beyond that period. The NCSC's report on Rothwells was supposed
to be a secret document, so we could not get copies of it. Then, copies fell off the back of a
truck. However, the index did not fit the pages, so we did not know what the true version
was. We did Find out that a lot of bad things happened inside Rothwells as a corporate body.
However, they had very little to do with WA Inc or the Government but involved things done
in conjunction with other companies in the group.
As a result of those findings, an inquiry was set up by the Ministerial Council of Attorneys
General, which decided there should be a further, full inquiry, headed by Malcolm
McCusker, QC. That inquiry was set up and, I gather, is being paid for by the Ministerial
Council and the Government of Western Australia. A lot has been said about what people
think the McCusker inquiry is doing and reasons have been given why a Royal Commission
cannot be set up until after the McCusker inquiry reports. The sad thing is that the media
seems to have swallowed that story hook, line and sinker and even the fisherman who fed out
that story is acting as though it were true. The story has been repeated so often it has become
chapter and verse of our society that the McCusker report will provide all the answers. The
NCSC report into Rothwells was to provide all the answers, also, but it did not - it merely
revealed all the problems.
The Premier has been saying that we must wait for the MeCusker inquiry to report. The best
term of reference I can find is that the inquiry will be in general terms directed to all matters
relating to the affairs of Rothwells between January 1985 and November 1988 and is
essentially directed to the determination of the cause or causes of the collapse of Rothwells.
I found a further reference that the inquiry involves an examination of such matters as the
borrowing of funds from Rothwells by its directors during the years preceding the crash - the
by now infamous "balance day adjustments" that took place in each of the three years, as
well as the post rescue operations of Rothwells and its use of funds made available to it for
such purposes as the financing of shares in Paragon.
The comments I have been able to pick up say nothing about the Government's deals; they
all relate to happenings inside Rothwells. The explanation of the "balance day adjustments"
show it was in the laundry business, in financial terms, in 1985, [986 and 1987. The laundry
business was known to the money market operators. Rothwells balanced its accounts on
31 July, yet practically every other company in Western Australia, all the companies formed
in recent times, balanced their books on 30 June. Therefore, many companies have their
balance sheets cleaned up as at 30 June but Rothwells cleaned its up as at 31 July. I think the
transactions on balance day in 1986 involved about $86 million; in 1987, about $385 million,
which was circulated by taking it out of the Rothwells balance sheet as at 31 July to be off
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loaded to a series of companies in the network such as Beltech and many other names which
no longer survive in this State. All those companies, without exception, have now gone into
liquidation.

The $385 million happened to be about the same amount as the non-performing debts taken
over when the Government did its deal with the National Australia Bank guarantee and put
$400 million into Rothwells, of which $50 million went to Dallas Dempster and $350 million
went to Laurie Connell for those non-performing debts which on the previous 31 July
amounted to $385 million.

The McCusker inquiry never has and never will have any reference to WA Inc, as I see it.
To say that we are waiting for the result of that inquiry is like the famous play Waiting for
Godot - one sits all night in the theatre "waiting for Godot"; here we are waiting for the
McCusker inquiry to come forward with the answers. The day of reckoning will then come,
as it does at the theatre, when the waiting for Clodot is over. In this case the waiting for
McCusker will be over and people will get out of their seats and go home. They will then
have to decide to do something about it, or nothing about it, and they will do nothing about
it.

There will be no Royal Conmmission. Why would the Government have a Royal
Commission? It knows that a special Royal Commission could inquire into the actions of
Ministers. A Clayton's Royal Commission set up under the Act does not require Ministers to
account for their actions. Once an investigation gets going, whether a Clayton's Royal
Commission under the Act or a proper Royal Commission, many things wil come out that
will bring forth further inquiries and result in the Official Corruption Commission or the
police looking into other deals. The fraud squad has done a good job before and will do a
further good job in the future as more information comes out in relation to this matter. That
is what I will be relying on. I will be working towards that end with the Corruption
Commission and the fraud squad to bring out the things I know will not come out from
having a Royal Commission.

Last December 1, more than anyone else, believed we had to do this to stop Supply and force
a Royal Commission to find out what had happened. Often members on both sides do not
really understand the sheer magnitude of the losses.

The Rothwells guarantee has never worried me; it was a stupid decision made on the spin of
the moment. The Swan Building Society decision was a bad one. Those acts involve
hundreds of millions of dollars but I do not think a Royal Commission will bring out
anything on those deals to explain why the guarantee was given to protect Rothwells. I do
not think anyone received a large sum of money as a pay-back there. The sum of
$150 million was involved.

I do not think any corruption will be identified in the Teachers Credit Society decision. We
know about the involvement of the R & I Bank in April of that year, and the involvement of
Kevin Edwards and Alex Clarke. The facts are well known; the money was lost. The
Government made a bad decision to rush in and rescue the Teachers Credit Society. The
only guarantee given by the Premier at the time was a media release saying the Government
would underwrite the losses of the Teachers Credit Society. How can anybody, a Treasurer,
a Premier or anyone else, involve the Government in huge sums of money without
appropriation? They say. "We will underwrite that," but at the end of the day the
Government must pick up the bill. LnitiaLly that rescue was said to be only $50 million, but it
ended up being $1t30 million.
Going out to the Melbourne airport yesterday I heard on the radio Robert Gottliebsen of the
Business Review Weekly talking about the crash of the Pyramid Building Society in Victoria.
It involved a society with $3.4 billion of assets. The budding society had $440 million worth
of liquid funds earlier this year. but recently had experienced a run of $400 million, and was
down to its last $40 million of liquid funds, so the door was closed. By all accounts there
was no sign of any losses in this building society at all, and there never has been.

Members might recall that the week after the Rothwells crash there was a big run on the
Challenge Bank started by a well known radio commentator who suggested that the
Challenge Bank might have problems. That run was stopped within 24 or 48 hours because
the Challenge Bank was no longer the Perth Building Society; it was backed by the Reserve
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Bank of Australia and people knew their funds were safe. It could have been a similar run.
It was maliciously done to take the heat off Rothwells and the Government from the week
before. The Challenge Bank is a very safe institution.
In Victoria, Gottliebsen said the Premier put an administrator in during the weekend and had
the directors of the Pyramid Building Society sacked. John Cain sacked those directors who
had not lost one dollar up to that date. The building society had prudential standards of
$440 million in liquid funds; it was very safe. Gortliebsen said, "How can Mr Cain make
that decision when he has been the Premier of a Government which has overseen the State
Bank of Victoria, which is the only shareholder, and the Tricontinental Bank, which is a
subsidiary of that body, lose $1.2 billion and the Victorian Economic Development
Corporation $120 million? Workcare has astronomical losses accumulated." There are huge
losses debited through major lease back deals done by the Government involving more
losses. He was saying that the Premier should resign immuediately -

The PRESIDENT: Order! There is far too much audible conversation and I ask honourable
members to refrain and allow the member addressing the Chair to be heard.

Hon MAX EVANS: Robert Gottliebsen was saying that the Premier should resign
immuediately, and so should his whole board - the Cabinet Ministers of the Victorian
Government - in the same way as the directors of the Pyramid Building Society were sacked.
That same message should have gone to the Ministers of this Governmrent long ago. If they
were honourable people they would have resigned as a result of what they had done, but they
did not.

The Swan Building Society involved a loss of $16 million. That was saved by the
Government, but I do not believe there was any official corruption there; it was a stupid
decision to make for $16 million. There has never been a written agreement between this
Government and the Swan Building Society. The Home Building Society took over the
Swan Building Society and underwrote the losses. Perhaps that was negligence.
The deals that should be looked into include the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd deal. The
then Premier, Brian Burke, and David Parker, the local member then, were involved. The
SEC paid $40 million for something which was bought by Yosse Goldberg for $20 million
12 months before. It was sold, excluding the real estate.

The buying of the shares in the Argyle diamonds joint venture by the Government for
$42 million and on-selling them to a diamond trust for $45 million resulted in small losses
for the Government. It was lucky to get out of that. That was done by Brian Burke, Laurie
Connell and Jack Walsh. That deal should be investigated. It was well known at the time
that the Govemunent paid far too much for the shares.

The Bell shares cost the State Government Insurance Commission $160 million. We found
that the Treasurer had authorised the borrowing of funds to buy those shares. Letters were
exchanged between Kevin Edwards and Robert Holmes a Court to buy these shares for
$160 million. The SGIC has a claim against the Bond Corporation for $211I million. Time
will tell what will be got back from that. That deal should be investigated because it was a
huge loss. It would mean the total capital of SGIC being wiped out in one deal. Brian Burke
and Kevin Edwards. his adviser, put up a deal to purchase Bell Group convertible notes,
which involved an outlay of $140 million. It is beyond comprehension why anybody would
have bought those shares. What went on behind the scenes? Why did the Govertnent bail
out Mr Holmes a Court personally on these deals for $300 million?

Hon Mark Nevill: Bell was cashed up in those shares, though.

Hon MAX EVANS: Not very much.

Hon Mark Nevil: For $1.2 billion.
Hon MAX EVANS: There were a lot of liabilities on the other side. The liabilities were still
$2 billion or $3 billion, and there was a line of credit of about $2 billion in which everyone
was interested at the time. [ shall give more about that in next week's instalment.
Peter Dowding, David Parker and Julian Grill were involved in the R & I Bank/Rothwells
rescue. That is what should be investigated, but I cannot see McCusker looking into that.
The decision to put money into that deal was made by the Government. McCusker's job is
not to look into decisions made by the Government; he is there to find out whether the
money was paid back and why it was paid back.

2729



Dowding, Parker and Grill should be investigated in respect of the SCIC's support of
Rothwells at the end, and the buying of Paragon shares to support the price of Paragon
shares. Laurie Connell had a put option for $40 million of those shares. Although that deal
involving SCIC with Paragon shares is simple - it was only $3 million or $4 million - it
involves some people going to gaol because they supported that price stmucture. Other
people left the State. The SCIIC should never have supported the price of those shares. More
of that will come out later.
I am mystified why the Government wanted to get out of the National Australia Bank
guarantee. What was the problem? It could have gone on for 10 or 15 years, but the
Government got out of it.
Turning to the Tony Lloyd trial, he knew that Rothwells was in trouble. How couid
Dowding, with legal experience, and Parker, with no experience, let the Government pay the
National Australia Bank guarantee of $150 million? It seems they have never read the
section of the law dealing with undue preference or preferential treatment. That eventually
cost the Government another $33 million. The liquidator said, "The Government got out of
that deal and we want some money back." In the same way, Premier Burke became involved
in the $50 million transaction from the Treasury to the Superannuation Board to Rothwells;
Ltd. That was paid back in May 1988, and the liquidator claimed another $25 million on
that. How could this Government have done these deals? It showed complete negligence
and incompetence and I really wonry about the personal involvement because of the sheer
size and nature of the deals. Premier Burke and Kevin Edwards were directly involved in
taking over city properties from Mr Holmes a Court. They were involved in the BHP shares
taken over from Holmes a Court, and in influencing decisions made by the State Government
Insurance Conmnission to take over those deals. As well, as confirmed by the Leader of the
House last week, Premier Burke had the authority personally to give the SOIC approval to
borrow $460 million to do those deals. It borrowed $460 million in November 1987 when
the total capital at June 1987 was $60 million. He gave the commission approval to borrow
eight times its capital. When a Treasurer approves of any statutory authority borrowing eight
times its capital, I believe an inquiry is needed because that was not done on any commercial,
sensible, sane business basis.
This Government has ignored all of these things, and hopes that with time they will all go
away. Fortunately for historians, and for the police. judges and juries, they will not go away.
All that information will be there. The Statute of Limitations does not allow crimes to go
away - unless the Attorney General makes some quick changes in the next few months. We
will catch up with them under the Crimes Act. All of the figures are there, and most of the
information, and the inquiries will bring it out. Some people's memories might not be very
good by then. That is what was found with the Spedleys case - some of the directors had
very bad memories.
Hon D.J. Wordsworth: The Leader of the House's is beginning to fade, too.

Hon MAX EVANS: Yes.
Hon ETJ Charlton: Another thing is the Swan Brewery. Look at the complications that the
recent High Court decision could cause the whole State.
Hon MAX EVANS: I am glad Hon Eric Charlton mentioned that because I have listed a
question about the Swan Brewery for tomorrow. The Swan Brewery is a saga in itself. It
went from the brewery to Bond and Connell, then to Yosse Goldberg, then back to Bond and
Connell, then back to Goldberg - who had problems with it and was not allowed to put some
buildings on the land - and then to the Government. How nice it would have been to
bulldoze down the brewery for $5 million, even if we had had to pay interest. The last
account Hon Phillip Pendal received of the brewery costs showed a total of $21 million or
$22 million had been spent on the sewerage works, new roads, the work on buildings, and so
on; and much more has been spent since then on things like holding charges for all of the
machinery and equipment and the lease charge which is paid for every day. As well, every
day a union man goes there and clocks on and then goes off to his second job - just like Ted
Bull at 6WF. That union man has two jobs every day: he goes to one and gets paid for that,
although he has nothing to do there. Those costs will total $40 million or $50 million at the
end of the day; and there is something strange about that. As Hon Eric Charlton says, this is
yet another involvement by the Government. It is one of the simple ones, but it will probably
bring up more at the end of the day than do some of the very large ones.
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Hon E.J. Charlton: And all for the wrong reasons.
Hon MAX EVANS: Yes, all for the wrong reasons - one cover-up after another, looking
after its friends. The Government did nor have many friends but it has looked after them
very well.

I refer the Leader of the House to his own speech and I would like some answers from him.
He mentions the $25 million from Gold Banking Corporation. I had already tipped that the
Government requires that sum in order to balance its books. Can the Leader of the House tell
us whether that is put in there as an excuse? That is, are we to be $25 million under budget
because it has not been put through, or will the Government be doing the repayment of the
capital of Gold Banking Corporation before 30 June in order to bring it into its books?
Obviously the Government is counting on that. I said that was the case about a week ago
when I first saw mention of it.
Perhaps the Leader of the House could also tell us today or tomorrow exactly what is the
position with short term interest. A couple of years ago, interest earned on short term
investments accumulated $199 million. From memory, about $80 million was brought into
the books to pay off Teachers Credit Society last year and about $30 million was left to carry
over. It would be interesting to know exactly how much of the interest earned on short term
investments will be left in the suspense account. It will be shown in the Treasurer's Annual
Statements; the Leader of the House can check it there and the Treasury people can tell him
exactly what will be there. Will there be more or less than at June last year? I think there
will be a lot less. I think the Governiment will be scraping the barrel.
I would also be interested to know whether the Government is relying on money coming
from the WADC Liquidation Bill. I think it probably is; I think the Government will try to
make an interim payment out of that - a distribution of funds from the liquidator. The
Government has money coming from the sale of its interest in Cable Beach and maybe it has
some big bank overdrafts. In the days when I was auditing, at the end of the year I could
always tell when companies were in a bad way because they scraped the bottom of the
barrel - every dollar and cent. I will guarantee that every liquid dollar and cent will be
picked up by this Government - amounts like the $25 million invested in Gold Banking
Corporation and interest earned on short term investments. That is not real revenue, that is
just bringing it in on this cash basis of accounting, and the sooner we get back to a better
accounting basis, the better.
The Leader of the House may be able to tell us whether he has encouraged the SGIC or the
R & I Bank to make any interim dividends until just before the end of the financial year.
Last year one was done from the R & I Bank for about $6 million, plus $28 million of the
main dividend. I would not be surprised to see some interim dividends coming tough -
anything to balance the books by the year's end!

Finally, I want to quote from a letter sent to us regarding the whole question of blocking
Supply. It reads -

If, when the current Supply Bill comes before the Legislative Council for ratification,
the Government has not given a water-tight guarantee for the establishment of a fully
satisfactory Royal Commidssion into WA Inc, then Supply must not be granted (either
by outright rejection or by delay).

If, under such circumstances this not done, then the Legislative Council will have
forfeited both its moral and constitutional standing as the Final house of review on
behalf of the people of WA.

The corruption of Government by Labor through WA Inc must be fully exposed.
This cannot be done without the Council's full use of its powers. If these powers are
not properly used then corruption and unaccountability of Governmient in WA will
become both endemric and systemic.

Should the Legislative Council pass Supply prior to receiving an irrevocable
Government commitment to a Royal Commission then it will have forfeited its
powers and consigned itself to the role and status of an executive agency.

In the event of the Government refusing to appoint a Royal Convnission, the good
governance of WA and the defence of the Constitution depends upon denying Supply
to a Government that fails to be accountable to Parliament and the people.
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The use of the Council's powers under these circumstances is absolutely responsible;
in fact, not to use them would be irresponsible, boch morally and constitutionally.
All empirical data, including historical precedent and current opinion polls, show that
an irresponsible Government forced to the polls under such circumstances would be
rejected by the people.

Itris clear that the Opposition and the Legislative Council have given the Government
every opportunity to fulfill the people's wishes by calling a Royal Commission but in
the face of this the Government has refused to do so.

That was written by Patrick O'Brien, Associate Professor in the Politics Department of the
University of Western Australia. [ believe it is a very balanced summary of the powers of
this House and how they should be used over an Executive Government. If they are not used
this time there will be many times in the future when they may be used. They are not to be
struck from the books. I hope the Parliament will never approve the Bill brought in by the
Premier in another place to destroy the powers of this House.
The powers may not have been used in this House, but they should still exist. They have
been there for 100 years and they should remain and be used properly. The Government
must be brought to account somewhere along the line with investigations into the deals that
have been done. These deals between Government and business proprietors have involved
huge sums of money by any man's judgment. The Premier says that the losses will be picked
up by a one per cent adjustment per aninum on the total amount; but that is $50 million a
year. It has been said that one per cent is not a lot, but it involves $50 million. The R & I
Tower building cost $220 million and could be built again with four per cent of the total
revenue. We are talking about real money. The northern suburbs railway line could be
constructed with four per cent of the Government's total revenue. Once the money is lost, it
is lost for ever.

Somebody suggested a while ago that we could borrow money, but that is one of the
tragedies of this country. Money brokers have made money available and suggested that
borrowing money is a great way to go. I plead to the Leader of the House that this
Government should not borrow money recklessly to cover the lost funds; it should cut back
on its Budget to do this. Borrowing money would be the easy way out, but it would create
more pmoblems: Firstly, it requires the service of the debt in the form of interest; and,
secondly, it requires the money to pay back the loan. Plenty of money sharks are around
who claim to work out nice deals such as selling off and leasing back the Government's
rolling stock or assets. I hope that the Government does not sell off and lease back its
equipment to save the day because that will make the situation worse.
HON DERRICK TOMLINSON (East Metropolitan) [4.32 pm]: I oppose the passage of
Supply. My reason is that it is self-evident that any Government which abrogates its
responsibility to Parliament surrenders its right to govern. I begin by disposing of the fiction
that Governments are made, and can be brought down, only in the lower House. The first
part of that statement is axiomatic in that Governments are formned in the lower House, but
the second part is quite false because Governments can be brought down through the actions
of the Parliament. When the Governor invites the leader of the political party which holds
the majority in the lower House to form a Governmnent, he endows that party with an
authority. However, every action of that Government, and every dollar which that
Government spends, must be authorised. Conversely, Government is accountable to
Parliament for its every action and for every dollar of public funds it spends. Any
Government which refuses to account for its actions, or which refuses to give a proper
account for expenditure of public moneys, abrogates its responsibility, and this gives the
Parliament the right - I suggest the moral responsibility - to deny the Government the
resources to carry out its program.
The Western Australian Constitution states that the Parliament is composed of two Houses;
this House is one half of the Parliament and this House can exercise the full powers of the
Parliament by denying the Government its Supply. We are constantly told that in 100 years
that action has never taken place in this House; it may have been contemplated by an
Opposition, but it has never occurred. That does not deny that the power exists. Just because
one has a power, that is not a compulsion to exercise that power; also, if one does not
exercise that power, that is not a denial that that power exists. However, it is known that that
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power has never been exercised, and that can be explained in simple terms: No Government
has ever been guilty of such reprehensible behaviour that the Opposition has been moved to
impose the ultimate censure on that Government through denial of its capacity to govern.
Currently we have a Government which has repeatedly abrogated its responsibility to this
Parliament. I will not recite in detail the list of faults in which this Government has been
involved since 1984. They begin with the acquisition of Northern Mining, and the
subsequent sale of an interest in the Argyle mining venture to the public. The conditions
surrounding that acquisition have been questioned, but no answers have been given. They
continue through the acquisition and sale of Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd, the sale of the
Midland abanoirs, the acquisition by the Government Employees Superannuation Board and
the State Government Insurance Commission of St George's Terrace properties, and so the
list goes on. Despite the claims that WA Inc is dead, we are still left with questions about the
role of the Government or members of the Government in the investment strategy of the
Government Employees Superannuation Board. The questions are not merely questions in
the minds of journalists or in the mind of the Opposition. They are contained in the report of
the Auditor General; yet no answers have been given to those questions. Questions have
been asked about the role of Government members in the investment policies of the State
Government Insurance Commission, but no satisfactory answers have been given. In fact, in
the past 12 months we have seen an evasion by the Government whenever questions have
been asked; we have been deliberately misled by members of the Government in answers to
questions relating to issues under the genre of WA Inc. This is a deliberate and a winting
denial of Government responsibility to provide full accountability to the Parliament.

In his speech yesterday the Leader of the House almost went as far as to say that the
Government acknowledged that the truth has not come our; he almost went so far as to say
that responsibility has not been established; and, he almost went so far as to say that events
of recent years leave some questions about the Goverrnent's propriety.
I hope I am quoting the Leader of the House correctly, when he said, "I say as the Premier
has said time and time again we are commnitted to finding the truth;, we are committed to
establishing responsibility; and we are committed to ensuring that the events of recent years
will not and cannot happen again." If the Government is committed to finding the truth the
inference which must be reasonably drawn is that the truth has not been found; the truth is
still hidden. If the Government is committed to establishing responsibility, again the
reasonable inference which can be drawn is that responsibility has nor been established. If
the Leader of the House can say the Government is commnitted to ensuring that the events of
recent years will not and cannot ever happen again, the reasonable inference to be drawn is
that those events of recent years are in some way beyond propriety. Yet the Government has
consistently denied the requests for a full and independent inquiry. Again, what did the
Leader of the House say in his speech yesterday? He said, "That is for another day, for other
procedures and for another decision." Questions have been raised in public, certainly in the
Press. From the time I took an interest in these matters early in January 1987, WA Inc was
given a full expose in Eastern States' papers, including The Age and The Sydney Morning
Herald. in more recent times the Government controlled The West Australian has stumbled
on WA Inc and it too is asking those questions.

Hon Mark Nevill: The Government's interests is a m-inority interest - it is only 20 per cent.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON: H~on Mark Nevill says that the Government's interest in that.
paper is a minority interest of 20 per cent only. If that is the case, what about the
Government's responsibility to the Auditor General, what about the Government's
responsibility to the National Companies and Securities Commnission and what about the
Government's responsibility to the Burt commission? In each of those public reports the
questions have been asked and the directions for Government to accept responsibility,
directions for Government to expose the truth and directions for Government to ensure
events of recent years will not and cannot happen again, have been given.

Now we reach the stage where the Government is presenting its request for Supply so it can
continue to govern. At the same time as it is requesting Supply so it may continue to govern,
it is saying to the Opposition that answers to those questions are for another day, for other
procedures and for another decision. The time to decide is now. The opportunity for
Government to initiate a thorough and independent inquiry, a Royal Commission if one likes,
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is gone. It is nor for another day; it was for yesterday and the decision for today is to deny
the Government its Supply Bill.

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [44 prnl: In five year's time we will be
celebrating the 700th anniversary of the establishment of the institution of Parliament,
because it was in 1295 that Simon de Montfort's Parliament was held. Over the 700 years
the people who operate under what is now known as the Westminster system have gained for
themselves a number of very important privileges. Nearly all those privileges were secured
because the sovereign at that time needed money and the people were able to ensure the
sovereign did not get money without their consent. At the time it started kings governed
under what they thought was a divine right - they had powers which they thought were given
to them by God. They also had the facility of a feudal system to enforce obedience.

We have moved away from that concept and it is interesting in the last week we have seen in
the decision of the High Court of Australia in the case of Bropho v the State of Western
Australia and others an affirmation by the High Court that many of the ancient concepts as to
the special status of Government and the Executive are no longer applicable to our present
day Australia. However, for some reason this Goverfnent seems to think that the Executive
and the Government have a divine right to rule and that they can rule without giving any
account to the people of Western Australia. without observing the rights of' Parliament and
without making sure that the money they spend is in accordance with what is permitted by
this Parliament. It is no wonder that this Government has so departed from what is proper
when it has such a fundamental misconception of what is the role of Government.
Government is not Parliament and Parliament is not Government. This Government does not
even know what its role is.
For many hundreds of years Government was not composed of members of Parliament and
the Government and Executive existed outside the Parliament. Parliament gained its role
because it was separate from the Executive. The privileges and powers of the House of
Commons did not derive from the fact that that was where the Government was made. Quite
the contrary, the privileges and powers of the House of Commons derive from the fact they
were opposed to Government. They were the check on Government; they were the guardians
of the people. None of the power of Government is derived from the fact that it has
something to do with the House of Commons. This Government's right as a Governent
arises from the fact that it is the Executive and it has an obligation to see to the proper
spending of money which has been allocated to it by the Parliament.

This Government has not realised that the role of Parliament is very much seen as the role of
the upper House in this State. Members of this House are the representatives of the people in
the same way as are members of the lower House and that is recognised in the Constitution
of Western Australia because it gives the same powers and privileges to this House as it
gives to the lower House. In many ways this upper House is more tnruly the successor to the
knights and burgesses who were sent to the original House of Commons than is the lower
House. Unfortunately, the lower House is dominated by the Executive in the same way as
the lords and the court were dominated by the Executive. if it were not for this House the
check and balance on Government would not exist.

It has been said by the Leader of the House that the role of this House is merely one of
review. The Leader of the House must have some form of industrial deafness because he can
never hear the word 'accountability". On many occasions when he has been holding forth on
the role of this House as a House of Review I have added by way of interjection the word
',accountability" and not once has the IL.eader of the House been able to hear it. It does not

surprise me when one sees the way this Government behaves, because it has no concept of
accountability. It has no idea what it means; it has no idea how one actually carries out
accountability. The Burt Commission on Accountability report is a clear example of that, in
particular paragraph 5 in which His Excellency - as he is now - sets out the differences
between companies and Government. He says that there is a greater responsibility of
accountability for Governments because Government has the power to compulsorily acquire
financial resources and use this power to tax members of the community.

The Government has forcibly taken money from the community and it is spending that
money. It forcibly took it pursuant to the Acts of the two Houses arnd it is required, in
accordance with those two Acts, to account to both Houses for how the Government spent
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that money. It is a good job that Cabinet members axe not directors of companies because
they would all be in jail. Every single member of Cabinet, if they conducted the affairs of a
company in the way they have conducted the affairs of this State, would be in jail. The
reason they would be in jail is wrten in our Statute law in relation to companies, which
states that if a director acts and uses his posit ion contrary to the best interests of the company
he commnits an offence.
It is quite clear that this Government has spent the money of Western Australians and has
conducted its affairs for its awn benefit. The money that has been spent - the $850 million
plus - was spent in order to conceal the truth from the people of Western Australia and to
save the Government members' yellow skins so they could be elected again. The money was
spent for the Governnment's own purposes. I consider that to be as good as theft. If members
of the Government were directors of companies I suspect that they would be charged with
theft. They are indeed fortunate that the law is not as harsh on Cabinet Ministers as it is on
directors of companies.

Hon Mark Nevill: There has been no evidence of personal gain.

Hon PETER FOSS: Hon Mark Nevill raises a very interesting point. The Government
wants to see the money disappear directly into its own pockets. [ say that it has disappeared
into the Government's pocket because it spent the money in order to conceal the truth.

Hon P.G. Pendal: That is right.

Hon PETER FOSS: The Government spent the money to conceal the truth because it knew
that if it did not conceal the truth the Government would be thrown out by the people of
Western Australia. That is just as good as spending the money on advertising for the Labor
Party because it has exactly the same effect. It is equally immoral, improper and wrong for
the Government to spend the money of the people of Western Australia and to hide the truth
in order to get itself re-elected as it would be if it spent it on advertisements; the Government
also did that, which Hon Phillip Pendal has picked up. The two actions are morally the same.
I will come back to the question of morality because the Government is incapable of
understanding morality. The Government always wants exact criminal offences proved
against it. Does the Government not have any concept of morality? Does the Government
understand that what it has done is morally reprehensible? If we applied to Cabinet
Ministers the criminal law test which applies to company directors we would find that the
Ministers would all be in jail, and deservedly so.

I was asked by the Leader of the House to regard the editorial in The West Australian which
said that rather than challenging Supply the Opposition should be challenging the legitimacy
of the election. I disagree with The West Australian on the challenging of Supply, but [ am
perfectly happy to take up the issue of legitimacy of the election. The Government spent
close to $1 billion to get itself elected; it spent close to $1 billion to hide the truth from the
people of Western Australia. The Government was not legitimately elected and it cannot
possibly claim any legitimacy until such time as the facts which it concealed, by the
expenditure of money, have been revealed to the people of Western Australia. The
Government is a fraud until such time that the truth comes out because it is relying upon the
lies and deceit -

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon PETER FOSS: - that it has spread in the community by -

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon PETER FOSS: - spending the money of the people of Western Australia.

The PRESIDENT: Order! When I call order the member must resume his seat. I suggest
the member should not pursue the use of such language as 'lies and deceit" or I wil take a
more harsh point of view in regard to it. I suggest that the member refrain from using that
language.

Hon PETER FOSS: There is no legitimacy in the election of this Government because the
truth was not before the people of Western Australia and the truth was concealed from the
people of Western Australia by the illegitimate expenditure of money. If there were a change
in Government, which I sincerely hope there will be at the next election, the Government of
Western Australia - a new Government - will follow up on those moneys which were
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wrongfully spent and recover them from the people who benefited from them. The benefit,
in terms of electoral success, went to the current Western Australian Government. I would
like to know what other motivation was behind the Government's actions. Why were certain
people singled our for these benefits, and who in fact has received these moneys? I firmldy
believe that these moneys can be recovered. I share the feelings of a large majority of the
people of Western Australia in wanting to know the answers to those questions.

That is my reply to the suggestion of the Leader of the House that I take up what was said in
the editorial of The West Australian. I will challenge what is said by The West Australian
when it refers to whether Supply is something the Opposition should challenge. For 700
years it has been the role of the Houses of Pauliamnent as opposed to the Executive to insist
upon the redress of grievances as part of the basis for giving Supply. I refer members to a
book, which is found in the parliamentary library, by Thomas Pitt Taswell-Langmead called
English Constitutional History. I refer members to the reign of King Edward In, which was
remarkable for two things. First, it was remarkable for the extraordinary number of
illegalities that occurred during his reign. The book states -

No reign, perhaps, is so replete with the illegalities as [that of] Edward lBI.;
Secondly, it is also interesting that, as well as being the reign that was most replete with
illegalities, as a result of the substantial ilegalities and of King Edward Ill's need for more
money, a need that this Government will continue to suffer, Parliament met regularly during
the reign of King Edward III. It was stated in 1362, when an Act was passed requiring
annual Parliaments, that it was -

For redress of divers mischiefs and grievances which daily happen a Parliament shall
be holden every year, as another time was ordained by statute.

This book stated that three important principles rook place as a result of the reign of
Edward III which included -

I . That all taxation without the consent of Parliament is illegal.

2. The necessity for the concurrence of both Houses in legislation.

3. The right of the Commons to inquire into and amend the abuses of the
administration.

H-on. Garry Kelly: What does that book say about the parliamentary Act of 1913?
Hon. PETER FOSS: I like the way, when it suits the Government, members opposite like to
draw the analogy of this House with the House of Lords. We are not an hereditary
aristocracy. Members in this House are elected by the people and are the only people who
stand between the people of Western Australia and the unbridled excesses of the Executive.
We aethe only people who can prevent the Executive from behaving in tewyta h
kings of old used to behave. All around the world there are parliamentary or congressional
systems which have two Houses. In the United States the Executive is outside the
Parliament, and no-one challenges the fact that both Houses of Congress are entitled to
challenge the granting of Supply.

[Questions without notice taken.]

Hon PETER FOSS: The Leader of the House said that the Opposition's proposal to block
Supply was unprecedented and that we were being unreasonable demanding that the
Government establish a Royal Commission before we decide to grant Supply. He almost
treated it as if it were a navel and improper procedure. However, historically, this has been
the way in which Parliament operates. As early as 1348, approximately 600 years ago, the
Commons was imposing conditional grants and Taswell-Langmead stated that one of the
effects of conditional grants was -

In these conditional grants originated the doctrine and practice that 'supply should
depend upon redress of grievances.'

It has always been the weapon which Parliament has succeeded in obtaining from the
Executive, that to which it believes the people are rightfully entitled by using Supply,
because Supply is the strongest weapon that the people have. It is perfectly proper to tie the
two together; it was done for hundreds of years before the idea of Cabinet responsibility and
Cabinet Government even came about. For the Leader of the House to talk about its being
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improper now when the Government is derived from the lower House is complete and utter
nonsense. It is quite clear that it is a perfectly proper coupling of demands.

Furthermore, it has always been a problem in Parliaments that Governments have tended to
misappropriate money and to misspend money. The first unequivocal instance of
appropriation of Supply occurred in 1353 when a subsidy on wool was granted, to be applied
solely for the purposes of the war. For many hundred of years, Parliament has had problems
with the Executive and has used the annual granits of Supply as its way of securing the
redress of those grievances.

In 1340, a parliamentary committee was appointed to examine the accounts of the collectors
of the last subsidy; and in the following year it was enacted, at the request of the Commons,
that commuissioners should be assigned for a similar purpose. For nearly 700 years, it has
been the use of the right to grant or to not grant Supply that Parliament has been able to
obtain redress for its grievances. The most upsetting grievance has always been when the
Government has failed to account for the money it has spent. This instance is a clear
example of how badly the money has been spent because it has been spent to no object and
for improper reasons. Yet, we know that people outside this place have profited hundreds of
millions of dollars. That is probably the clearest and most distinct reason why this
Parliament has the absolute right to demand an accounting and a Royal Commission at the
very least as a condition of granting Supply. There is no doubt at all about that.

Hon Tom Helm: Why does the House of Lords not have that right?

Hon PETER FOSS: Was Hon Tom Helm missing before question time? Either he missed
my point or he was m-issing from the House. He cannot make a connection between the
House of Lords and this House. That was set out very early. The very early Parliaments
were the Parliaments of the kings and the peerage. The problem with having a Parliament of
the king and peerage was soon found out because the peerage did not represent the full width
of the people. That was the difference between our system of Government and some of the
continental systems of Government. It was found that it could only be effective by bringing
in the comnmoners. For a start, the commoners and the peers used to meet together. The
separation took place in Simon de Montford's time, and because the Commons represents the
people who pay all of the taxes, it derived its authority from the people. Because the House
of Lords did not represent the full breadth of the people who paid the taxes, its ability to
curtail money Bills was reduced. That point is being missed by this Government.

The two House of this Parliament have equal rights to deal with Bills. Each person in this
House has an equal right to vote. No distinction can be made between Government members
voting on this Bill and Opposition members voting on it. We vote as legislators. The fact
that three Government members happen also to be members of the Executive enables them to
spend money. However, it does not enable them to usurp the legislative function of levying
and granting the money to be spent. As Hon Derrick Tomldirison pointed out, the whole
system of government is now about the question of spending money. If the Government
cannot spend money it cannot govern. That is the essence of our present system.

Originally there was the divine right of Icings. This Government seems to be trying to put
that back into our system. It believes that, because it has a majority in the lower House, it
has a divine right to rule. Charles I lost his head for that and James U lost his kingdom. This
Government does not have a divine right to rule. It has a right to spend money, provided
Parliament gives it to it. It does not have a right to have the money from Parliament.
Members of the Government should get right in their minds the distinction between the
Government and the Parliament because until it does it will not know how to run this State.
It is because the Government does not seem to be able to understand the difference between
spending money for its own purposes and spending money for the peace, order and good
government of this State that it got into trouble.

This House, as an equal member of this Parliament, has the absolute right to determine
whether the Government should be granted Supply. The reason we may hesitate to exercise
that right is that we do not want to interrupt that Supply because government is based on
money. However, when this Government spends an entire year's tax take by throwing it
away on non-existent assets and its reason for doing it is to secure its re-election, it is hard to
think of a greater moral justification for saying to the Government, "Why should you have
one single cent in view of what you did with the lat lot of money?'
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The Government spent money not only on property but also for its own benefit and by doing
that it disregarded the laws of this State. Does the Government need anyone else to tell it
that it has behaved disgracefully? Government members do not understand the constitutional
basis upon which money is granted to the Government. The Leader of the House had the
cheek to say in this place that this House did not have the right to deny die granting of
moneys to the Government. If that is all members opposite know about this State's
Constitution, they should go back to school.
To reach a decision on whether to vote for this Bill is relatively simple. I will be voting
against the granting of Supply, but I respect the decision of my colleagues not to do so-
Although I will be the member of the Liberal Party who will cross the floor to vote against it
I am in fact making the easier decision. I know Supply will be granted and in this case it is
easier for a member to vote against his party. I respect the decision of my colleagues and I
acknowledge the comments by Hon Eric Chariton. It is very hard to make a decision to tell
the Government that it is required to go to the people if it is not prepared to appoint a Royal
Commission. The Opposition is justified in doing that and I will follow that course of action.

I do not believe members opposite should take the action of members of the Liberal Pasty to
agree to the granting of Supply as an endorsement of the Government's disgraceful
behaviour. Members opposite should not believe for one moment that this House does not
have the absolute right to deny Supply; that this House does not have the absolute right to
require the Government to account for the money it has spent; and, that this House does not
have the absolute right to pursue that money in an endeavour to recover it. None of those
things is in any way being abrogated by the vote to be taken in this House. The Liberal Party
insists that the Government should be brought to account and that the moneys, to the extent
possible, should be recovered. It will use every single endeavour to make the Government
face its responsibility. It is not enough for the Government to say, "In due course we will tell
you;. in due course we will inquire." Every minute that ticks by makes it that much more
difficult for the people concerned to be pursued. I do not accept the patently weak excuses
that have been given. This Government has not even bothered to take a formal opinion to
ascertain whether the excuses it has given are justified. It has put forward a series of notes
which have been taken on the run and has held them up to the people of Western Australia as
though they should be taken as formal opinions. This Government takes its duties so lightly
that it has not even bothered to obtain a formal opinion.
The Opposition will pursue the appointment of a Royal Commnission and it will insist that the
Govenrment be brought to account for its actions. The Government should not for one
moment think that today it is getting off the hook, because I assure it that it will be pulled
harder onto the point of that hook. I oppose the second reading.
HON HARRY HOUSE (South West) [5.44 pmj: As previous speakers have said, this
Government has lost at least $850 million through mismanagement. Some people have gone
so far as to say the money has been embezzled. The money has certainly been lost through
this Goverrnent's incompetence and by an array of failed business dealings which have
favoured some of the Government's high-flier mates.

Premier Carmen Lawrence has conceded that portion of the WA Inc debt will require to be
paid off at about $50 million per annum for the next five years. It is a conservative estimate.
The Opposition's estimate is that more than $50 million per antnum will be required to meet
the debt which has been incurred. It is ridiculous for the Premier or any Government
member in this House or in the other House to say the debt will not affect essential services
such as health, education and law and order. We are already seeing the effects of that debt
on Government services and worse is to come. I have referred on several occasions in this
House to the situation confronting the Bunbury Regional Hospital and other regional
hospitals in this State. Queues for elective surgery are growing, surgeons are resigning in
disgust, and wards and operating theatres are being closed. Bunbury is the largest regional
city in this State and the collapse of its health system was caused by a budget overrun of
$400 000. The $50 million this Governiment will pay for the next five years to cover the
WA Inc losses would have gone a helluva long way to assisting that hospital.

Schools throughout the State are in dire need of capital works. The schools which were built
in the 1950s or the 1960s are being asked to cope with education in the 1990s; they are under
a huge amount of pressure and cannot manage. The Capital Works Budget to meet the
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requirements of this State's schools has fallen behind in recent years and will fall further
behind. The asbestos problem in schools has come to the fore in the last couple of weeks
because of events at the John Curtin Senior High School. In my huge electorate the Pinjarra
Primary School and the Owellingup Primary School are in urgent need of attention because
of the asbestos problem. The replacement of asbestos roofs in our schools will cost
approximately $50 million, which is one year's instalment on the debt incurred by WA Inc
and is equal to one year's Capital Works Budget.

Another way of lookitng at the situation is that the teaching staff of Western Australian
schools are very upset with the salary negotiations which have been proceeding on their
behalf between the Ministry of Education and the State School Teachers Union. It is a sad
reflection that the Government had to resort to a cosy deal with the Teachers Union
executive, Mr Harken and his crew, without any direct consultation with the members of the
union. They are disgusted with the situation and we will hear more about that issue. I refer
members to an IPA facts sheet which states that the salaries of Australian teachers are less
than half the salaries of teachers in countries like Switzerland, Japan, some States of the
United States, and central European countries. It is a poor reflection on people who are
important to the operation of our education system. My point is that a mere fraction of the
funds required to repay the WA Inc debt could have been used in a more productive way.

Juvenile- crime is almost out of control. The Police Force lacks resources to counter that
problem. More resources channelled into police presence and suitable programs to deal with
the situation would be a far better way in which to spend taxpayers' money instead of its
going down the gurgler as is now the case.

It has been said before, but the Government and the people of Western Australia should stop
for a moment and consider that people generally are using this Labor Government as a role
model. What sont of role model is it? It is one saying that to enter into dubious financial
practices, to incur huge losses, and then to tr to cover up those losses by sweeping
everything under the carpet is okay. That filters down from the highest echelons of society
to our juvenile offenders, who adopt the same principles and run amok; they are almost
completely out of control. It is a shocking example and one for which the Government
should take full responsibility.

A huge backlog of sewerage headworks and other services exists in country areas and is
preventing urban development in many rural areas. In the Murray Shire, around Pinjarra,
much needed urban development cannot proceed because capital is not being provided for
sewerage headworks; developments cannot proceed until those headworks are completed
because of the proximity of the relevant areas to estuaries. These are benefits which are
forgone. This State is suffering already and will suffer to a greater extent in the future.
Eventually, that suffering will be taken out on the Government by the people of this State.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I ask Hon Doug Werin to come to order and to not carry on an
audible conversation while Hon Barry House is on his feet addressing the Chair. I have
given Hon Doug Wenn a look for about 20 minutes which he has just ignored, so I am now
warning him not to continue.

Hon BARRY HOUSE: The people of Western Australia have a clear right to know how
much money the State has lost. This is Western Australian taxpayers' money. Who was
responsible for the decisions made regarding that money? Who has the money now? What
chance, if any, is there of getting some of it back? More importantly, is the Government
simply trying to cover up the truth? The answers to those questions will appear only if a
wide-ranging Royal Commission is appointed along the lines of the Fitzgerald Royal
Commission in Queensland.

The Government continues to deny a Royal Commission to the people of Western Australia.
At the same time, we are asked to grant this Government Supply to carry out its functions. I
have a couple of simple analogies which contain a message and which came to my notice in
recent times. The first is that if any member gave a bank, insurance company or any other
financial institution money to invest and the institution lost or embezzled that money so that
at the end of the day it was no longer available, and if when the member went back for his
money the financial institution tried to hide that situation, would not say what had happened,
and said that the member had no right to know what had happened, would we as private
individuals invest any more money in that institution? The answer is obvious to everyone - a
big no.
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Another analogy that arny person in the street could understand clearly is that if his house
were broken into and a large proportion of his valuables were stolen his obvious reaction
would be to report that matter to the police and ask them to investigate. If the police sergeant
said, "No, we will not investigate", we would say there were problems with the system. If
the person complained about that happening and eventually succeeded in having that
sergeant replaced - as former Premier Dowding was replaced by Carmen Lawrence - and that
new sergeant to whom he repeated his complaint still said, "No, we will do nothing about it,"
then that person would have to conclude that something was badly wrong with the system
and would want to make further inquiries about that matter.

If one weighs up all the relevant matters one finds many reasons to vote against the Supply
Bill. However, the seriousness of withholding Supply from an elected Government has
played heavily on my mind in recent weeks, even if that Government had played musical
chairs with its leaders in the meantime and had displayed total dishonesty and
mismanagement of the State's finances. Those factors have tended to make me think again
about this issue. I am aware that I am an elected representative of the people of Western
Australia and not a font of all knowledge.

I also have an obligation to listen to public opinion and wishes. The people's wishes are
clear on two things: First, an overwhelming majority, about 80 to 85 per cent of people,
want a full independent inquiry - a Royal Commission - into what happened with WA Inc.
Secondly, the public are opposed to the blocking of Supply. For many people in Australia,
1975 is still fresh in their minds. That happening caused divisions in our society and people
are obviously frightened - admittedly their disquiet has been helped along by a fear campaign
run by the Government - of the consequences of blocking Supply.

For those reasons, when a vote is taken [ will support the passing of this Bill with the greatest
reluctance. As have other members on this side of the House, I put the Premier and the
Government firmly on notice that the ball is in their court. A Royal Commission inquiry into
WA Inc still holds the highest priority on our agenda and its appointment is the next
announcement I want to hear from the Government benches. I support the motion with the
greatest reluctance.

HON REG DAVIES (North Metropolitan) [5.58 pm): The constitutional crisis has now
been averted as the Liberal Opposition has signalled that as a result of a Parliamentary
Liberal Party meeting today it will not oppose the Supply Bill currently before this House.
The Government now has the opportunity to carry on its normnal business without delay. The
Government also has an opportunity to clear its bad name as a failed business entrepreneur.
This Government must be accountable to the Parliament. It must also be accountable to the
people of Western Australia. The good citizens of this State must be told where the missing
$850l million-plus has gone;, how it was spent; why it was spent; and, most importantly,
whether any of it can be retrieved.

A special Royal Commission is the correct way to get to the bottom of this intriguing tangled
web of this Goverrnent's fadled business dealings. We know the Liberal Parry has been
calling for a Royal Commission, as has the National Party. Members of the Liberal Party
have been writing to members requesting them to push for a Royal Commuission to Find out
what has happened to this money. Other people in the comnmunity who are not members of
the Liberal Party in Western Australia have also been calling for a Royal Commission.

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm

Hon REG DAVIES: I shall go fthough this list in chronological order to illustrate some of
the people and organisations which have been calling for a Royal Commuission. The
Government cannot say that this is something new; it started on 3 July 1989 when Frank
Costigan, QC stated on television on the day of the release of the Fitzgerald report that
Western Australia should be the next State to have a Fitzgerald-type inquiry. On 23 July
1989 John Hyde, the Executive Director of the Australian Institute of Public Policy, said that
the voters and taxpayers of Western Australia deserved a full Fitzgerald -type inquiry into
what has become [mown as WA Inc. That was reported in The West Australian on 24 July
1989. On 20 September the People for Fair and Open Government started an advertising
campaign to call for a Royal Commuission into WA Inc. On 18 October more than [500
people attended a meeting at South Perth Civic Centre organised by the People for Fair and
Open Government to call for a Royal Commission, and speakers were Bevan Lawrence, the
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convener, Professor Patrick O'Brien from the University of Western Australia, and Philip
Achurch of the Australian Small Business Association. The meeting was chaired by
Professor Martin Webb of UWA. A week later Bevan Lawrence announced that the People
for Fair and Open Government then had 2 000 supporters. On 31 October that year it was
reported that mare than 400 people attended a meeting in Bunbury. The political activist, Alf
Russell, moved that the Lieutenant Governor, Sir Francis Bun, be asked to organise a Royal
Commission into the misconduct of the (loverruent's business dealings.
Hon P.O. Pendal: Members opposite will not laugh when you get to one of those names!

Hart REG DAVIES: On 8 November last year Bevan Lawrence claimed that he now had
3 500 registered supporters, On 16 November People for Fair and Open Government
organised a march on Parliament House to call for a Royal Commission into WA Inc. and
many members will recall watching it from the confines of Parliament House. It was a fairly
hot summer's day, and people were scattered all over the place. The march was attended by
5 000 people. However later estimates put the number at 8 000 people. That march was
reported in The West Australian on 17 November. On 26 November last year the late Cohin
Jamieson, former ALP leader, was reported as saying that a Royal Commission was the only
desirable course left open. On 27 November, Professor Patrick O'Brien of the University of
Western Australia wrote -

Thus Parliament must now act to ensure that all the Ministers resign (since all are
now fully complicit for the deception of Parliament) and that a royal commission is
conducted into their secret conduct of the State's affairs.

On 12 December the People for Fair and Open Government presented a petition with 40 000
signatures to Parliament calling for a Royal Commission. The petition stated -

If the Government fails to resign or appoint a royal commission of inquiry we are of
the view that the Parliament should do whatever is necessary to ensure that the
Government face the people at an election.

On 2 March this year Bevan Lawrence, co-convener of People for Fair and Open
Government, stated. "Only if a royal commnission is called can the Government be seen to be
doing the right thing by the people." On 6 March Bevan Lawrence stated, "You have a royal
commission so the community can cleanse itself, so you can find out what went on, you can
pin the responsibility . .. and have a blueprint so you don't make the same mistakes later
on." On 18 March this year People for Fair and Open Government held a rally on the
Esplanade calling for a Royal Commission. It was attended by 2 500 people. On 20 March
the Daily News editorial stated that People for Fair and Open Governm-ent were fighting a
worthwhile cause, and most Western Australians, including that newspaper, supported their
claim that only a full inquiry such as a Royal Commission could find out the truth about the
WA Inc scandal. The Daily News editorial stated that Premier Lawrence must tell
Parliament that WA Inc and all its shameful consequences are to be investigated by a Royal
Commission. On 21 April John Hyde wrote -

Unless there is an extira-parliamentary inquiry (such as a royal commission) the real
lessons of WA Inc will not be taught to future administrations, and the standards by
which future Governments should conduct themselves will not be established.

In May of this year the Australian Democrats also joined the calls for an official inquiry,
saying they would contest the by-elections for Fremantle and Maylands to apply further
pressure for a full scale Fitzgerald-style Royal Commission. On 5 May Westpoll revealed
that 72 per cent of those surveyed wanted a Royal Commission into WA Inc and only
19 per cent thought that such an inquiry was unnecessary. The same day The West
Australian editorial stated that the State Government would be foolish to ignore the weight of
public support for a Royal Commission into WA Inc. The next day the Sunday Timer
editorial stated that because of WA Inc, Labor did not deserve to win the last election.
Dr Lawrence should remember how lucky Labor was to grab victory. She should honour her
commitment to accountability and set up a Royal Commission without further delay.

On [7 May only ALP candidate Jim McGinty out of I I candidates in the Fremantle
by-election did not support People for Fair and Open Government's call for a Royal
Commuission at a meeting attended by 800 people in the Fremantle Town Hall. Those
supporting the Royal Commission included the former ALP member for Fremantle, John
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Troy, the Green candidate, Christabel Bridge and the Democrat candidate, Peter Nettleton.
The meeting was addressed by the convenor, Bevan Lawrence, and Professor Patrick
O'Brien. The Sunday Times of 20 May reported that the Civil Service Association wanted a
Royal Commission into WA Inc. On 25 May The West Australian reported that a Wesrpoll
showed that 65 per cent of voters surveyed in the Maylartds electorate and 64 per cent in the
Fremantle electorate wanted a Royal Commission. Janet Wainwright, writing for the Sunday
Times on 3 June, commented that -

A royal commission is the only way the Governiment and the taxpayer can have even
a slim hope of recovering some of the $850 million that has disappeared into the
black hole that was WA Inc.

The list goes on. On 9 June Laurie Connell, the former Chairman of Rothwells, stated he
was ready to tell a Royal Commission everything he knew about WA Inc. lHe was reported
as saying that the real story would never come out in the courts, and that all the players in che
game should be called before a Royal Commission, including Mr Burke, Mr Dowding and
Mr Berinson. the advisers and senior people heading the Government agencies. He was
reported further as saying that Mr Malcolm McCusker was investigating only a narrow range
of issues and was not investigating the full Rothwells story.

On 15 June Kevin Karison, liquidator of Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd, was reported as
declaring that he believed a Royal Commission was the only way to get to the bottom of the
WA Inc transactions. On 16 May Dallas Dempster, former co-owner of Petrochetnical
Industries Co Ltd, called for a full inquiry into WA Inc. He was reported in the Sunday-
Times of 17 June as saying that he supported an inquiry and had nothing to hide. On 19 June
the Daily News editorial stated that a Royal Commidssion into WA Inc was of paramount
urgency.

That list demonstrates to members of the Government that it is not only the Liberal Party
which wants to know what happened to the money. Thousands of people - including the
40 000 petitioners - want to know what happened to the $850 million. Why do members of
the Government think all these individuals, groups and organisations are calling on the Labor
Government to be accountable and to establish an independent inquiry or Royal
Commission? They do so because they believe that all is not above board. They do not want
the Government to dabble in business deals, to cover up, and to waste their money on pie in
the sky schemes. The people of this State want a Government which can be trusted and
which is accountable. They want a Governiment they can respect. They want their
Government to set an example to the business sector and to the community in general. They
want a Government of integrity. They want a Government that will spend money on
essential services. They want a Government which will spend money on maintenance of the
Balga Senior High School. They want a Government which will spend money to ensure that
hospitals do not have waiting lists of people who want hip and knee replacement operations.
They want a Government which will ensure that the Nollamara Primary School has the extra
teachers it needs. They want to see the Marmnion Avenue extension going all the way to
Quinns Rock; they want to see money spent on building a police station in Balga. That is
what the people want. They do not want elections. They want a Government which is
accountable.

One's conscience is a very private and personal thing. People interpret their consciences in
different ways, as members of the Liberal Party will do here tonight when they vote on the
legislation now before the House. Mr President, that is their right. It will be very interesting
to see whether every member of this House votes according to his or her conscience on this
legislation, or indeed whether all members are allowed to do so. I defend the right of every
member of the Liberal Opposition to vote according to his or her conscience. I have fought
long and hard on what is right and proper in relation to the Bill now before the House. I have
studied the constitutional advice; I have studied requests from constituents and from
members of my own party; and I have listened to the debate here over the past few days. In
the end I have taken counsel from a letter written to me by Professor Patrick O'Brien, a man
whom I have not had the privilege of meeting. I think Professor O'Brien provides a balanced
summary of the situation in a letter he wrote to me a few days ago. The letter is entitled "The
'Buck' Stops With You", and it reads as follows -

If, when the current Supply Bill comes before the Legislative Council for ratification,

2742 fCOLNCILj



[Wednesday, 27 June 1990] 24

the Government has not given a watertight guarantee for the establishment of a fully
satisfactory Royal Commission into WA Inc, then Supply must not be granted (either
by outright rejection or by delay).

If, under such circumstances this is not done, then the Legislative Council will have
forfeited both its moral and constitutional standing as the final house of review on
behalf of the people of Western Australia.
The corruption of goverrnent by Labor through WA Inc must be fully exposed. This
cannot be done without the Council's full use of its powers. If these powers are nor
properly used then corruption and unaccount ability of government in WA will
become both endemic and systemic.

Should the Legislative Council pass Supply prior to receiving any irrevocable
Government commitment to a Royal Commission then it will have forfeited its
powers and consigned itself to the role and status of an executive agency.

I have taken other mailers contained in the letter into consideration when deciding how I
should vote on the money Bill now before the House. Hon Peter Foss said earlier this
evening that using Supply to redress grievances has always been the right of Parliaments in
the Westminster system. It has been used for many centuries. I believe it is now clear that
this right should be exercised by this Parliament. Although it has been our right for the past
100 years, as someone mentioned earlier, it has not been used because we have probably
never come across a Government such as the one currently in office. After searching my
conscience I believe [ cannot support the Bill before the House. Therefore I will vote against
it and I recommend that other members follow my lead.
HON MURIEL PATTERSON (South West) [7.48 pml: I will not rehash what has been
said but in a few words I will make one thing clear: I totally oppose the Government's
handling of the State's finances.

I can understand mistakes and incompetence, but I cannot understand the Government's
attitude in not saying what has happened to the money. Money does not belong to any
Government, regardless of its political persuasion. It is held in trust for the people of
Western Australia. At the opening of Parliament the Premier in effect promised Western
Australians an honest Government. Honesty means being accountable. After a great deal of
personal agonising, I have decided Ilam prepared to take the Premier at her word. Therefore,
I will support the Supply Bill this time. I will await with great interest the events that follow
the release of the McCusker report to see whether the Premier is a woman of her word. I
sincerely hope she is. I expect the Premiuer to announce a Royal Commission, or an inquiry
which is satisfactory to the Opposition, in order to answer the questions which have been
asked by my colleagues and me since the question of the mismanagement of the money was
first raised.
HON N.F. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral) (7.50 pm]: Before indicating my position on
this Bill, I express my great disappointment with the attitude taken by the Leader of the
House in not allowing a one week adjournment of this debate as is the tradition built up over
many years. These traditions are instituted for the benefit of all members. Normally, if
there is any urgency attached to a Bill, it can be passed expeditiously by agreement between
parties without the normal one week delay. The passing of Supply has been in that category
in the past and agreements have been reached, but on this occasion to deny the traditional
time for the Opposition to consider the legislation is something that I find appalling.
Conventions exist for the advantage of all of us and they can be taken away at any time. It
must be remembered that we abide by conventions which make life more comfortable for the
Goverinment, and these can be taken away at any time. We change sides from time to time in
this House, and if the Government does not follow conventions it will be the loser in the long
term.)

I do not support in any way the Government's handling of the finiances of Western Australia.
After great deliberation I have come to the view that I will not oppose the Supply Bill. I
have been here for some time and today has been the most difficult day I have had in this
House. I have been described by one journalist as 'seasoned", and I am not sure whether that
is better or worse than the "veteran" which was the way in which another journlit described
me; I suppose that the journalists meant that I have been here for a long time, and in that rime
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1 have not confronted a more difficult decision than the one before us today. The decision I
made is based on a belief that the people of Western Australia do not want Supply blocked as
it would obviously lead to an election. The situation which has developed over the last few
weeks, in which the Opposition has quite rightly been seeking a Royal Commission, has
changed. The threat of blocking Supply could force the holding of a Royal Commission, but
the actual blocking of Supply would only lead to an election, which the people of Western
Australia do nor want.

However, if an election were held it would be interesting to discover which way it would go.
The electorate would base its decision on the blocking of Supply which would muddy the
waters of the real issues facing this State: The Royal Commission and the misuse of
Government funds. Bearing in mind the enormous amount of money which the Government
would spend to achieve re-election, if the Government won the election a Royal Commission
would never be held. We will establish a Royal Commission only while the Parliament
contains members who are determined to establish such a commission. If an election were
held and the Government won, that would be the end of any possibility of a Royal
Commission because the Government would claim that its position was vindicated by the
election result; that would never be true, but the Governiment would hide behind that claim.

Also, I will not vote against this Bill, because my colleagues in our joint meeting - with
Legislative Assembly and Legislative Council members - agreed not to block Supply. My
colleagues in our upper House meeting made the same decision. While I am not bound - as
we often say on this side of the House - to the decision of the parry meeting, this matter is not
one so much about personal conscience as it is about high politics. I shall be voting with the
majority decision of my colleagues.

Finally, I express extreme disappointment about the way in which the supreme newspaper in
Western Australia, The West Australian, has handled the business of the Royal Commnission
and the Government business dealings. From time to time it has reported on those matters
and on one occasion it ran an editorial which was half a~s strong as it should have been on
that occasion. The West Australian is the major newspaper in this State and has a
fundamental obligation to expose Government mismanagement and to demand in the
strongest possible terms that the Government be accountable. The Opposition has
endeavoured to force the Government to form a Royal Commnission or a special inquiry. At
the moment, we have not succeeded. I suggest that The West Australian take notice of the
journalists at the Washington Post who had the intestinal fortitude to fight an established
Government to expose the truth. It would be a great help to the Opposition in Western
Australia if The West Australian took the same hard line in trying to expose the truth. Some
hard hitting editorials would go a long way to achieving that which the Western Australian
public want. The opinions polls have indicated that over 80 per cent of the people of
Western Australia want a Royal Commission. Therefore, The West Australian should
support the 80 per cent of the population in its demand for some Government accountability
with what has been called WA Inc. The Parliament has not been successful in forcing the
commission. It is high time that The West Australian took up the cudgels on behalf of the
people of the State.

It was a very difficult decision to choose not to oppose this Bill and one in which no way
endorses what the Government has done. I find its behaviour abhorrent in the way it has
treated taxpayers' money - it deserves to be kicked out, and I have not doubt that that wil
ultimately happen. For the time being, however, I regret that I will not vote against this Bill.

HON W.N. STRETCH (South West) [7.57 pm]: In about two minutes I will encapsulate
the views I hold about this Government. Firstly, I congratulate the Government. I would say
that it has had more success in propaganda and public relations than any other State
Government in Australia. This started when Brian Burke went to New South Wales and
studied the Wran propaganda machine and brought it back to Western Australia. HeI put
extra staff onto the task and developed a formidable misinformation machine which has
successfully misled the people of Western Australia since t983.
Hon George Cash: Hear, hear!

Hon W.N. STRETCH: Traditionally, a State Government has several roles: It acts as a
banker for the men, women and children of Western Australia. This Government has failed
dismally in this regard to the extent of taxing the school savings accounts of children. Also,
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the Government acts as a chartered accountant to the people of Western Australia, If any
family in Western Australia had received advice from its accountant of the kind received
from this Government, it would have sacked the accountant; the family would not have given
the accountant another cent. The Government also acts as a trustee of taxpayers' funds
which are contributed - not willingly - in the form of levies and charges. If this Government
were the trustee of the people's funds, would the people give it any more funds next year?
The answer is simply no. Personally, I would not trust any member of the Government with
the ship's cat. Their ability to manage finances has been abysmal. It has been seen as such
by the thinking people of Western Australia and in time they will receive their just rewards.

A role of the Government is that of economic planner for the great State of Western
Australia, H-owever, we have had one of the greatest financial fiascos of all time, possibly
surpassed only by the Victorians. Should the people of this State employ this lot as their
economic planners on their track record? Again the answer from any thinking Western
Australian family will be a resounding no. A Government is the protector of the weak and
the curber of the aspirations of the strong and the greedy. H-ow do the people of Western
Australia rate this Government? How has it acted as the protector of the weak? It has failed
and is failing fiirther. How has it curbed the powers of the strong and the greedy? In time,
when a suitable inquiry has been held and has reached its conclusion, it will be seen that the
Government not only did nor curb those powers, but also jumped up and scrabbled for its
share of the gains in an attempt to bypass the procedures for the raising and spending of
money by the State.
It was stated earlier when WA Inc was in its foundation days, that the purpose of what
became WA Inc was to move the burden of taxation slightly sideways from the people and to
take a share of the profits of corporatism. That was a noble idea but one that so easily got led
astray because the proponents of the scheme from the parlianmentary ALP side of the deal did
not understand business and could not match it with the entrepreneurial skills of those from
the private sector and particularly those with international interests. When the score card is
written up, this Government will receive a "failed" as the banker, a "failed' as the chartered
accountant, a 'Tailed" as the trustee, a "failed" as the economic planner and a "failed" as the
protector of the weak and the curber of the strong and greedy. The only thing it will receive
100 per cent for is organised deception and misinforming the people of Western Australia.

The Government is a disgrace. It does not deserve to survive. Because of its misinformation
abilities, it will get away with its sins this time. However, one day the day of reckoning will
come, the people will see through the falsehoods of the propaganda machine, will return to
reality when their pockets are empty and their bowls are becoming empty, and they will start
to ask what they have been given. They will ask whether they will have to live on bread and
circuses as the Romnans, the Greeks and every great civilisation were promised. They will
see no substance but a Government by Press release. There will continue to be thousands
and thousands of Press releases a week. But one day the people of this State will rise up and
say in the immortal words of Oliver Cromwell, "You have sat too long here for any good you
are doing. Depart I say and let us have done wit you. In the name of God, go."

Oposition members: Hear, hear!

Hon W.N. STRETCH: One day that will happen. I will not vote tonight for that to happen.
I will support the Supply Bill although the Government is not worth it. The people will
judge in time, but that time is not yet. The Governiment's propaganda machine has seen to
that. It has misinformed the people of Western Australia about what would happen without
Supply. The Government has put about falsehoods that the police, teachers and Government
employees would not be paid. That is not true arid the Government knows it is not true. The
only reason those people would not be paid is if the Premier were not game to face the muskc
and would not go to the Governor and say, "I can no longer guarantee Supply because the
Oposition believes we are no longer worth it." That is. the reason those people would not be
paid. It is one of the many falsehoods. May the Government live with it. I hope that the day
will soon come when it will be seen as a Government for what it is and it will be assessed for
the damage it has done to the reputation of this State.

HON D.J. WORDSWORTH (Agricultural) [8.06 pm]: I will not go over the arguments
that have been presented for the last 12 months or those presented to the House today. Some
particularly good arguments have been presented by members on this side. We have not
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heard a word from Government members apart from the nervous giggling that Ministers have
been trying to stop; we have seen it.
Hon Max Evans went into same detail about the actual financial losses that occurred while
the Labor Government has been ink power under two Premiers. I do not believe that the
Government can just waltz on a new Premier and be considered instantly clean. However, I
agree wholeheartedly with Hon Bill Stretch when he said that the Government's propaganda
machine with its 74 Press secretaries had managed to persuade the people of Western
Australia that the blocking of Supply would cause financial difficulties, particularly for
Government employees. That was not correct.

[ have never been a believer in the blocking of Supply. However, the Liberal Party chose to
use that as a vehicle to point out to the public the seriousness of the situation and the need for
a Royal Commission into what the Government has done. While we have been seeking the
establishment of a Royal Commission into the Government's losses, we have been saying to
the public that everything about the deals is unclear and therefore a Royal Commission will
be required to lay it out so that everybody will understand what happened. The difficulty
with that is that the same lack of information made it harder for the public to understand the
blocking of Supply.

I will leave it at that. The fact that the Liberal Party will be allowing this Supply Bill to go
through as others have been passed over the last 100 years does not mean that I in any way
condone the activities of the Labor Government over the last seven years and the very poor
financial management which it employed.

As I said earlier, my attitude has not changed since I spoke on this subject last year and the
Government has not put forward any argument to protect itself. One finds oneself arguing in
this Chamber with a stone wall. The Government has been relying entirely upon its
propaganda machine to feed the public. This whole situation has been rather difficult from
the time the name WA Inc was coined. Someone suggested that amazing title and it has
stuck. One of the problems, strange as it may seem, is that many people do not know how to
spell the word "Inc" and think it refers to ink. That creates more confusion in this whole
situation. Only a limited number of members of the public are able to follow through the
thread of involvement by Ministers. Premiers and their advisers, and the maniner in which the
Government has been involved in business dealings and has incredibly been able to lose such
a large sum of money. The only change since the debate in December is that at that time we
were referring to a loss of $350 million and we are now referring to a loss of $850 million.
Goodness knows what the final figure will be. Unfortunately, until a Royal Commission is
appointed we shall have no idea of the final figure, where the money has gone, who was
responsible for its loss, and what chance there is of getting some of it back. The average man
in the street has little inikling of the whole matter, and is not able to determine whether the
losses occurred as a result of corruption or incompetence. The views of members of the
public are often clouded by loyalty to a political party, whichever side that may be.

Because I believe that the public do not understand this matter of blocking Supply, and the
manner in which the Press has turned towards that as the major debating point over the last
month or so, rather than the need for a Royal Commission, it would be rather foolish for
members on this side of the House to continue that argument. It was a rather precarious
threat, but it has served its purpose by highlighting the need for a further inquiry. The
Government has continued saying that the McCusker report will solve everything, and that it
will wait until after that report is released to make a decision on this matter. The
Government does not tell the public that McCusker has only a lim-ited area of inquiry, which
does not include inquiring into the Government's involvement in the Rothwells, collapse.
However, in time McCusker will present a report, and no matter how much others may desire
him to tell the story that has been told by the Government for the last year, he will highlight
some of the things that happened involving Rothwells and will be forced to conclude that a
fuirther inquiry is necessary. I trust that the public of Western Australia will then use their
influence to force the Government into a Fitzgerald-type inquiry. It is the only way in which
we can purge the State of what has happened. I do not believe the Government can forever
hide or push it away, or that backbenchers can continue looking over their shoulders. I can
see how ashamed some of them are about the facts that have been presented. They have tried
not to believe them, but they know that where there is smoke there is fire. While they are
kept in Government they are happy. I was happy to be a member of the Government of
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Sir Charles Court, and I was proud of our achievements in that period. It is a pity that
members opposite cannot be proud of what has happened since they have been in power.
In supporting this legislation, I in no way condone what has happened; nevertheless, the State
must go on, and money is required for the normal handiling of the State's business, such as
paying public servants. For that reason I am willing to support this Bill. I am rather envious
of my fellow members who are able to cross the Chamber and vote against Supply. It is a
very easy way out, but in the long run and under these circumstances members of the Liberal
Party, generally, voted against blocking Supply. I have an obligation to support that proposal
and carry the consequences, if there are any. Unfortunately, there will be consequences. The
public, certainly on this side of politics, have been worked up into a state in which they
would like an election to be held. Nevertheless, this is not a fit time for that, and I am
willing to he among those members who will carry out the rather difficult and nasty task of
crossing the floor of the House and voting with the Government to pass the Supply Bill.

HON J.M. BER INSON (North Metropolitan - Leader of the House) [8.17 pm]. I start with
the relatively technical matter which the Leader of the Opposition introduced in the early
part of his comments and which was taken up by other speakers, including Hon Norman
Moore, later in the debate; that is, the timing of this Bill. It is true that our practice with most
Bills is to allow a week's adjournment for consideration. But, as I indicated yesterday, this is
not like most Bills. I try to maintain all the standards of the House associated with its orderly
running. However, I am bound to say on this occasion that there is nothing inconsistent in
our proceeding to debate this Bill today when seen in the context of our traditional practice
on Supply Bills. I do not think I need to go into great detail on this matter, as Hon Eric
Charlton largely dealt with it. lHe pointed out the position since 1983; that is, on only one
occasion has debate on a Supply Bill extended over four days. On one occasion it extended
over three days, on four occasions it extended over two days, and on one occasion the whole
process was dealt with within one day.

Hon Max Evans: Was that the last day of the sitting? Was it because of the timing?

Hon J.M. BERINSON: I do not believe that makes much difference. 1 believe the real
consideration goes to the nature of the Bills. I intend to expand a little on Hon Eric
Charlton's comnments to point out that the times of debate were also extremely limited and
that in at least three years the total debate did not last for more than two and a half hours.

Hon D.J. Wordsworth: Had there ever been a threat to block Supply in those four years?

Hon J.M. BERINSON: r do nor hide from the fact that the years I have referred to are the
years of the present Government. If anyone believes that the practice before that was
different I can assure them that, for at feast the three years of my time in Opposition, the
position was precisely the same, only more so.

Hon Peter Foss: Was that wit the agreement of all parties?

Hon .I.M. BERINSON: It simply did not arise for discussion. It was weUl understood that
this was the way in which the Supply Bill would be dealt with, precisely for the reason that
they are such generalised Bills and because their purposes are so well understood. If my
memory is correct - I have not actually checked the Hfansard - during those Opposition years
I probably set the all-time record on this matter. I led for the Opposition in a debate on
Supply which, from start to finish and including the vote, took no more than Five minutes.
That was precisely for the reason that Supply was an occasion on which this House should
acknowledge the relative positions of the lower House and the upper House. I expressed that
explicitly at that time.

Hon Max Evans: The Leader of the House was wrong then and he is wrong now,

Hon J.M. BERISON: I can hardly be accused now of having said that in order to anticipate
events such as this. I do not want to expand further on this question of time.
Hon George Cash: Clearly because Mr Berinson has just broken a convention.

Hon Kay Hallahan: Not true!

H-on J.M. BERINSON: If there were adequate reasons on those occasions to limnit the days
and even hours of debate, there is an even greater reason this time. That arises from the high
public interest in the issues which have been around in recent weeks and months, and in
particular the public interest in bringing to an end the uncertainty and instability in the
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community which the conjecture on this question of blocking Supply has created. Again I
am not advancing any radical proposition; it has been acknowledged by the Opposition and it
has certainly been stressed within recent days by almost all of the major representative
groups of commerce anid industry in this State, which exhorted us to get on with the job of
Government and Parliament. Na-one could doubt that the concern which those
representative bodies have expressed is widely shared in the community.

It goes without saying that I welcome the decision of the Opposition, as conveyed by
Hon George Cash, to support the second reading and the remaining procedures of the Bill.
Yesterday I said that the rejection of Supply by this House would be an improper and
unprincipled act and it follows that a decision not to reject Supply should be acknowledged
accordingly as both proper and principled. I ought to acknowledge that, and I do. Having
done so I am obliged, at least for the record, to make clear that a difference remains between
us on the significance attached to the claim that the Legislative Council has a constitutional
right to reject Supply.

Hon George Cash:, Rubbish!

Hon J.M. BERINSON: It is one thing if that represents a claim in a limited, formal and
strictly legal sense, but if it represents a claim to be in the proper exercise of the role of this
Council, that is another thing altogether.

Hon George Cash: As it would be.

Hon J.M. HERINSON: That has never been the position of the Government.

Hon P.G. Pendal: Did the Solicitor General give you that advice too?

Hon J.M, BERINSON: The Leader of the Opposition and other Opposition speakers have
challenged the Premier to meet her commitment on the State's financial losses. On this, as
on any other commitment by the Premier, those Opposition members have no reason to
doubt that she will meet those comnmitnments, Certainly, from what I think will generally be
accepted as a rather closer vantage point than Opposition members have, I can say that I have
no reason to doubt that either.

Hon P.O. Pendal: So the Leader of the House will recommend a Royal Commission?

H-on George Cash interjected.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

IHon J.M. BERINSON: The process of accountability has already started and I acknowledge
that it only started with the implementation of the accountability recomme ndat ions of the
Burt Commission on Accountability and other steps. Even tonight we will receive into this
House a Bill which is part of that process. I said a moment ago that I acknowledge that these
measures are only a start of the accountability commuitments which the Premier and the
Government have made. I have no doubt that is also the position which the Premier takes: it
is one I affirm strongly and consistently on the basis that proper and substantial action will
follow.
Hon Barr-y House: Will we get a Royal Commission next month?

Hon JI.M. BERLINSON: Ft is important that the processes of Government: and Parliament
proceed - recent disputes on the Supply issue have tended to prevent that - and the passage of
the Bill will allow that. I commend the Bill to the House.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (25)

Hon J.M. Berinson Hon Barry House Hon ROG. Pike
Hon J.M. Brown Hon B.L. Jones Hon Tom Stephens
Hon T.G. Butler Hon Garry Kelly Hon W.N. Stretch
Ron George Cash Hon P.M. Lockyer Hon Bob Thomas
HaIn Cheryl Davenport Hatn Margaret McAleer Hon Doug Wenn
Hon Graham Edwards Hon N.E. Moore Hon 0.1. Wordsworth
Hon John Maiden Hon Mark Nevill Hon Fred McKenzie
Hon Kay Hallahan Hon Muriel Patterson (Teller)
Hon Tom Helm Ron Sam Piantadosi

2748



[Wednesday, 27 June 1990J)74

Noes (8)
Hon J.N. Caldwell Hon Max Evans Hon PCI- Pendal
Hors E.J. Chariton Hon Peter Foss Hon Derrick Tomlinson
Hon Reg Davies Hon Murray Montgomer (Teller)

Question thus passed.

Bill read a second time.

Committee

The Chairman of Committees (Hon J.M. Brown) in the Chair; Hon J.M. Berinson (Leader of
the House) in charge of the Bill.
Clause 1: Short tille -
I-on MAX EVANS: I asked the Leader of the House to comment on certain points in his
second reading reply concerning the Gold Banking Corporation, whether he intends to
receive a certain sum before 30 June, and what other amounts might be brought in as short
term investments.

Hon J.M. BERINSON: It has been made clear in the Gold Banking Corporation legislation
that it is proposed to include the proceeds arising from that Bill in the 1989-90 revenue, and
that is one of the reasons why the Bil is being given that level of priority. There is nothing
unanticipated about that. The receipt from that course was, as I understand the position.
included in the estimates when the Budget was drawn up. That is my understanding. The
member is frowning - I am not sure if he is - but that is my understanding. I am subject to
correction, and I shall make a point of checking on that issue. I have come across this
question before, though, so I am reasonably confident that the position is as I have indicated.

As to the other matters, it is not possible to anticipate that, firstly because I do not have the
information, but more importantly because I do not believe at this stage that even an inquiry
would be able to produce an accurate answer. The past practice has been to leave the draw
on accumulated interest to the very last stage of the year's fmnalisation when the requirements
for balancing purposes are known. I expect that to be the same position. A definite answer
on that will have to await final isation of this year's Budget accounts.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 2 to 4 put and passed.

Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted.

Third Reading

HON J.N1. BERINSON (North Metropolitan - Leader of the House) (8.34 pmnJ: I move -

That the Bill be now read a third time.

H ON G EORG E CASH (Noath Metropolitan - Leader of the Opposition) [8.35 pm]: On
this important occasion I want to make a few final comments. My comm-ents relate to the
actions of those Liberal members who have just crossed the floor, so to speak, to vote with
the Government in support of the carriage of this Bill. I confirm that whereas it might be
convenient for some to construe that those members crossed the floor, they were in fact
acting in accordance with a resolution which had been carried by the Legislative Council
Liberal members and was an endorsement of an earlier resolution passed yesterday by a
combined Liberal Party room. To construe those actions as crossing the floor is quite the
opposite to what actually has occurred. Itris very important that all those who read Mansard
or the Press which reports the proceedings of the House tonight should understand clearly
that the actions of those Liberal members who voted with the Government for the carriage of
this legislation clearly did not in any way lend any credence at all to the actions of the
Government in support of its loss of $850 million or thereabouts of taxpayers' money.

It is regrettable that in recent weeks the focus of the debate has generally centred around the
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question of blocking Supply or rejecting the legislation, and that the real substance of the
issues to hand was and remains the question of a Royal Commission or other suitable
inquiry. I invite the media, because it is the media which reports the proceedings of this
House to the community at large, to reflect on their own actions in recent weeks. I invite the
media to monitor very closely the actions of the Government over the next few weeks to see
whether the Premier, and indeed the Leader of the House, are to be taken at their word, or
whether again their words will evaporate into thin air. It is fair to say that the media has
played a very substantial part in persuading the public that the blocking of Supply should not
be condoned. The media has an important role to persuade the public, in accordance with
many of the editorials which have been mentioned in this House tonight, that a Royal
Commission is the way in which the Government should go. I hope they will take up that
cause.

As to the comments of the Leader of the House in respect of the second reading debate. I
noted with interest that he attempted to shift the responsibility for any inquiry onto the
Premier. My reading of what he was saying was that it was the Premier and the Premier
alone who would decide the terms of an inquiry to be held in the near future. I make it clear
to the Leader of the House that while it may be convenient for him to believe that he has
shifted the burden of responsibility onto the Premier, as a member of this House I shall be
looking to him as the Leader of this House to ensure that an appropriate inquiry is held.
Hon P.G. Pendal: Especially because he was the Attorney General under the three Premiers.

Hon GEORGE CASH: Not only was he the Attorney General but he was also the Leader of
the House for that time. Any of my comments tonight which refer to actions of the Premier
should be taken to enjoin the Leader of the House as well, because he is the person to whom
members of this House look when it comes to the management of the Government.

The two other Ministers of the Crown who sit in this House also have a special responsibility
not only to the Legislative Council but also to the community as a whole. I have every
confidence they will carry out those responsibilities in an appropniate manner. That could
also be said of the new Parliamentary Secretaries who have an added responsibility since
their recent appointments. More than that, the remaining members of the Government -
including one who carries the very high office of Deputy President of this Chamber - also
have a responsibility to this House and to the community as a whole to see that the
Government carries out the wishes of the people. There is no question that the people have
spoken. They want a Royal Commission in Western Australia.

With those remarks I wish the Government well in coming to terms with the Royal
Commission that everyone in Western Australia is looking for. The problem will not go
away; it will only get worse. I know members of this Legislative Council will continue to
pursue the Governiment without fear or favour to ensure that a proper inquiry is held so that
the people of this State find out once and for all where their money went, whether any of it
can be recovered and whether any charges should be laid in respect of those financial losses
or misappropriations.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a third time and passed.

TREASURER'S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 26 June.

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan - Leader of the Opposition) [8.42 pm]: This
Bill is to declare the purposes for which the Treasurer's Advance Account may be applied
and to specify a limit for the advances that may be authorised from that account in the
financial year commencing I July 1990.

As members would be aware, the Treasurer's Advance Authorisation Bill authorises the
Treasurer to make certain withdrawals from the public bank account to provide advances for
authorised purposes chargeable to the Treasurer's Advance Account within the monetary
limit set by the Bill for the financial year commrrencing 1 July 1990. 1 have done some
research in respect of this Bill and [ want to comment on the use made of this facility, which
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is made available to the Governiment by the Parliament on an annual basis. In general terms
my analysis of this Bill centres around the uses to which the Treasurer's Advance has been
put over the past few years. Thai is, as a convenient source of funds for failed WA Inc
ventures which are then repaid out of Consolidated Revenue Fund through the Budget. The
Treasurer's Advance Account is thus used to make advance payments which are recouped in
the CRF account later in the year. This process has allowed the Labor Party to avoid coming
to the Parliament for direct appropriation for these amounts and has thus provided another
example of the Labor Government's contempt for and circumvention of the Parliament. This
process has led the Government to exceed the legal lintit for Treasurer's approvals in the past
two budgetary years and has forced it to twice increase the previous year's allocation in the
following year's TAA Act.

In 1987 the Treasurer's Advance Authorization Act authorised a limit of funds able to be
drawn upon of $175 million. In 1988 the TAA Act, assented to on 29 June 1988. increased
this limit to $210O million, or an additional $35 million. The extra $35 million was the
amount advanced from the Treasurer's Advance Account to the R & I Bank to increase its
capital base to enable it to absorb increased liabilities from the Teachers Credit Society
takeover. Members will now be able to reflect on the reasons those increases were made at
that time. They were made for specific purposes because the Government was already in
trouble over the WA Lnc fiasco. The $35 million to the R & I Bank was identified in the
1988 CRF Appropriation Bill along with WA Inc related payments. These included
advances of $1.95 million to the Western Australian Development Corporation and
LandCorp; $12 million for payment in relation to the Swan Building Society collapse;
$18.8 million for the Teachers Credit Society; and $8 million for relocation costs of the
Barrack silicon smelter project. Those amounts total $75.75 million.

The Auditor General's report attached to the 1987-88 Treasurer's Annual Statement noted
that, as at 30 June 1988, total drawigs against the Treasurer's Advance Account at 30 June
1988 exceeded the authorised limit of $2 10 million by $1 369 273. On page 138 of the
Treasurer's Annual Statement for 1987-88, it is stated that total drawings against the
Treasurer's Advance exceeded the authorised limit by $1 349 273. The overdrawing was
caused by the incorrect coding of the miscellaneous services division, natural disaster
payments and other relief measures, for which no appropriation was made but for which
approval was granted in accordance with section 28 of the Financial Administration and
Audit Act. As a result, expenditure of $3.2 million against this item was recorded as if the
item were provided for in the Estimates rather than as a draw against the Treasurer's
Advance. The error was detected after 30 June and when corrected resulted in the
overdrawing of the Treasurer's Advance monetary limit. Although the overdrawing was
apparently as a result of an error by Treasury, the fact remains that the Government would
not have gone anywhere near the limit if it had not been for the use of the Treasurer's
Advance Account. That suggests that the Treasurer's Advance Account was used as an
overdraft facility for various WA Inc ventures. It is fair to suggest that a less kind
interpretation of events is that the Treasury knew it would exceed the linmit which, as
members know, is forbidden by law, and hence Treasury arranged for that expenditure to be
recorded in the way it was, so that the Under Treasurer could say he had authorised the over
expenditure in good faith. That would be a less kind and more uncharitable interpretation of
events, but certainly some people in the commnunity have been heard to remark along those
lines.

The same pattern occurred in the 1988 Treasurer's Advance Authorization Act which
authorised the expenditure of $200 million. This was increased to $285 mill ion in the 1989
Act which was given the assent on 20 April 1989. This extra amount corresponds to the
$85.4 million Treasurer's Advance payment in the 1989 Consolidated Revenue Fund
Appropriation Bill for the purchase of the remaining assets and liabilities of the Teachers
Credit Society. I invite members to reflect on the correlation of the use of the Treasurer's
Advance Account, and of the later payment out of the Consolidated Revenue Fund, in respect
of certain WA Inc matters.

Other WA Inc related payments paid out under the 1988 TAA Act were: SGIC,
$0.44 million, WADC GoldCorp, $5.55 million; WADC LandCorp, $0.01 million, Exim,
$1.25 million; Rothwells, $22.54 million; Swan Building Society, $4.64 million; and WA
Governmrent Holdings, $38.4 million. In all, that is a total of $158.67 million. In L989, for

2751



the second year in a row, the autharised Treasurer's Advance limit was exceeded. The
Treasurer's Annual Statement for 1988-89 stated on page 134 that, "Prior to the Treasurer's
Advance Authorization Act limit for 1988-89 being incre 'ased in April 1989, the original
limit of $200 million was exceed by amounts varying between $1 187 393 and $6 625 619
over a period of five days. This was the direct result of the State Housing Fund being
overdrawn. The situation occurred because of a delay by Homeswest in transferring funds
into the account." The Auditor General's report attached to the Treasurer's Annual
Statement identified that the exact amounts were $1 187 393.37 on 5 April 1989,
$2 118 005.03 on 6 April 1989 and $6 625 619.14 on 7, 8 and 9 April 1989.
In the 1990 report the Auditor General addresses these overdrawings on page 14. ,He made
the recommendation as follows -

That the Treasurer implement procedures by which control can be exercised to ensure
that State entities comply with the limits authorised by Parliament.

For the record. I seek leave to incorporate into Hansard the amounts authorised and actually
drawn for the six financial years. These are in the form of a general chart. I ask for their
incorporation as they are sourced from the Treasurer's annual statement.

Hon J.M. Berinson: Is it a comparative table?

Hon GEORGE CASH: Yes.

[The material in appendix A was incorporated by leave of the House.]

[See p 2776,J
Hon GEORGE CASH: [ thank the House for granting that leave. With those comments I
indicate that the Opposition supports this Bill.
HON MAX EVANS5 (North Metropolitan) [8.55 pm]: The Treasurer's Advance
Authorisation Bill will be needed more this year than ever before because I can see some
problems arising. The Treasurer's Advance Account is used for making advances to needy
causes such as bailing out the Teachers Credit Society. The problems [ can see arising relate
to the investments of the State Government Insurance Commission. At the moment the
SG[C has replaced the cost value of $160 million in Bell shares, which earned it nothing and
it has now lost, but are on. the books at the value of $211 million being a claim against Bond
Corporation. The Bell notes cost $140 million but these have been written down to
$108 million - that is written off as a bad debt. The investment in the Westralia Square
development is to be 70 per cent of $189 million, and by the end of the next year that will
probably represent $100 million. Therefore, the investments represent approximately
$400 million of non-income producing investment assets which under normnal circumstances
should earn a retrm of 15 per cent or $60 million a year. That represents $60 million that
will nor be earned from those assets.

The $211 million which the SCIC has on its books in respect of the Bell shares losses
includes $40 million of income brought to account as a journal entry for interest to come
from the Bond Group under the indemnity but which has not been received in cash. We will
wait to see how the indemnity stands up in court against the Bond Group. It will probably be
between one or two years before the indemnity is fought in the courts, and the Government is
unlikely to win anyway - it was not a good indemnity in the first place. After that the
Government will have no-one to sue if it does not win the case against Bond. The Bond
Group indemnified the Government against any loss on the Bell shares of up to $2.70;
therefore, if the Government does not win with the indemnity, it will receive no return at all.
If the Government wins the indemnity claim it will receive what is left in the Bond camp. I
believe the advice given to she Government is that 200 or 25o in the dollar may be returned;
however, it is stated in the paper weekly that the returns from Bond will probably be less
each year.

So, the SOIC has $400 million-worth of investments returning no income, and we can read in
the report from the Select Committee inquiring into State investments the comments made by
Mr Ivor James and Mr Alan Saville regarding investments. They stated that they were
shocked that an amount of $300 million could be invested in the Bell Group; this was
30 per cent of the commission's total investment directed into one group. This was done
directly with the approval of the Government through the Chairnan of the SOIC,
Mr Ollie Rees, Mr Kevin Edwards and the then Premier, Mr Brian Burke.
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Hon J.M. Brown: Are you sure of that?

Hon MAX EVANS: I know that Mr Edwards had something to do with it. I am sure from
the comments made by Mr Saville.

Hon J.M. Brown: Are you sure that the comments are right even though nobody has had a
chance to defend them?

Hon MAX EVANS: I believe I am right.

However, the Government has used Western Australian Development Corporation and the
R & I Bank to help finance these deals. The SGIC had a $2.36 million net profit for the first
six months to 30 June 1987. The commission makes most of its profit from the investment
of insurance premiums income and not after payment of claims.

Brian Steggall and l each calculated the profit for the following 12 months by raking off the
one-off profit from the sale of the BHP shares and the city properties, what we call
extraordinaries, Brian Steggall's calculation showed a profit of $7.7 million and my
calculation showed a loss of $8 million. These calculations related to normal insurance
business which earns most of its profits from investments. In 1989 approximately
$28 million of that income came from accrued interest as owing by the Bond Corporation
indemnity which was shown as a profit and which I believe the Government will not receive.

I am grateful for the information the Leader of the House tabled on the first day of this
session of Parliament in response to the requests I made last year. It is information that
should be brought to the notice of the public. Some of it has been referred to in the Press but
some has not been referred to as the documents are complex.
The first major deal undertaken involved the Bell Group properties and that deal was
consummated on 13 November 1987. The properties contained in that group were the
Forrest Centre, the Parrnelia Hilton Hotel, MMI House, Commercial Union House, and West
Australian House which also included the Royal insurance building. At virtually the same
time the State Government Insurance Commission onsold the Parmelia Hilton Hotel and the
car park at 18 1, 185 and 189 St George's Terrace to the Dayton Group of Companies.

The State Government Insurance Office's news digest advised the staff that this was a great
deal. It stated -

The spokesman said the difference between the SGIC deal and the other options was
that it could be done quickly, whereas the others would have taken a couple of
months.

Perhaps if it had had a couple of months, it may not have continued with it. It was also stated
that -

When Mr Robert Holmes a Court's people contacted the State Government Insurance
Commission on Thursday morning it had an attractive offer but there was one crucial
condition - the deal to buy seven prime property sites in the one block in the centre of
Perth for cash had to be hammered out fast.

At the time a lot of real estate people commented on the valuation of those properties. How
did it come about? It was the result of two letters, but first I will refer to the minutes of the
State Government Insurance Commission board of 13 November which state -

1. 1 Bell Group Limited - Offer to Purchase Properties

The Chairman outlined an offer made to the Deputy Chairman, by The Bell Group
Ltd. for the Insurance Commission to purchase from them the freehold of a
substantial package of properties. A written valuation of the package is to be
submitted by Jones Lang Wootton.

Composition of the package is:

Forrest Centre, 219 & 221 St. George's Terrace.

The *Parmelia' site including 181, 185 and 189 St. George's Terrace.

The 'West Australian Newspaper' site, 125 St. George's Terrace.

RESOLVED that the Chairman and Deputy Chairman execute an Offer to Purchase
the package of properties and upon acceptance, execute the necessary settlement
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documentation at a price of $206 million, provided the Hon. Premier gives formal
approval under the State Government Insurance Act 1986 for the Insurance
Commission to undertake borrowings up to $1.60 million to facilitate this purchase.

On 13 November the board of the State Government Insurance Commission undertook to
obtain a valuation from Jones Lang Wootton, but it was dependent on formal advice from
and approval of the Premier to borrow the necessary funds. On the same day the following
Press release was issued by the SCIC media contact Margaret Sullivan -

The Chairman of the State Government Insurance Commission, Mr. W. Rees, this
afternoon confirmed that the Commission had bought a number of city properties
from the Bell Group Limited.

Further on it said -

Mr. Rees said the SGIC had paid $206 million for the properties which were valued
by property consultants Jones Lang Wootton at $216 million.

The resolution of the board on 13 November said that the valuation had not been received.
The article continued -

Mr. Rees said the Commission was delighted with its purchases at less than valuation
and with the investment opportunities created by the ownership of such a large area
of prime city real estate.

On 19 November an extract from the minutes of the State Government Insurance
Commission's board meeting states -

2.3 Bell Group Limited Purchase of Properties

The Chairman informed the Board that approval had been received from the
Hon. Premier in his capacity as Treasurer for the Insurance Commission to
undertake borrowings of up to $160 milion to fund the purchase of properties.

The chairman outlined how FundsCorp would assist in the management of the properties.
Six days later the board confirmed that it would borrow from outside sources. It worries me
that deals of this magnitude were undertaken in one helluva rush. Why were they done in
such haste to help Mr Holmes a Court and Bell Group? Earlier today Hon Mark Nevill
referred to Mr Holmes a Court being cashed up and that was one of the reasons $300 million
was paid by the State Government Insurance Commission for the BeUl Group shares.

The offer and acceptance for those two properties was signed by W. Rees and K. Edwards.

Paragraph 2 states -

Consideration for the above properties is $206,000,000 payable as follows:

a. $iO00,000,000 on 13 November 1987.

b. $106,000,000 within 14 days of acceptance of this offer (The Settlement
Date.)

It must have been a very busy day on 13 November that year because despite the fact that the
valuation and the Premier's approval had not been received the offer and acceptance was
signed and it was nor conditional on valuations or funds being raised by the commission.
The valuation is actually dated 13 November even though the board meeting referred to a
valuation still to be obtained. As I said earlier, the valuation was obtained from Jones Lang
Wootton and it stated -

Our full report will follow in a few days, once we have had the opportunity of fully
investigating all pertinent details.

A five page letter accompanied the valuation which put a price on all the properties of
$216 million. The letter was signed by Mr G.N. Kennedy and at that time the Government
had paid $100 million as a deposit.

Hon Fred McKenzie and Hon Jim Brown have commuented on fees in respect of professional
advice and it would be to their benefit if I detailed the costings in respect of the deal in
relation to State Government Insurance Commission and Bell Group properties.

H-on I-M. Brown: What comments have you heard from me?
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Hon MAX EVANS: [ withdraw any reference to Hon Jim Brown and refer to the comments
made by H-on Fred McKenzie about fees charged by professionals.

Hon TOG. Butler: How relevant are those comments to what you are talking about?

Hon MAX EVANS: I suggest to the member that he should not be impatient.

Hon T.G. Butler: I am asking a question.

Hon MAX EVANS: My comments are very relevant. I am pointing out that three of the six
board members are Government appointees and they did not worry about the money
involved. They did worry about one fee and I will come to it in a minute.

Hon TOG. Butler: What does that have to do with Mr McKenzie?

Hon MAX EVANS: I thought he would like to hear the figures -

DATE AMOUNT

13.11,87 The Bell Group Limited (Deposit) $100 000 000 00
26.11,87 Commissioner of State Taxation (Stamp duty) $8 750 525 00
27.11.87 The Bell Group (Balance of purchase price) $106 000 000 00
30.11.87 Western Australian Development Corporation S8568495
18.12.87 Robinson Cox (Legal tees) S84 89751t
29.12.87 Jones Lang Wootton (Valuation of propenty) $14000000
13.03-88 Jones Lang Wootton (Rental assessment) $600000
11.04.88 Robinson Cox (Legal fees) $5365161
30.04.88 liE Funding Costs $95972725
02.06.88 Hulfler Parker WA Pty Ltd (Valuation)$500

TOTAL $21AIAH1463

1 remmr to the matter of fees which they recorded in the cash book. Did they get value for
these fees?

I refer to the State Goverrnent Insurance Commuission capital purchase account summary of
22 March 1988, which shows that the SGIC paid to WA Development Corporation a fee of
$1t00 000 for raising $230 million in funds which they loaned themselves, being Government
money.

The next entry is interest of $364 383.56 which WA Development Corporation loaned across
and for which they charged a fee of $100 000. The R & I Bank charged a fee of $50 (100 for
raising a $400 million bill facility and a further $400 000 for the establishment of a
$400 million loan bill facility.

Hon Fred McKenzie should not worry about the fees paid by his Select Commuittee, because
the people concemned put in weeks of work. The above fees were for deals done in one day
that the SGIC had no hesitation in paying. In reply to Hon Tom Butler, they worried about a
fee sent to Mr Rees. I have a letter from Warren Tucker which states -

Dear Oily,

I enclose herewith a memo from Ross Chisholm together with his fee in relation to
work carried out on Parmelia site.

Olly, I would be pleased if you could arrange for payment of this account when you
have a moment.

Mr Rees hand-wrote to Martin Lowrey, the Director of Finance, on the bottom of that letter
as follows -

Martin,

Nothing comes cheap in consulting advice etc.

Oily R. 12fl/88

That fee was $3 000. He believed in the old adage, "Look after the pence and the millions
will look after themselves." He was not worried about the other millions of dollars of fees
paid; the only fee he commuented on was (hat $3 000 fee paid ro Cameron Chisholm and
Nicholl.

There was another one. FundsCorp was asked to comment on the fee paid to Jones Lang
Wootton for a valuation of properties. Mr Brian Neville of FundsCorp wrote -
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In view of the short notice given to Jones Lang Wootton to complete their report I
consider the fee to be reasonable and recommend payment.

The fee charged represented 37 per cent of the scale fees. I am not querying the fees, they
are fair professional fees charged on a proper basis, but there has been too much made of
other fees charged recently and mentioned in this House.

In conclusion, in relation to the Bell properties, they have still not come home to roost. As 1
have already said in other speeches, $180 million is still owing on the Westralia Square
property, of which $130 million is owing to SOIC, which at present is earning only
15 per cent return on that money because of a special secret deal it did, a contract drawn
between the SOIC and the State Superannuation Board with Messrs Packer and Anderson. it
contained a secret clause that none of this information was to come out.

The information was that the loan was to be interest free, half for 18 months and half for two
and a half years. until the end of this year. Therefore, another $65 million of SCIC money is
still earning no interest. I left that out of my first calculation, That will be a further loss of
income of $ 10 mill ion from assets for the SGOIC which w ill have an importan t e ffect on its
cash flow and profits.

The other $130 million of SCIC money was loaned to Packer and Anderson at 15 per cent
while they are borrowing money at 16 per cent or 17 per cent and therefore losing one or two
per cent on their money. Therefore another $2 million or $3 million is being lost each year
until 1994 on that deal.

The property deal did not end up a good deal for the Government, It now has the problem of
the three Government departments to be moved into the Westralia Square budlding. I have
not been told what the rental rate is but it is probably rent free for the first two years, like
most property deals around town. This means no return on that investment. That may be
good for those departments, one of which is the Department of Justice, but it is an absolute
disaster for the SOIC.
The SOIC has also had the problem of the cash flow required to pay for that building. It
received back from Packer and Anderson only $35 million net of the $270 million and it will
get no income from its investments.

I turn now to the BHP shares. A Press release from Mr Rees of 18 November states -

The Chainnan of the Insurance Commission, Mr. W. Rees, said the holding was
offered during the course of negotiations last week with The Bell Group for the
purchase of Perth city properties.

That is interesting, because we will find out that another big commission or fee had to be
paid on this deal, The Press release continues -

The Insurance Commission conveyed the offer to the Premier and Treasurer,
Mr Brian Burke, who has ministerial responsibilities for the Insurance Comm-ission.
Mr Burke took the matter to Cabinet, Mr Rees said, 'Cabinet agreed we should
proceed with the purchase and this was conveyed to us on Monday afternoon", he
said.
Mr Burke also approved borrowings required by the Insurance Commission to
complete the purchase.

The final quote is an important one -

"The Insurance Commission believed the investment would produce short term and
long term benefits for both the Insurance Commission and the State", Mr. Rees said.

Within months the conmission started to sell those shares and by the end of May had sold
them all on a put option for $8 to 31 December 1988. They held up at that price although for
a while it looked as though they would have to be bought back at a lesser price. However,
the commnission sold thern at a profit, I believe, of $30 million on the whole deal before
holding costs on $285 Million.

The interesting thing is that, once again, we find a fee on the BlHP deal, that we are told came
about during the property deal. I have a copy of a letter from the State Government
Insurance Commiussion to Mr R.A. Grant of Jonray Holdings Ltd of Sydney dated
13 November 1990, which reads as follows -
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Dear Mr Grant,
I refer to our discussions in which you agreed the fee basis for the assignment the
State Government Insurance Commission has asked you to undertake.

The agreed fee basis is as follows:

A conmmission of OA4 per cent of the total consideration payable for any shares
acquired in the target company by negotiation between the parties, by the
Government or its associates.

That is in conflict with the Press release where they were told this deal came about due to the
deal to buy the Bell Group properties. However, here we have Mr Grant, who I think is now
on the board of the WADC or the R & I Bank - one of the major Government boards - as an
adviser. He was asked to seek out these shares. His fee of 0.4 per cent on $285 million came
to $1.14 million for this deal, which just happened to come about during the property deal.
There are some conflicting facts here. I cannot get any more out of these documents.

The Leader of the House screws up his eyes because he would like to know more about this-,
so would 1. Another letter, dated 24 November, from the State Government Insurance
Commission to Mr A. Newman, Chief Executive of Bell Resources Ltd states -

Dear Sir,
The State Government Insurance Commission propose a variation of Clause 5 of the
Agreement for Sale of 39 150 906 ordinary shares in The Broken HIl Proprietary
Company Limited executed on 16th November 1987 as set out hereunder.

The deal went through on 16 November, and the property deal was done on 13 November,
In three days the Government approved just under $500 million worth of deals for the 5GIC.
I will now quote an extract from a special meeting of the Board of Commissioners of the
State Government Insurance Commission dated 19 November -

2.1 BlHP - Strategic Share Placement

Copies of the following documents, which originated from the Board of
Comnmissioners' resolution (1.2) 13 November 1987 were distributed to the
Commissioners:

Hon. Premier's Cabinet Submission.

Insurance Commissioner Chairman's letter, 16 November 1987 to
Hon. Premier

Hon. Premier's reply, 16 November 1987, to Chairman of Insurance
Commniss ion.

Press Statement by Hon. Premier 18 November 1987.

Supporting Media Statement to staff of State Goverment Insurance
Commnission.

RESOLVED:

(a) To note direction by the Premier to proceed with the 2.5 per cent
shareholding purchase in BHP (39,150,906 ordinary fully-paid shares
of $1.00 each) from Bell Resources Developments Pty Ltd. at $7.25
per share.

(b) That the Chairman and Deputy Chairman be empowered to proceed
with the financing arrangements for the share acquisition.

(c) To note the approval by the Premier that the Insurance Commission
can undertake borrowings as required up to $300 million to complete
the purchase of shares.

Brian Burke, the Premier at that time, who was responsible for the State Government
Insurance Commission, had approved borrowings of $460 million in three days for the
comnmission to make these massive purchases. As I have said, the SGIC's capital in June of
that year was only $60 milion. That authority allowed the SOIC to go out and borrow eight
times its total capital for two deals made in a matter of days. There must be some concern
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about how quickly the SCIC was able to buy city properties for $206 million and BHP shares
for $285 million. This happened within three weeks of the largest share crash in the history
of the world, as we know it, outside the recession of the l930s. It was a very big risk.
Fortunately for the S0GC there was no loss on the 1BHP shares, We still have some time to
wait to see about any profit on the properties on a cash flow basis.

The conflict I see appears in this comment of Mr Rees. who said -

The holding was offered during the course of negotiations last week with the Bell
Group for the purchase of the Perth city properties.

Elsewhere we fintd that Mr R.A. Grant was asked to seek these shares out for a commission
of $1.4 million. The minutes of 13 November authorise the purchase of five per cent of
BHP.

Those are the good deals. The not-so-good deals are still to come. This is where the
problems arising from the SGIC and Bond come in; that may be why we may want the
Treasurer's Advance Account to help out. We know they ate helping now to pay the interest
on the petrochemical borrowings of $175 million. That represents about $24 million a year
which the Government is paying to the SGIC; because there is no income from that
$175 million.

Now we come to the 1988 scenario and the Bell shares which I have always described as the
worst deals. This is where the losses will come; there was little value in those shares in the
first place. This shows the involvement of Mr Kevin Edwards as Acting Chairman of the
State Government insurance Commission in his letter addressed to Mr R. Holmes a Court
dated 24 April 1988 -

Dear Robert,

The SGIC is prepared to purchase 60,600,000 shares in the Bell Group Ltd. ("Bell)
from you or your private company at $2.50 per share, payable within 14 days against
delivery of share certificates and transfers.

Subject to the share purchase, we would underwrite the sale by you or your private
company of $150,000,000 of your convertible notes in Bell at par, within 90 days of
the completion of our purchase of the Bell shares: this may be documented as a put
option if you so require, This share purchase would be pursuant to a mutually
acceptable contract with appropriate warranties.

Having regard to your decision to sell your entire shareholding it is an essential
condition that we be satisfied as to the ongoing stability of Bell as that is central to
our investment decision.
We request your response by 5 p-rn. tomorrow as we are unable to maintain an open
position on a proposed investment of this magnitude.

Yours sincerely,

K. EDWARDS
A. Chairman

What undue haste! How can anybody request a response by 5.00 pm the next day and
maintain an open position in an investment of this magnitude? I know the Leader of the
House has done some property deals, but he would not have invested $300 million when the
capital of the SOIC at that time was $60 million. That is an investment of five times the total
net worth of the SGIC. Within days the Press of Australia was telling us that the SOIC was
paying too much for these shares at $2.50. We were told what a great deal had been done by
SCIC when Alan Bond paid $2.70. We have all seen what happened to Alan Bond as a
result of buying those shares.

The reply came the next day. Mr Holmes a Court is a very prompt man, and I would be very
prompt too. The letter is dated 25 April: Mr Holmes a Court was working on Anzac Day.
He must have brought a typist back into his office to do this letter; he was not wasting any
timne, because he knew that Kevin Edwards was desperate to do the deal. The letter from
Mr Holmes a Court was addressed to Mr K. Edwards, Acting Chairman of the State
Government insurance Commission. It reads -
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Dear Kevin,

Thank you for your letter of 24th April 1988 and your offer to purchase securities in
Bell Group from me.

I am not yet in a position to give you a firm response. I am inclined to accept your
offer (subject to some further negotiation and clarification) provided I can procure the
sale of the balance of my shareholding to an appropriate purchaser or purchasers. I
am currently negotiating with two other panties, but have not yet reached finality.

The future of the Bell Group of Companies is of paramount importance to me. I wish
to avoid a dismemberment of the existing assets or disruption to the people and
businesses. I have a preference towards ownership of the Company being centred in
Western Australia. Thus, if I do make a final decision to dispose of my holding I will
be seeking undertakings that I can pass on to employees.

I hope to discuss this matter further with you tomorrow.

Kind regards,

Yours sincerely,

MR.-H. Holmes a Court

There it is! I would have thought he would have jumped at the offer; but no. he is a very
astute negotiator. He did not want to rush in. Kevin Edwards wanted to rush in and make a
deal, but Mr Holmes a Court did not want to rush in. Those deals involved 24 and 25 April -
Anzac Day. Once upon a time if we played football on Anzac Day we had to pay into the
RSL Legacy Fund. If we do business on Anzac Day we should have to pay into the RSL
fund.

Hon Graham Edwards: That is good.

Hon MAX EVANS: l am glad the Minister agrees. We cannot have deals of that magnitude
done by the Government on Anzac Day, but it must have expected something to be done on
that day because it wanted a reply by 5.00 pm on 25 April.

I now quote from the State Government Insurance Commuission minutes, Board of
Commissioners' meeting, 28 April. The SGIC was very busy on the two days between
25 and 28 April. I will quote from an extract from the 17th Meeting of the Hoard of
Commissioners of the State Government Insurance Commission dated 28 April 1988 -

86/88
THE HELL GROUP LIMITED - STRATEGIC INVESTMENTS (84/88)i

The Chairman reported on negotiations by the Deputy Chairman and himself, relative
to the strategic investment in the Bell Group Limited. In consequence he proposed
that the previous Board of Commissioners resolution (84/88) be adjusted to the
following:

approval be given for the purchase of 64 089 346 ordinary fully paid shares in
The Bell Group Limited, increasing the total shareholding to 64 159 346
ordinary fully paid voting shares or 19.99 per cent of the total (70 000 shares
previously purchased on 22 October 1987).

They were very careful and bought enough shares to increase their holding to 19.99 per cent.
The document goes on -

A deposit of $25 milion to be paid on 29 April 1988 and the balance in
14 days.

Approval be given to enter into an agreement to underwrite for a term of
88 days the sale or disposition of the Convertible Subordinate Bonds,
described in resolution (84/88), and the conversion price for the parcel
initially quoted as $3.89 be corrected to $3.91.

RESOLVED: to approve the above adjustments proposed by the Chairman, and note
that the conversion price for both parcels of Bonds are subject to further adjustment
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for any further capital issues and reconstructions or otherwise, in accordance with the
terms set out in the relevant Trust Deed.

K.J. McAullay
CORPOP.ATE SECRETARY

I have in my hand an agreement to buy $300 milion-worth of equity in Bell Group. At the
same tune deals took place for the Bond Corporation to purchase exactly the same number of
shares; that is, 19.99 per cent. I have discussed previously in the House the report of the
NCSC and how it did a quick investigation into that purchase. It planned to negate that
agreement as the NCSC did not think it was a valid agreement because it alleged the two
parties colluded to complete the share deal and ignored the other shareholders.

To protect the SCIC and Bond Corporation, Bond Corporation then made an offer to buy out
the rest of the public company shareholders in Bell Group at $2.70. Bond then gave the
infamous indemnity to the SCIIC that it not sell its shares before 1 October, for which he
would pay them $2.70.

That indemnity was made in June 1988. It is now almost 30 June 1990. The SGIC has; lost
money on the shares which were sold for about $5 million. Nobody knows what the notes
are worth. The SGIC will be negotiating for two years with the Bond Group seeking to
recover the money owed by Band Corporation.

I also have an agreement for the sale of shares in The Bell Group Limited drawn up on
29 April between SOIC and Mr Holmes a Court. It sets out the settlement price of $2.50, the
interest, the purchase price, the settlement, the warranties, governing law, costs and other
matters. However, it does not mention conditions relating to the employees of Bell Group.
Mr Holmes a Court was concerned about the employees when he delayed the sale, but his
concerns are not written into the agreement. No undertaking was made by the SOIC that the
employees would be protected.

Hon J.M. Brown: Was Wigmores part of Bell Group?

Hon MAX EVANS: Wigmores became Bell Resources some years ago and was owned by
various companies down the line. An anomaly existed; that is, Wigmores' financial end of
year was 31 December. Therefore, when a valuation was made the last available balance
sheet was 18 months old and could not provide reasonable figures. Last December Ben
Resources showed a loss of roughly $900 million. The Wigmores part of Bell Resources was
infinitesimal because it had borrowed so much money. It became Bell Resources Pry Ltd.

A lot of information has been provided to me in respect of the Bell notes. I will leave those
to another day, when we will find out exactly how much was gained or lost on that gamble.
It was a gamble. It is quite amazing to see from these documents that the original concept
was to take over the Bell shares. I will quote from this document -

Approval be given to enter into an agreement to underwrite for a term of 88 days the
sale or disposition of the Convertible Subordinate Bonds, described in resolution
(84/88), and the conversion price for the parcel initially quoted as $3.89 be corrected
to $3.9 1.

In other words the SGTC was spending about $140 million on the basis that these notes could
be on-sold within 88 days for the benefit of Mr Holmes a Court. It is hard to believe. One
wonders what benefits were received by Bell Resources for lending $50 million to Rothwells
on the weekend of the share crash on 24 and 25 October 1987.
It is interesting to note the arrogance of the SCIC as a statutory authority under the law of the
land. I will quote from a letter from the SOIC written by Mr Rees, the chairman, to the
directors of The Bell Group Limited -

NOTIFICATION OF SUBSTANTIAL SHAREHOLDING
Please find attached a companies form 42, which is forwarded in compliance with
Section 137 of the Companies (Western Australia) Code.

We should however point out that the State Government Insurance Commission is an
agent of the Crown, and accordingly is entitled to immunities and privileges of the
Crown. As a result, we are of the view that we are not bound to comply with the
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provisions of division 4 of part IV of the Companies (Western Australia) Code,
notwithstanding the provision of Section 135 of that Code. The attached note is
provided in the interests of an informed market.

Yours faithfully

W Rees,
Chairman.

What arrogance and disregard he shows! Why should the SCIC have problems with the
Companies Code? We talk about ordinary businessmen disregarding the code and then the
Chairman of the 5GIC makes a run into the market and obtains 19.99 per cent of a
company's shares - the maximum number it could obtain - to keep it legitimate and to avoid
buying out the rest of the shares. The SGIC said that it did not have to provide the
notification, but that it did so to keep the market informed.

The facts set out in a Notice of Interests of Substantial Shareholders tell of the number of
shares it owns and from whom the shares were purchased. This is required practice for any
of these business deals. It also says, and I quote -

(e) (i
On October 22, 1987 State Government Insurance Commission purchased
70 000 shares on market; and

(ii)
on April 29, 1988 State Government Insurance Commission purchased
64 089 346 shares by private treaty as set out in paragraph 4(b) below.

Parag raph (f) states -
The value consideration for each acquisition of shares purchased over the previous
12 months:-

(i) as to 4 200 shares - $6.70; and

00i as to 25 800 shares - $6.60.
At the time they believed that if no further problems would occur in the share market, $2.50
was not a bad price. However, the SCJIC needed a confidence backup. I am aware of the
situation as to other deals. For instance, Wardleys and Price Waterhouse did the valuation to
buy a five per cent interest in the Argyle Diamond Sales Ltd joint venture. Market values at
that time indicated that the interest was not worth $42 million, but was worth about
$22 million. That is called a comfort letter. Who was to help the SGIC out of this situation?
The man who came to the rescue was Mr Trevor Rowe of Salomon Bros Inc. When he
anived in Perth the Press reported that he was picked up at the airport by a Bond Corporation
car and dropped at the State Govemnment Insurance Commission office. Was there no
collusion when the two major buyers in the market in Perth were each buying 19.99 per cent
of the shares, and both using the same adviser who came to town to help the SGIC buy the
shares?

A letter from Trevor Rowe, of Salomon Brothers, outlines the terms of engagement. This is
now a public document and I believe that it should be made public to place the facts on the
table. The letter reads -

For the attention of: Mr. W. Rees, Chairman

Gentlemen:

The purpose of this letter is to confirm the engagement of Salomon Brothers Inc
("Salomon") by State Government Insurance Comnmission. ("SGIC") to render an
opinion relating to the fairness, from a financial point of view, to SGIC of the
consideration to be paid by SOIC for certain securities issued by, or convertible into
shares of, The Bell Group Ltd., which it is proposed are to be acquired by SQIC from
interests controlled by M.R.I-H. Holmes a Court (the "Relevant Securities").
Section 1. Fairness Opinion.

(a) Salomon will conduct such review of (i) the terms and conditions of the
Relevant Securities (ii) the business and financial condition of T1he Bell Group
Ltd. and the trading markets in respect of the Relevant Securities and (iii) the
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business and financial condition of companies whose securities constitute
significant asset of The Bell Group Ltd. and the trading markets in respect of
those securities, as Salomon shall deem appropriate and feasible.

And further on -

The Opinion may be in such form as Salomon shall determine and Salomon
may qualify the Opinion in such manner as Salomon believes appropriate,
including by stating therein thai Salomon has relied solely upon publicly
available information, has assumed the accuracy and completeness of such
information and has not attempted to verify any of such information.

The Opinion shall, in any event, be limited to the fairness, from a financial
point of view, of the consideration to be offered by SGIC and shall not
address SOIC's underlying business decision to effect the proposed purchase
of the Relevant Securities.

(b) SOIC Agrees that the Opinion shall be used only by the Commissioners of the
SQIC in considering The terms of the proposed purchase of the Relevant
Securities. Otherwise, neither the Opinion nor any other opinion or advice
(written or oral) of Salomon shall be used, reproduced, disseminated, quoted
or referred to at any dine, in any manner or for any purpose, nor shall any
public references be made to Salornon, except with Salomon Brothers Inc's
prior written consent.

Section 2. Fees:

SQIC shall pay to Salomon for its services hereunder a non-refundable cash fee of
A$375,000, upon submission of the Opinion to SGIC.

What was received for the $375 000?
Another letter from Salomon Brothers Inc, dated 27 April - the day on which Trevor Rowe
was engaged - reads as follows -

Gentlemen,

You have requested our opinion, as investment bankers, as to the fairness, from a
financial point of view, to State Government Insurance Commnission ('"SG1C"), of the
consideration To be paid by SCIC for certain securities convertible into shares of The
Bell Group Ltd. which it is proposed are to be acquired by SGIC from interests
controlled by M.R.H. Holmes a Court (the 'Relevant Securities").
We understand that, under the terms of the proposed transaction, SGIC would
purchase the following securities:

I. A$75,000.000 in principal amount of 10% Guaranteed Convertible
Subordinated Bonds of Bell Group Finance Pry. Ltd. due 7 May 1997.

2. A$75,000,000 in princ ipal amount of 11I% Convertible S ubordin ated B onds of
The BeDl Group Ltd. due 10 December 1995.

We also understand that the proposed purchase consideration for the relevant
Securities is A$ 140,000,000 and that the Relevant Securities are to be purchased net
of accrued interest.

In rendering our opinion. we have, in the short time available, conducted a limnited
review and analysis, relying solely upon: (i) the terms and conditions of the Relevant
Securities, as described in the Annual Report of The Bell Group Ltd. for the year
ended 30 June 1987 and Wii publicly available information concerning The Bell
Group Ltd. and the trading markets in respect of the Relevant Securities.

in our review and in arriving at our opinion, we have relied upon and assumed the
accuracy and completeness of the financial and other information publicly available,
and have not attempted independently to verify the same. We have not made any
evaluation or appraisal of the assets of The Bell Group Ltd. or of any of the
companies whose securities constitute significant investments of The Bell Group Ltd.
Our opinion as expressed herein is limited to the fairness, from a financial point of
view, to SGIC of the consideration to be paid by SOIC for the acquisition of the
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Relevant Securities, and does not address SGIC's underlying business decision to
acquire the Relevant Securities.
Pursuant to our letter agreement dated 27 April 1988, you have agreed that this
opinion shall be used only by the Commissioners of SGIC in considering the terms of
the proposed purchase of the Relevant Shares. Otherwise, neither the opinion nor any
other opinion or advice (written or oral) of Salomon shall be used, reproduced,
disseminated, quoted or referred to at any time, in any manner or for any purpose, nor
shall any public references be made to Salomon, except with Salomon Brothers Inc's
prior written consent.

Based upon and subject to the foregoing, we are of the opinion, as investment
bankers, that the consideration to be paid by SGIC for the acquisition of the Relevant
Securities is fair, from a financial point of view, to 5GWC.

The point which I make is that they cannot address the "underlying business decision". What
was the "underlying business decision"? Was it a normal business decision? I wonder about
that.

The second last paragraph refers to opinions in respect of other people available to the SOIC.
That is normal in such a valuation.

Another letter on 28 April was written by Mr Rowe; they were very busy days for him. He
obtained his terms of reference and agreed to the costs. Th1e next valuation was more
difficult because his friends down the road were doing a deal for the same number of shares.
However, he had the time to write another letter.
The first paragraph is the same as the first paragraph in the previous letter. As the Clerk
knows a word processor is a wonderful thing; it cuts down costs. The costs applying to a
large job are minimised; if that is not so, people do not make a profit. The next paragraph
reads -

We understand that the proposed purchase consideration for the Relevant Shares is
solely A$2.50 per share and that the Relevant Shares are to be purchased ex dividend.

He was so right; they will never receive another. They are now sold. It was ex dividend all
right! The letter continues -

In rendering our opinion, we have conducted a limited review, relying solely upon:
(i) the Annual Report of The Bell Group Ltd. for the year ended 30th June 1987;
(ii) the Annual Report of Bell Resources Ltd. for the year ended 3 1st December 1986;
(iii) the Annual Report of The Bell Group International Limited for the year ended
30th June 1987 and (iv) publicly available information concerning the trading
markets in respect of the Relevant Shares and the trading markets of other publicly
traded securities which constitute significant assets of The Bell Group Ltd. We
understand that since 30 June, 1987 the date of The Bell Group Ltd's last published
audited financial statements, there have been changes in the financial condition of
The Bell Group Ltd, which changes may be material. We have not conducted an
independent evaluation of the effect of those changes on the financial condition of
The Bell Group Ltd. We have taken into account an assessment of general economic,
market and financial conditions and our experience in similar transactions and in
securities valuation in general.

I our review and in arriving at our opinion, we have relied upon and assumed the
accuracy and completeness of the financial and other information made available by
you to us, and have not attempted independently to verify the same. We have not
made any evaluation or appraisal of the assets of The Bell Group Ltd. or of any of the
companies whose securities constitute significant investments of The Bell Group
Ltd., nor have we had the opportunity to meet with management of The Bell Group
Ltd. to discuss any of the foregoing. Our opinion as expressed herein is limited to the
fairness, from a financial point of view, to SGIC of the consideration to be paid by
SOWC for the acquisition of the Relevant Shares, and does not address SOIC's
underlying business decision to acquire the Relevant Shares.

We come back to this "underlying business decision". Why did the State Governiment
Insurance Commission make this business decision? Even Trevor Rowe did not know; he
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did not even know whether Bell Group management was still on the right track. That is
unheard of. It was not a secret deal so he should have gone to the chairman of the board to
discuss what was going on. The commission had agreed to pay for the shares and it needed a
valuation to confirm the price it was prepared to pay. I quote as follows -

Based upon and subject to the foregoing, we are of the opinion, as investment
bankers, that the consideration to be paid by SOIC for the acquisition of the Relevant
Shares is fair, from a financial point of view, to SGIC.
Yours sincerely,
SALOMON BROTHERS INC
Trevor C. Rowe,
Managing Director

How much did that opinion cost? There were three letters: The first was done for nothing,
the next two letters dated 27 and 28 April cost $375 000. One only has to look at the public
company balance sheets and for the qualification "no responsibility, no risk, no care, etc'.
Hon George Cash: The price for four pages was $375 000.
Hon MAX EVANS: No risk was involved as he did not have to underwrite any losses or
anything else in the valuation.

Hon Fred McKenzie: Valuers are dearer than accountants.
Hon MAX EVANS: Finally, I will quote from an extract of a special meeting of the Board
of the Commissioners of the State Government Insurance Commission dated 27 Apr1 -

84/88 THE BELL GROUP LIMITED - STRATEGIC INVESTMENT

The Chairman outlined details of a tentative potential investment by the Insurance
Commission as a strategic West Australian holding in the Bell Group Limited on the
following basis:

* a 19.9% holding of The Hell Group Limited shares at a price/share of $2.50.
Convertible Subordinate Bonds, issued by The Hell Group Limited, with a
face value of $150 million at a discounted price of $140 million.

* The securities are unlisted and currently placed with interests controlled by
Mr. M.R.H. Holmes a Court. The parcel offered is comprised of:
(a) $75 million (11%) mature 10 December 1995 Conversion price $3.89

(b) $75 million (10%) mature 7 May 1997 Conversion price $10.02

1 think they can be bought at 50 a share now. so it is a very unlikely that they will be
convented at $10 or even $3.89. Eighty eight days later the Government had to find
$140 million plus interest of about $9 million. The quote continues -

To assist the Board in determining whether the offer was 'fair value" a presentation
was made to the Commissioners by the Managing Director of the Austrlian arm of
Salomon Bros. Inc., Mr. Trevor C. Rowe. He confirmed that the offer was fair value.

Mr. Rowe explained the methodology he used to analyse the fairness of the value
placed on the Convertible Subordinate Bonds. Basically it was the Black and Scholes
method with a slight variation to the traditional method because he took into
consideration dividend flow.
He also mentioned that the analysis done on the shares was on a preliminary basis
and that further work would be completed within 24 hours.

In the information I have been given I have not seen any more work which has been done by
Mr Rowe. That may have been overlooked in what was presented to me, but no other
information has been given which would back up the valuation dated 27 April 1988. That
valuation was confirmed by the board on the same date; it was not waiting, as it had already
made a predetermined decision. I will continue with the quote -

In the absence of Mr. Rowe and following further discussion, the Board of
Commissioners resolved:

To appoint Salomon Bros. Inc., as Consultants for this project. The fee being
$375,000 plus out-of-pocket expenses.
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[Leave granted for the member's time to be extended.]

Hon MAkX EVANS: That would be first class air fares and hotels! I will continue -

* to approve the purchase of a 19.9% holding in The Bell Group Limited,
subject to confirmatory advice from Solomon Bros. Inc., that the price of
$2.50 per share is fair value.

* to approve the purchase of unlisted Convertible Subordinate Bonds issued by
The Bell Group Limited, with a face value of $ 150 mill ion, for a price of
$140 million, subject to confirmatory advice from Salomon Bros. Inc., that
the price of $140 million is fair value.

* to grant authority to the Chairman (Mr. W. Rees) and the Deputy Chairman
(Mr. K.J. Edwards) to make an offer and to execute the necessary
documentation and mrange finance for the consumnation of any agreements
relative to The Bell Group Limited securities offered as above.

* approve the sell down of 10 million BHP shares on a "Euro Put" basis for a
net sale price of $8 per share. Documentation to be executed by the
Chairman and Deputy Chairman.

* approve maintaining the Insurance Commission overdraft with the R. & 1.
Bank of Western Australia at $50 million.

* approve the selling of Treasury Corporation Investments at market value, if
and when required, in order to meet a change of investments as outlined at
this meeting.

K J McAIJLLAY
CORPORATE SECRETARY
4 JANUARY 1990

The overdraft limit went up to $120 million. The SCIC borrowed $400 million on the
market. That was stated in the notes of the Auditor General to the June 1987-88 accounts.
He made this comment on the deals that were done subsequent to the balance date because
they would have had a major effect on the balance sheet. It is interesting to note that the
SOIC decided to sell down 10 million BlHP shares when they had been bought for a long
term strategic investment. In fact, SGIC called the Bell shares, the BHP shares and the
properties "strategic investments". These strategic investments did not last until the
following June - everything had gone. Maybe the commission looked at its strategies and
decided they were not too good.

One of the good deals which the SQIC did was to on-sell the Parinelia Hotel to the Dayton
Group. Another company, Drayton Capital, was going to take up the Bell Group convertible
bonds. Robinson Cox, reporting on the Drayton deal, wrote to Mr Rees, the Chairman of the
SGlC. This is worth reporting because this is when the bond deal fell apart and where the
Government will lose a lot of money at the end of the day. I will quote from that letter dated
28 July 1988 -

DRAYTON CAPITAL FTY. LTD. - THE BELL GROUPCONVERTIBLE BONDS
Thank you for your facsimile of 27th July, 1988 attaching a copy of the notice given
by Drayton Capital Pty. Ltd.
On the assumption that you do not wish to contest your liability to perform your
obligations under the underwriting deed of 29th April, 1988, in our view the
certificate is a valid certificate pursuant to clause 8(c) of the underwriting deed.

Pursuant to clause 8(d)(i) of the underwriting deed, interest accrued on the bonds is
payable to Drayton Capital Pty. Ltd. up to and including the settlement of the
purchase.

In the case of the I I% convertible bonds, the last interest payment due was on
10th December, 1987, and accordingly, to today's date, $5,221,232.88 was accrued in
interest in respect of the 231 days which have elapsed.

In respect of the 10% convertible bonds, the last interest payment due was on
7th May, 1988, and accordingly the interest from then and up to and including
today's date is $ 1,684.93 1.5 1 in respect of the 82 days which had elapsed.
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The combined interest calculation is therefore $6,906,164.39, with interest accruing
at a combined daily rate of $43,150.68.

The interest figure quoted on the certificate was the interest calculated as at 27 July 1988. It
stated -

If you warnt us to attend to settlement let us have a bank cheque for $146 906 164.39
payable to Drayton Capital Pry Ltd.

That was the amount of money that had to be paid on the convertible notes. They were
underwritten for 88 days and they could not be on-sold and it cost approximately
$140 million plus $6 906 million in interest. The amount written off the investment in the
books of the SOIC in the first year was $32 million and as at June last year the figure was
$108 million. It will be interesting to read what the Auditor General says this financial year.
Mr Steggall's report states that there are two ways of evaluating the figure which would be
determined on whether Bell Group is or is not in liquidation. The important thing is that that
money is earning only 10 per cent or I I per cent in respect of the $150 million worth of
bonds, It will be very interesting to see what the valuation is. The SOIC might want some
help from the Treasurer's Advance Account because the cash flow of an insurance company
comes from insurance premiums which are used as investment funds.

At the end of the day it makes a two or three per cent net profit on insurance. The profit
made by an insurance company depends on the way in which it handles investment funds. I
have already said that some $400 million or $500 million of the $1.2 billion of the SGIC's
investment funds are currently earning nothing.

Mr Laurie Cornell referred to a simnilar circumstance in his company as non-performing
debts. He was lucky because a saviour came out of the heavens and paid him $350 million
for non-performing debts. I cannot see a saviour coming to die aid of the Leader of the
House to give himr $200 million or $300 million for non-performing debts, especially
considering the deals the Governiment has undertaken with Mr Holmes a Court for the Bell
Group shares and notes.
[ refer also to Bell Properties and to the debts owed by Packer and Andersen. An amount of
$90 million has been given, interest free, until 31 December this year. There is a very big
shortfall in investment income by the SGIC. The only way the SGIC can survive is through
a rapid increase in premium income. Last year its premium income did not increase and was
only $151 million. If it was increased by $50 million the result would be an extra
$50 million cash flow. The claims against that figure are generally 18 months or two years
down the track when the funds must be paid out as claims. The SCIC would have to work
very hard to obtain that and I feel very sorry for the management of SOIC.
[ take back the comments I made about the members of the Pike committee, Hon Jim Brown
and Hon Fred McKenzie. They are worried about the decisions which were made. It is a
very serious matter and I thank the Leader of the House for making the papers available to
me at the beginning of this session. We should get the facts straight about these deals. I
support the Bill.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

Committee and Report

Bill passed through Committee without debate, reported without amendment, and the report
adopted.

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon. J.M. Berinson (Leader of the House), and passed.

WADC LIQUIDATION BILL
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on motion by Hon J.M. Berinson (Leader of the
House), read a first time.
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Second Reading
HON J.M. BERINSON (North Metropolitan - Leader of the House) [10.07 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill gives effect to the Governmnent's previously announced decision to wind up the
Western Australian Development Corporation in an orderly manner, to transfer EventsCorp
and LandCorp to other Government agencies and to repeal the Western Australian
Development Corporation Act.

It is an element of the Governmnent's commitment to withdraw from speculative business
activities.

WADC was previously structured into thtree broad divisions -

LandCoup, with Govertnent property asset management responsibilities;

EventsCorp. with responsibility for events promotion; and

a projects and investments division.

During 1989, the then Premier determined that WADC should wind up its projects and
investment divisions and similar activity. Since that time, various of WADC's assets have
been disposed of. However it has not yet been possible to sell all of these assets and WADC
is still engaged in a number of ventures with company, partnership and joint venture
interests. The major involvements are -

the Perth Underwater World joint venture at H-ilarys;

Underwater World Sentosa Pty Ltd; and

the Port Kennedy project which is directed at developing an international standard
tourist resort.

There are a number of smaller involvements and understandably the things which WA.DC is
currently left with are those which have been hardest for WADC to dispose of or to extricate
itself from. The Bill provides a vehicle to disengage WADC and the State from these
activities. It repeals the WADC Act and establishes a WADC Liquidator as a body corporate
to which the provisions of the Financial Administration and Audit Act will apply. The
WADC Liquidator will comprise two Treasury officers appointed by the Minister for
Finance and Economnic Development.

The Bill transfers all the WADC assets and liabilities to the WADC Liquidator and charges
the liquidator with disposing of the assets, discharging liabilities and paying the net proceeds
to the Consolidated Revenue Fund. All the liabilities are to be met in full and the
Consolidated Revenue Fund is permanently appropriated to the extent necessary to discharge
any remaining liabilities when the liquidator goes out of being.
The liquidator is given the necessary statutory powers to continue to manage and operate the
assets transferred from WAUC in order that they may be disposed of in an orderly fashion.
The liquidator is to transfer the operations of EventsCorp and LandCorp to other public
authorities. It is intended that EventsCorp be transferred to the Tourism Commidssion shortly
after the Act comes into operation. The liquidator would continue to discharge the current
LandCorp business for a period until appropriate legislation can be enacted to empower
another statutory authority to perform the LandCorp functions. The liquidator will use its
powers under the Act to establish an advisory committee to assist it in the administration of
LandCorp during this interim period.

It will be necessary for members of the liquidator and other persons delegated by the
liquidator to act as directors of companies in which WADC now has shares. There is the
possibility that a conflict could arise between their duties as directors of these companies and
their duties under the WADC Liquidation Act. The Bill provides that in such an event their
duties as a director of the company are to prevail. This step has been taken to reassure those
dealing with the companies that the relevant Companies Code requirements are not
overridden by this legislation. It also clarifies to the members of the liquidator, and those
delegated by the liquidator as directors, that their actions as directors of these companies are
not to breach Companies Code requirements.

The Bill also provides for the repeal of the WADC Liquidation Act after the liquidator
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certifies it has discharged its functions. It is expected that the liquidator may need to
continue in existence for up to two or three years to collect vendor finance already extended
by WADC in order to discharge liabilities without resource to the Consolidated Revenue
Fund. The Bill includes a three year sunset review clause in the event that the liquidation has
not been completed within that time.

The WADC Liquidation Bill provides the vehicle for the orderly winding up of WADC's
affairs. There is a clean break between WADC and the liquidator and the Liquidator is
provided with the powers necessary to wind up WADC's involvement in the variety of major
and minor matters from which WADC has not yet been able to disengage itself. The
Government is committed to WADC ceasing operations and its affairs being wound up. It is
aiming to honour its commitment for this to occur from 30 June and is treating this Bill as a
top priority to meet this deadline. The Act will be proclaimed to come into operation from
1 July 1990 or, if the Bill has not been passed by both Houses by 30 June, the earliest
possible date thereafter.
Itris most desirable for all parties that there be no uncertainties as to the situation from t July
and the Minister for Finance and Economic Development is giving consideration to how this
can be achieved if the Bill has not passed both Houses by 30 June. Consideration is being
given to restructuring the membership of the WADC Board from 1 July by appointing a
board of public servants based on the proposed membership of the liquidator and the
advisory committee which will be established for the interim operation of LandCorp under
the liquidator. Similarly EventsCorp would come under administration by the Tourism
Commnission pending its formal transfer after the liquidator comes into being.

Ft would be preferable not to have an interim strucmure between the existing WADC Board
and the WADC Liquidator for what could be a week or two. The Covernment, however, is
comnitted to there being a clean break on 30 June and is prepared to put interim
arrangements into place even if orndy for those few days.
I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hion Max Evans.

STATE PLANNING COMMISSION (AMENDMENT AND VALIDATION) BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 26 June.
HON JIN. CALDWELL (Agricultural) [10.15 pm]: This is a continuation of the debate
Last evening during which I think three Opposition members spoke on this Bill, which is the
result of a Supreme Court decision in the case of Helena ValleyfBoya Association v the State
Planning Commission and the Minister for Planning. This Bill clarifies the powers of
delegation of the State Planning Commission so as to place beyond doubt the fact that the
SPC should be able to delegate its powers and functions, particularly the power to initiate
amendments to the Metropolitan Region Scheme. It also provides for retrospective
validation of the delegation between the State Planning Commission and the Metropolitan
Planning Council. The retrospective validation in respect of all actions taken under
delegation between the SPC and the MPC since the commencement of the State Planning Act
is also provided for.
The effect of the legislation will be to exempt all amendments commenced by the MPC,
many of which have been finally approved, from the legal proceedings intended in relation to
their invalidity because of the fraud legislation. We, as country members, do not intend to
discuss this Bill at length. I believe it is up to metropolitan members to have a greater input.
This is not because we want to renege on our decision but because we believe that country
members should have a greater input on hand decisions in country areas. Therefore, I am
relying on my metropolitan colleagues to have an input to this Bill, which they have already
done and which I believe they will do further when I have finished speaking.
The thing that has come to my notice, and people representing various groups have also
brought this to our attention, is that 10 or more areas hold great concern for the public. As
the Bill was First drafted it removed the right of individuals and groups to challenge decisions
taken in relation to these pieces of land. Ft is gratifying to see that in this case the Opposition
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and the Government have got together and drafted amendments that I hope will satisfy the
great percentage of people, including politicians.

It is pleasing to see that Hon George Cash has moved to delete the Swan Brewery, the
Hepburn Heights land and the Leda land from this legislation. I drive past the Swan Brewery
every time I come to Parliament House and I am always pleased when I go home at night
because the lights are out and I cannot see the devastation there. I believe the Swan Brewery
is a festering thorn in everybody's side - the Government, Aborigines, environmentalists and
politicians. The quicker it is knocked down and the land becomes a park, the better. I am
not sure that this legislation will succeed in doing that, but the more we can do to discourage
development of that area, the better.

I point out to the Government that the National Party will support the proposed amendments.
I believe the deletion of these three areas of land from the Bill is absolutely necessary. There
are perhaps other areas of land that should have been considered here. However, the rights
of individuals to challenge these decisions by the Government will probably help cover those
areas, as well.

I support the Bill.

HON REG DAVIES (North Metropolitan) [10. 19 pml: I add my support to the comments
of other speakers from this side of the House, particularly those relating to the Swan Brewery
and the area known as Leda for which members of the Opposition have fought and are still
fighting to have that small but significant acreage remain aside for the benefit of all. We
believe that the preservation of both public open space and bushland in a natural state is a
worthwhile goal, if not for its intrinsic worth alone then for the contribution it makes towards
maintaining a responsible ecological balance and the conservation of our underground water
systems. The residents of the Helena Valley area have done a great service to the people of
the northemn suburbs by their recent court action. They have succeeded in achieving a little
breathing space which will give the residents some leeway at least to contest the rape of
precious virgin land by the bulldozers of this ostensibly environmentally conscious
Goverrnent.
My principal concern this evening is to speak on behalf of the residents, including the 14 000
people who petitioned the Parliament, about the areas surrounding Hepburn Heights. I have
a copy of those petitions in my office. I could bring them in if Hon Sam Piantadosi does not
believe what I am saying. These 14 000 people petitioned this Parliament requesting that the
area of Hepburn Heights be preserved. In speaking on behalf of the people surrounding
Hepburn Heights, I will ensure that this revenue desperate Government is aware of a way out
of its dilemnma without having to vandalise a small yet significant piece of what people in
that area regard as treasured bushland. People who know me know that I am not one who
would back the Government into a corner so that it had no way out. There is an alternative
location for housing the 6WE transmitter situated in East Hamersicy on Wanneroo Road. It
offers the concordance of both location and local residents' approval, which is very
important.

Hon Sam Piantadosi: What about Balga?

Hon REG DAVIES: The people of Balga are well served by public open space.

Hon Sam Piantadosi: More so than the people of Hepburn Heights.

Hon REG DAVIES: Some 15 000 people reside in Balga. I live in Rochester Circle - I
emphasise the word "Circle" not "Crescent" - in Balga. Across the road from me is a 17-acre
park.

Hon Sam Piantadosi: Is it Balga or Nollamara?

Hon REG DAVIES: Rochester Circle is in Balga; I have been there for 22 years.

Hon Kay Hallalian: You sounded a little unsure last night.
Hon REG DAVIES: I see the sign every night; it says, "Rochester Circle".

Hon Kay Hallalian: Your sign is wrong.

Hon REG DAVIES: The Minister's records are wrong, but let us not argue about that; there
are more important things to wonry about. The area is well served with sporting facilities,
A70291-8
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public open space and so on. I made sure of that when I was a councillor representing the
B alga ward in the City of Stirling.

Hon Derr ick Tomlinson: You represented them well.

Hon Sam Piantadosi: We all know what happened to the wetlands in the City of Stirling.

Hon REG DAVIES: I am finding all this praise I am getting from members opposite very
difficult to cope with. I ami reading a book at the moment called 'The Prince" -

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon J.M. Brown): Order!

Hon REG DAVIES: It is written by Machiavelli. The chapter 1 am reading at the moment is
tidled 'How to Avoid Flatterers". I should use some of the Machiavellian principles here,
with all the flattery I am receiving from members tonight.
I have offered the Government an alternative area for housing in that pan of East Hamersley.
The residents are happy; they have submitted a petition saying they want the 6WF antenna
system to be relocated. They are happy to have a residential area there with a certain amount
of public open space. It is an ideal location for first home owners; it is close to all facilities.
Hon Sam Piantadosi: Some flora would need to be protected.

Hon Derrick Tomldinson: Wetland flora?

Hon Sam Piantadosi. Not wetland flora.

Hon REG DAVIES: The member is being a little obstructive, because I am offering quite a
viable alternative. The membei might go and took at the area and talk to some of the
residents who have been living there for some 20-odd years.

Hon Sam Piantadosi: I was in the area long before you came to Western Australia.
Hon REQ DAVIES: The residents get interference on their radios and telephones, and one
lady there gets interference from the 6WP antenna on her hearing aid.

Several members interjected.

Hon REG DAVIES: I shall get those people to contact the member's office every time they
complain to me, including my family.
The Liberal Party has received representations from numerous environmental groups asking
that this legislation be extensively amended. We have examined these requests in as
sympathetic a maniner as possible. At the same time we have given due consideration to the
fact that houses and other accommodation must be taken into account, yet in our evaluation
of the options before us we believe we have been very responsible and selective. We have
selected just three major sites which should be earmarked for conservation. They need to be
preserved, even if there is no immurediate or perceived financial gain.

This revenue desperate Government has pushed aside all concern for the residents of these
areas. It gives no credence to the welfare of future generations when it refuses to consider
the impact upon our environment, upon underground water supplies, and upon the quality of
the air we will all breathe in the future because of a stubborn unwillingness to entertain any
concept outside the parameters of what can only be regarded as shortsighted, tunnel vision
action. Any justification to despoil virgin bushland in the northern suburbs is surely nothing
more than revenue chasing, an occupation which this bankrupt Government is working to
perfect - or should [ say has perfected?

Hon Sam Piantadosi: You are going from bad to worse.

Hon REG DAVIES: For the Government to talk about the Opposition's frustrating
legislation is hypocritical. Two private members' Bills, the Leda Reserve Bill and the
Hepburn Heights Reserve Bill, have languished at the bottom of the Notice Paper since last
year. If the Government were really serious it would make sure that those Bills were given
more prominence in the future. Most members are aware of my views on Hepburn Heights
and environmental matters in general, so I shall not pursue this matter any further today at
least. I support the amendments which will see the Swan Brewery site and the Leda and
Hepburn Heights reserves become exempt from this legislation.
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I associate myself with comments made by the previous speakers. Other than in respect of
the three reserves I mentioned, I support the Bill.
HON DERRICK TOMLINSON (East Metropolitan) [10.30 pm]: The Opposition has
signalled its general support for this Bill, subject to the acceptance of amendments to be
moved by the Government and members of the Opposition.
Hon Peter Foss in his address last night summed up the three aspects that a limited
interpretation of this Bill achieves. These are subclauses 6(l) and 6(2)(b), by which the Bill
makes valid past delegations of authority from the State Planning Commission to the
Metropolitan Planning Council, and 6(2)(a), by which the Bill makes valid the method of
formulating opinions and currently makes valid the opinions themselves on the substance of
proposed amendments.

While the Bill does those three things - and the Opposition has signalled that, subject to
amendment, it will not oppose them - it does not attend to two other important matters.
Firstly, it does not deal with matters relating to the criteria for differentiating between major
and minor amendments - or, to use the language of the legislation, substantial and other
amendments - to the metropolitan region planning scheme. It does not address the
inadequacy of procedures for the redress of grievances. In his address last night Hon Peter
Foss suggested that a reference to the Town Planning Appeals Tribunal should be given. At
that time I noticed the Minister was attending with considerable interest to what Hon Peter
Foss had to say. Hon Peter Foss made good sense and I sincerely hope that the Minister
takes that good sense on board. I understand from a briefing we received from officers of the
Minister's department that section 33A of the Act is undergoing redrafting with the intention
that, in the near future, amendments to the legislation will be presented to Parliament. When
those amendments are presented to Parliament I hope the Minister and the Government will
take note of the need for an efficient procedure for the redress of grievances. For that reason
I hope the Minister took account of the matters raised by Hon Peter Foss.

However, I am also concerned about the question of criteria for differentiating between
major and minor amendments. When the Helena Valley Action Group took action in the
Supreme Court its principal concern was that very matter. The action group wanted the court
to decide whether the proposed amendment to the zoning of that part of the Helena Valley
was a major rather than a minor, or a substantial rather than a non-substantial, amendment.
In fact the ruling by Mr Justice lpp did not address that question adequately because he found
in favour of the claimants on the basis of a mechanical procedure which had, in his opinion,
not been properly conformed with and therefore rendered the decision in the Helena Valley
instance invalid. It left some substantial dissatisfaction among the plaintiffs because they
were not given guidance in the court decision as to whether their claim of the amendment
being a substantial rather than a non-substantial amendment was a valid cla-im. However, in
his ruling Mr Justice Ipp referred to the claims made by the three plaintiffs. Mr Justice Ipp's
ruling read in part as follows -

In my view, the issue as to whether an alteration is substantial or not depends not
only on the size of the land in respect of which the alteration is applicable. The
zoning history of the land in question and the adjacent land, the environmental nature
of the land and the adjacent land, the alteration seen in context with other
amendments that may take place by reason of future development plans, are all
matters, in my view, which the Council (and the Commission) is bound to consider.

It must be pointed out that Mr Justice Ipp was addressing criteria applicable to the Helena
Valley. They were unique to the Helena Valley. Although they were unique to the Helena
Valley the judge in that case saw them as being relevant considerations. I think this
expresses one of the real problems of a differentiation between substantial and non-
substantial, or major and minor, amendments. The problem is that each *is unique, If we
were to look at the 100-odd amendments which are the subject of this Bill, we would see that
each is characterised by factors peculiar to its own circumstances. The net result of the
uniqueness of each of the amendments to the metropolitan region planning scheme means
that it is almost impossible to impose a single set of criteria to which the Department of
Planning and Urban Development must conform when trying to decide what constitutes a
major or a minor amendment. There must be considerable flexibility in the decision making
process to take proper account of the enormous variety of factors which affect each of the
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amendments it is presented with. Even so, the Department of Planning and Urban
Development - and before that the State Planning Commission - was guided in its decisions
by what might be called generalised criteria. Those generalised criteria were best described
by the then Minister for Planning, Mr Pearce, in answer to a question in the Legislative
Assembly on I I October 1988, in the following terms -

The policy of the State Planning Commission - and, before it, the Metropolitan
Region Planning Authority - is to use the section 33A procedure for those
amendments which result in the removal of, or changes to, existing reserves and
zones, and section 33 procedures for proposals to transfer substantial areas of zoned
land into reserves - for example, southern extension of the Kwinana Freeway from
Thomas Road to the scheme boundary.

If I interpret that correctly - and these are major amendments - section 33 is for those
situations in which land is transferred from a zoning into reserves. On the other hand, those
amendments which are the subject of section 33A relate to those tracts of land which are
transferred from reserves to other zonings. It sounds a little puzzling to me. However, this is
-a generalised guideline which the department uses to differentiate between the two.

I refer again to what I described as the uniqueness of each of those amendments to the
metropolitan region planning scheme. Looking at the amendments which are the subject of
this Bill, those which have been introduced for approval, or are in the process of being
approved, fall within the province of the amendment to the Act made in L985. This involved
the Helena Valley case in which an enormous variety of problems were encountered.
However. I will give only one example to illustrate the problems which confront planners
and the Government, and to illustrate the inadequacies of the Act as it now stands.

Amendment 704/33A was an amendment to the Ashfield Flats in Bassendean. I pause to ask
honourable members to consider the description I will quote directly from the Government
Ga:etre of 1 July 1988. on page 2154. It states -

The purpose of the Amendment is to include a large expanse of the Ashfield Hlats
low lying foreshore, most of which is floodway, into the Parks and Recreation
reservation.

The accompanying map with the proposed amendment shows that the land in question is
alienated. It is privately-owned residential land on which 10 residential dwellings are
situated. That land is to be transferred from residential zoning to a park and recreational
reserve. I now refer members back to the then Minister for Planning's explanation of what
constitutes the difference between a major and a minor amendment. We find that the major
amendment is one in which the transfer of a zoning is from a 'substantial area of zoned land
into a reserve'. So, in the case of the Ashfield Flats, a substantial area of zoned land is to be
transferred into a parks and recreation reservation. However, this was classified as a minor
amendment. In this debate I do not wish to challenge whether the Ashfield Flats was a major
or minor amendment. However, the determining criteria are generalised guidelines, for the
simple reason that each amendment has unique characteristics which must be taken into
consideration.
The problem with the Ashfield Flats in Bassendean becomes complicated - as I have
previously indicated - by the motivation of the Government to proceed with this rezoning.
This was to impose some planning control upon that area which, as a consequence of
landfill - and landfills have occurred in various parts of the flood plains of the Swan River
between the Causeway and Middle Swan - has resulted in a change in the area threatened by
25-year and 100-year floods. The Government sought to impose some planning controls
because of those changes in the 25-year and 100-year flood levels. In imposing those
planning controls the Government sought to take the authority away from the Bassendean
Town Council and to give it to the Department of Planning and Urban Development and the
Swan River Trust - it wanted to create a cost efficient way of imposing controls.

I quote from a document from the Department of Planning and Urban Development which
describes the current practice. It states -

The current practice of reserving flood prone land Parks and Recreation as a method
of developing control, is a costly exercise requiring the purchase and ongoing
management of the land.
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The cost must be borne by the Government because the Government must purchase and
maintain the land. The proposal of the Department of Planning and Urban Development is
cost efficient to Government and this is indicated in the document in the following terms -

An alternative not previously considered is the use of Waterways Reserves for the
control of development on floodways. Provided that the strong 'non-acquisition'
policy is maintained, compensation without acquisition can be achieved, leaving the
cost of the continual management of the land to the private landowners.

Furthermore, should the Waterways Reserve be eventually required for Parks and
Recreation purposes, an amendment to the MRS would enable the land to be acquired
for such purposes.

So there is another complication to the substance of an amendment. It is not simply the
characteristics of the land, the previous history of the use of the land or the land use of
adjoining areas; here we have a change in Government policy. The consequence of that
change in Government policy is to save money, but at the same time it imposes considerable
cost on the landowner, The cost is twofold:

The landowner is compelled to maintain the land which is reserved for parks and recreation
purposes; at the same time, the cost imposed on the landowner is that, by this decision of the
State Planning Commission, the previously unencumbered land becomes encumbered land. I
am not a particularly adventurous person when it comes to real estate but my limited
knowledge of it would tell me that unencumbered land has a much more attractive resale
value than encumbered land. Therefore, in this instance the cost is borne twice by the
landowner.
I raised the case of the Ashfield Flats as one instance only of the problem relating to
substantial versus non-substantial amendments to the metropolitan region town planning
scheme. It is only one instance of the infinite variety of problems that town planners have to
confront when they are making reconmendations on amendments to the metropolitan region
town planning scheme. It also represents a problem for those who might be aggrieved by
amendments to those schemnes. Hon Peter Foss, in his address last night, concentrated on the
lack of efficient and quick processes of appeal available to aggrieved citizens. He suggested
a procedure which might expedite and satisfy aggrieved citizens.

The problem exposed in the Helena Valley case - a problem which is not addressed in the
Bill before the House - and the problem which is inherent in the existing Act which gives
discretionary power solely to the State Planning Commission, is that the criteria for
differentiating between substantial and non-substantial amendments are not adequately
indicated in the legislation.

I request that when the Minister and her department address the amendments to the principal
Act they take proper cognisance of the need to establish some parameters to distinguish
between a substantial and a non-substantial amendment. At the same time as they might
address those parameters they must also bear in mind the factor which is contained within the
original Bill; that is, the discretionary power is essential because each of the amendments is
unique. Within the parameters there must be considerable discretionary power. I notice the
Minister screwing up the sides of her mouth.

Hon Kay Hallahan: I agree.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON: I syrnpathise with the Minister because it is a vexing
problem, not only for the Government but also for the citizens of Western Australia who are
trying to find their way through the maze of planning procedures in the metropolitan region.
The Opposition has indicated its general support for the Bill and I join with my colleagues
who have indicated their support for the general principles of the Bill subject to the
acceptance of amendments.

I impress upon the Minister and the Govertnent that there are still gaping holes in the
legislation and I sincerely hope that in the process of amendments, which I understand are in
train, not only will they take heed of the proposals made last evening by Hon Peter Foss, but
also they will bend their minds to find some way of resolving the problem of substantial
versus non-substantial amendments to the metropolitan region town planning scheme.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Fred McKenzie.
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ADJOURNMENT OF THEI HOUSE - ORDINARY
HON KAY HALLAHAN (East Metropolitan - Deputy Leader of the House) [10.55 pm):
I move -

That the House do now adjourn.

Adjournment Debate - Federal Control - State Rights

HON RtG. PIKE (North Metropolitan) [10.56 pm]: The House should not adjourn until I
direct its attention to a statement made by the Prime Minister of Australia. I commence by
congratulating Minister Edwards for his strong anti-centralist stand regarding the
Commonweath Government's threat to withhold $12 million which ought to be paid to this
State. In this instance I understand that the request was that the Western Australian
Government give consideration to or enact a requirement char anybody under 21 years be
able to have one passenger only in a vehicle at times to be specified. I saw the Minister on
television tonight and he quite properly resisted and said that the determination and the
pressure being imposed by the Commronwealth Government on a quid pro quo basis - in this
case literally a quid - was unbearable for a State.

Having said that I will also associate myself with recent efforts made by the Attorney
General: indeed, I have hitherto said in this place that I thou 4ght his resistance to the transfer
of corporate affairs powers, as proposed by the Commonwealth Government and to which it
appears he might eventually succumb, was commendable. What is to be noted by the House
is that Mr Hawke was on record tonight that he would initiate a decade of review of the
powers of the Federal and State Governments and local governiment. He said it was fitting
that as we reach the last decade of the 1900s this should be looked at. He said it should be
considered how best these powers could be reviewed and how the Constitution could be
looked at in order to implement what he considered acceptable changes. He said that we
should look particularly at the processes existing for delivery - I understand that is dealing
with transport - and economic reform. He also referred, which I thought passing strange, to
the 1992 proposal whereby there would be freedom of trade within the countries of Europe.
The bottom line of chat is in section 92 of the Constitution. which states that trade, commerce
and intercourse between the-States within the Commonwealth of Australia shall be unfettered
and absolutely free. I fail to understand that reference.

Having said that, I make the point that Hawke also said that State and Federal rights, even
talk of them, never appealed to him. Mr Hawke went on to say that the challenge is to say,
"Let's look at the distribution of functions and also use this last decade to look at
Government structures." I draw the parallel that in the past four or five weeks in this
Parliament, and again tonight, a Labor Minister was properly criticising the Federal
Govemnment for interfering in the States' undoubted rights because of its saying, "You may
not have money unless you do this," thereby using the money power of the Commonwealth
Government to impose control upon the States.

I repeat that Hon Joe Bermnson's efforts to prevent the transfer of corporate power is all about
the fact that the High Court has found that the States have rights in this matter. Legislation is
needed from the States, notwithstanding the fact that the Commonwealth Government is
proceeding as if the matter is to be a fait accompli. I am making this point because, with the
excception in recent memory of a decision of Sir Roland Wilson, High Court decisions have
bastardised the rights of the States. Those decisions were made mainly by judges appointed
both by Federal Liberal and Federal Labor Govemments.
We have a centralist system imposed upon the States by various interpretat ions of
centralisation under High Court interpretations. We have the Premier in Canberra today,
having gone over there like other Premiers with a begging bowl because of the fiancial
power of the Commonwealth Government again having control imposed upon the States. I
ask honourable members to ask themselves whether a fair go can be expected from a Prime
Minister who feeds out this motherhood/fatherhood proposition regarding his comments to
the Press and whose Ministers - no doubt at his behest and with his complete and absolute
knowledge - are, as they did today, simultaneously imposing controls and conditions upon
the States which are nothing more or less than a bastardisation and a misdirection of the
proper powers of the States being imposed from without by the Commonwealth.

1 ask members to watch this development. It seems to me that unless the actions of the
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present Federal Labor Government are judged on anything except what they are in fact doing
rather than being judged on what they promise to do, then the States as we understand them
will cease to exist. I remind members that Mr Hawke in his Boyer lectures proposed the
elimination of the States and the establishment of massively enhanced regional local
governments. What we are seeing, now that he has become entrenched in power for his third
term, is the typical socialist trick -

Several members interjected.

The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon R.G. PIKE: I thank the members opposite who all came in on cue. If they like it better,
we are seeing the Fabian trick of the famous Roman general, Fabius Cunctator, whereby one
defers, delays, harries and pretends but eventually acquires power, and when one becomes
entrenched with that power and authority one then trots out the centralist and absolutely
socialist-type control. That, members of this House, is what we are seeing here. Members
opposite may laugh, but they axe laughing at their Minister's efforts.

Several members interjected.

The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon R.G. PIKE: The Minister said tonight he would not be browbeaten by the
Commonwealth Government and, in particular, its Minister, Mr Brown, imposing control on
the Government of this State. I ask members to draw the parallel of the difference between
what they say and what they do. Unless members of this House and the people of Western
Australia are mindful of this matter, within the next decade there will be no Parliament in
Western Australia.

Question put and passed.

House adjourned at 11.05 pm
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APPENDIX A

AUTHORISED,
($M)

150.0
210,0
285.0
250.0
180.0

DRAWN CHANGE CHANGE
($M) ($M) (%)

152.7
112.1
211.4
278.6

N/A
N/A

-40.6
+99.3
+67.2

N/A
N/A

-26.6
+88.6
+3 1.8

N/A
N/A

Source: Treasurer's Annual Statements

YEAR

1985/86
1986/87
1987/88
1988/89
1989/90
1990/91
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

HOMES WEST - BROOME
Housing

369. Hon P.H. LOCKYER to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for
Housing:
(1) What is the current waiting list for Homeswest housing in Broome?

(2) How many empty Homeswest residences are there in Broome?

(3) How many Homeswest residences are currently under construction?

(4) When is the estimated completion date?

Hon J.M. BERINSON replied:

The Minister for Housing has provided the following reply -

(1) 273 rental applicants, 63 home ownership applicants. (There are
45 dual listed applicants as at 31 May).

(2) 11 properties are vacant, two of which are newly constructed. All
properties have been allocated.

(3) 75 units.

(4) All units are scheduled to complete in September 1990 apart from the
following -

4 town houses due to complete early July 1990
4 aged persons units due to complete mid July 1990
9 town houses due to complete January 1991

HOSPITALS - FREMANTLE DENTAL HOSPITAL
Adequate Resources

370. Hon P.G. PENDAL to the Minister for Planning representing the Minister for
Health:

I refer to the Fremantle Dental Hospital in Parry Street and ask -

(1) How long do patients generally have to wait for an initial treatment
appointment?

(2) Does the hospital administration regard the clinic's resources as
adequate to cope with patient demands on its services?

(3) If the answer is "No", are any future plans proposed for the expansion
of the clinic's resources?

(4) If so, when are the expanded servjces likely to begin operating?

Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

(1) Emergency care is provided on the same day and the waiting time for
routine care ranges from approximately six months to 15 months.
Since January this year a mobile clinic staffed by two dentists has been
attached to the Fremantle Dental Hospital to help reduce the waiting
lists.

(2)-(4)
The need for additional resources is recognised and planning has been
undertaken to establish how the needs of the area may best be met.
This is currently subject to review and will be addressed as part of the
normal budgetary process.

2777



2778 [COUNCIL]

NATIONAL PARKS - SHANNON RIVER NATIONAL PARK
Tree Felling Mistake

408. Hon P.O. PENDAL to the Minister for Planning representing the Minister for the
Environment:

I refer to reports that 86 trees were felled in the Shannon River National Park
by mistake and ask -

(1) Has a report yet been received by the Minister on this incident?

(2) What action has been taken against the person responsible?

(3) What steps have been taken to ensure such an incident does not recur?

Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:
The Minister for the Environment has provided the following reply -

(1) Yes.

(2) Several people are responsible, and have been severely reprimanded.

(3) Instructions have been given to ensure that operations are entirely
appropriate to land tenure.

For the information of the House I present CALM's briefing notes on this
subject -

CALM BRIEFING PAPER 1/90
TREE FELLING IN THE SHANNON RIVER NATIONAL PARK
There have been a number of comments in the media recently about an
incident in which trees were inadvertently felled in the Shannon River
National Park. This briefing note explains the circumstances leading up to the
incident, and indicates the action taken to prevent reoccurrence.
THE BOUNDARY OF THE SHANNON NATIONAL PARK

The boundaries of most national parks are well-defined, surveyed lines, for
example high water marks, roads or other easily recognisable physical
features. An exception is the Shannon National Park, the boundary of which
is the watershed of the Shannon River. This boundary is not marked on the
ground but only occurs as a contour line on departmenta maps. This contour
line occurs in heavy forest with a tall dense understorey.
When the park management plan was being developed, a proposal to
demarcate the watershed on the ground was put forward. The estimate for this
task amounted to $2 i~lion. It was decided that this money would be better
spent on other developments within the park.
PREPARATION OF FIRE BOUNDARIES IN THE SOUTHERN FOREST
REGION

The tall forests of the Southern Forest Region offer special difficulties for
firefighters. These include hopovers generated from dead wood alight in the
crowns of very tall trees, trees burning down across roads, or burning limbs
falling from dead trees in high winds onto men working below. We have
suffered one fatality in recent years and a number of serious near misses,
including a tree burning down and falling across a gang truck.
In order to minimise these problems a program of stag removal along burn
and fire boundaries was instituted some years ago. In this operation, dead
trees, hollow-butted trees or trees with dead crowns adjoining fire boundaries
are marked by a CALM officer. Subsequently, logging contractors are
employed to fall the trees and harvest any merchantable logs from them.
This operation only occurs in State forest. It does not occur in national parks,
nature reserves or areas scheduled to be convented to reserves or parks in the
regional plans. In these areas, alternative (but less satisfactory) methods are
used, for example raking around tingle trees on the boundary of Walpole-
Nornalup National Park.
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An operation to thin out hazardous trees took place along the edge of
Strachans Road near the northern boundary of the Shannon National Park last
summer.

ACTION TAKEN TO PREVENTr REOCCURRENCE
All staff in the Southern Forest Region have been briefed on this incident.
The need for extreme care in delineating park boundaries has been
emphasised.
The General Manager has interviewed the staff concerned, who are now
doubly aware of the need for tight control of all operations in State forest
adjoining national parks.

Regional managers for the three forest regions have been instructed to
upgrade training programs for staff involved in survey work and to improve
control systems applying to fire boundary preparation.

The need to survey and demarcate the boundary of the Shannon watershed is
being reconsidered.
CONCLUSION
This was an unfortunate and regrettable incident. All CALM staff are proud
of our national parks and under no circumstances would they carry our
unnecessary tree felling within them. At the same time, it is most important
that we minimise the hazards to staff involved in firefighting and other fire
management work in the heavy forest country.

I have asked field managers to confer with all personnel as to how we can best
ruinimnise the risks to firefighters, but still preserve important forest values.
All suggestions will be welcome.

Syd Shea
EXECUflVE DIRECTOR
6 June 1990
PS This incident was reported to me via the Minister's office. When it

was referred to the district office for investigation the imnmediate
reaction was disbelief. The error was only discovered after a detailed
check had been carried out in the field.

Thus I can only conclude that the people who reported the incident to
the Minister were following our operations very carefully.
Subsequently, television crews were led to the scene by these people.

All staff should be aware that all Of OUr operations are under close
scrutiny.

INFLUENZA VACCINE - SUPPLY SHORTAGE

428. Hon P.G. PENDAL to the Minister for Planning representing the Minister for
Health:
(1) Is it correct that flu vaccine supplies are either in short supply or unavailable

at the present time?

(2) If supplies are short of the demand, how should a person, in a "risk" category
go about obtaining a vaccination?

(3) If supplies are completely depleted, at present, when will more vaccine be
available, especially for people in the high risk groups?

(4) If supplies are not to be replenished this winter, what is the reason for this
situation?

Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

(1) Influenza vaccine is in short supply - the last batch for this season is to
be distributed by the Commonwealth Serum Laboratories at the end of
June 1990.
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(2) People who are in a high category should consult their doctor who,
along with pharmacists who hold supplies of the vaccine, are aware of
the need to give priority to those most at risk.

(3) See answer to (1)above.

(4) 1 am advised that there is insufficient time to produce further vaccine
for this season. The season during which influenza occurs in
epidemics is winter; that is, June to August. Production of vaccine
takes at least four months, which includes time required for
preparation, safety and efficacy testing prior to release.
I have written to Mr Brian Howe, the Federal Minister for Community
Services and Health expressing concern that the Commonwealth
Serum Laboratories has not made adequate allowances for the
production of appropriate quantities of vaccine. I have also asked the
Commissioner of Health to convene a meeting between representatives
of the AMA, Pharmaceutical Council and the Commonwealth Serum
Laboratories to develop strategies that will prevent a repeat of the
situation that has arisen this year.

POLICE - HELICOPTER
State Energy Commission Assistance

438. Hon GEORGE CASH to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Fuel
and Energy:

Under which section of which Act did the State Energy Commission provide
financial assistance to the police helicopter service?

Hon J.M. BERINSON replied:
The Minister for Mines has provided the following reply -

The money was provided under SECWA's public affairs budget which is
established under the provisions of the State Energy Commission of Western
Australia Act.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

METROPOLITAN SECURITY UNIT - VIDEOTAPES
Whitting/tam. Mr - Tape Refusal

315. Hon GEORGE CASH to the Minister for Corrective Services:
I have given notice of this question. I refer to the recent application by
counsel acting for Mr John Asciak to gain access to a departmental videotape
and ask -

(1) Why was Mr Whittingham's application for a copy of the tape
refused?

(2) Was the tape returned to general stock prior to the completion of the
Minister's inquiries?

(3) In what circumstances does the metropolitan security unit videotape its
operations?

(4) How many videotapes per week does the metropolitan security unit
use?

(5) What procedures have been put into place to ensure that videotapes
made by the metropolitan security unit are retained?

HonJ.M. BERINSON replied:
I thank the member for some advance notice of this question.

I am advised by the Department as follows.

(1) Arrangements were made for Mr Whittinghamn to view the tape with
his client outside court hours. These arrangements were agreed to by
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Mr Whittinghaxn and he consequently withdrew hits application for a
copy of the videotape.

(2) No.

(3) Where possible, the metropolitan security unit videotapes every
activity where violence is considered likely, or any high security
operation. The metropolitan security unit also videotapes all training
undertaken and all security testing operations for use as a training aid.

(4) The metropolitan security unit would use on average at least
10 videotapes per week.

(5) The metropolitan security unit has been instructed that videotapes are
to be retained for six months after they have been made.

LAND - CROWN LAND VICTORIA LOCATION 10001
Exchange Proposal

316. Hon MARGARET McALEER to the Minister for Lands:
In respect of the decision to exchange land between the Crown and a private
landholder involving freehold Victoria location No 10001 and vacant Crown
land south of Victoria location No 10796 -

(1) What are the reasons for the proposed exchange?

(2) Why has the Department of Land Administration chosen this
particular block of Crown land for exchange when it has for many
years steadfastly refused to throw it open for selection, in spite of keen
local interest, on the ground that it was not suitable for agriculture?

(3) As the Department of Land Administration has now presumably
reversed its opinion about the suitability of this vacant Crown land for
agricultuiral use, why has it not been made available for public
application?

(4) Is there any contiguous vacant Crown land or other vacant Crown land
in the neighbourhood which is now considered suitable for agricultural
purposes, and will it be made available for private ownership?

(5) Is the Minister aware that the Three Springs Shire Council is strongly
opposed to this land exchange and believes that other interested panics
should be able to compete for this vacant Crown land?

(6) In view of the council's strong objection to the proposed exchange, its
inquires as to the reasons for the proposal, and the objections to the
requirement that a road be closed to facilitate the exchange, why was a
reply not given to the shire council's letter of 20 December 1989 until
I May 1990, when it was presented as a fait accompli and no reasoned
explanation provided?

(7) Will the Minister consider reversing her decision?

Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:

I thank the member for giving adequate notice so that this information could
be collated.

(1) Inclusion of Victoria location No 10001 into reserve No 24.496, which
has the purpose of protection of flora, and is commonly known as the
"Beekeepers Reserve" - and I understand it is one of the most
significant areas for the cultivation of bees and the collection of honey
in the whole of Austrlia - is in the interests of conservation and will
be to the benefit of the State.

(2) The Department of Land Administration did not select the vacant
Crown land. The land was identified by the owners of Victoria
location No 10001 and found acceptable for exchange by the
Department of Mines of WA, the Department of Conservation and
Land Management, the State Energy Commission of Western
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Australia, the Department of Agriculture and the working group on
land releases, which includes representation from the Environmental
Protection Authority.

(3) The Department of Land Administration has not changed any opinion.
The matter is a land exchange issue, as distinct from an agricultural
land release. The suitability of the vacant Crown land for exchange
purposes was determined by the appropriate authorities.

(4) Only the area of vacant Crown land identified for exchange has been
considered by the authorities named above.

(5) Yes.

(6) 1 am advised that at the time the shire's correspondence was received,
its objection was noted. However, a written response from the
Department of Land Administration was overlooked owing to the
number of various actions on file at the time relating to the land
exchange.

(7) No. I have here a map of the area, which indicates why there is a keen
interest in including the subject lot in the reserve area. I will be happy
to make that available to the member if she would like to see it.

ROAD SAFETY TEN POINT PLAN - PROBATIONARY DRIVERS
Federal Funding Threat

317. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Police:

I refer to the Federal Government's threat to withdraw $12.3 million in road
funding unless the Western Australian Government agrees to ban young
drivers from carrying more than one passenger, and commend the Minister for
his remarks on this question so far. Does the Western Australian Government
intend to cave in to the Federal Government's blackmail by yielding to this
unfair attack on the rights of young people?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

The State Government did not cave in to the Federal Government in agreeing
to the change from 0.08 to 0.05 in the legal blood alcohol limit. I make that
clear because the policy I adopted when I first became the Minister for Police
was exactly the same as the position that a number of members opposite have
adopted; that is, before I would move to support the 0.05 legal blood alcohol
limit I would want to be convinced by any evidence available that there were
good reasons for my doing so.

Hon P.O. Pendal: $12 million worth of evidence!
Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS: That was a very important consideration. I have

recognised that, and we have commented publicly on thax. It is an important
consideration also that we, as a State Government, should tr to obtain the
additional $12 milion in funding for the important area of road safety. Good
reasons were put to Cabinet to suggest that we should move from 0.08 to 0.05,
and in view of the statements that were made by members, and in view of the
public statements that were made, I congratulate my colleagues in Cabinet for
having had the guts to mate that decision, knowing that from the moment
they did that they would be publicly criticised in and out of Parliament.

I return now to the latest position which has been put to us by the Federal
Government. I believe we should not accept the latest conditions, and I hope
that if the Federal Government will not alter its stance we will not move to
change our position in order to take ad-vantage of the supply of that money.
This Government has done what was required of it under the Federal
Government's 10 point plan. We have accepted those parts which were not
negotiable and we have indicated that we are prepared to negotiate on the
others. It is simply not acceptable for the Federal Government, without any
evidence whatsoever to support its position, to now say that unless we accept
its ultimatum within four days we will not be given the money. In my view,
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and I am sure in the view of my Cabinet colleagues, we will not be moved to
accept this latest bloody-minded attitude on the part of the Federal
Government.

ROAD SAFETY TEN POINT PLAN - 0.05 LEGISLATION DEFEAT
Federal $12.S million Funding

318. Hon P.H. LOCKYER to the Minister for Police:

Is it a fact that the Federal Minister for Transport has informed the Minister
and his Cabinet colleagues that if they present a Bill to the Legislative
Council involving the 0.05 alcohol limit and the Minister does his best to have
it passed, if it is defeated the State will receive the $t2 million anyway?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

He has certainly no! put that to me. I am disappointed with the manner in
which that question was asked. While the $12.5 million was an important
consideration, and I am strongly of the view that we should have access to
that money and it should be used in the area of road safety, that was not the
only consideration. The member sells members of the Cabinet short if he
thinks that was the only reason we are prepared to move in the face of a lot of
public criticism.

ROAD SAFETY TEN POINT PLAN - 0.05 LEGISLATION DEFEAT
Federal $12.S million Funding

319. Hon P.H. LOCKYER to the Minister for Police:

Will the Minister say yes or no? If the 0.05 Bill is defeated, will the Federal
Government provide him with the $12.5 million, or is it gone forever?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

That is a hypothetical question, given the fact that the Federal Government
has said to us that unless we accept the 10 points of the 10 point plan we will
not receive anything. The scenario painted by the honourable member was
not put to me, The only conversation I had with the Federal Minister was the
three way conversation I had with him this morning.

Several members interjected.

The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS: As I understand it, we had to be prepared to accept

those 10 points, and we have done that. We were prepared to negotiate on
some of them; we have agreed with some, and we have had difficulty with
some. In my view we have fulfilled our side of the requirement. If the
Federal Government wants to change the ground rules it can, but it will be on
its own head.

LAND - FOREIGN OWNERSHIP REGISTER

320. Hon J.N. CALDWELL to the Minister for Lands:

(1) Seeing there is no fonmal register of foreign ownership of land in Western
Australia, as quoted in this morning's newspaper, will the Government
inmmediately establish a register of this land?

(2) If so, when will it be available?

Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:

(0)-2)
The Premier has called for a report on the question of foreign ownership of
land in Western Australia. That will be a report on the operation of the
Queensland register. Until we have that report arnd can assess it we will not
move to establish a register. Officers have been discussing the subject with
officers from Queensland during the last two weeks. They have indicated the
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Queensland system is working satisfactorily, and my expectation is that when
we see that report it will show that the way it is operating in Queensland will
provide the required iniforinauion. In that case we will move to set up a similar
register here.

CHAMB ER OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY - CARNARVON
PUBLIC MEETIG

Attorney Generalt's Attendance

321. Hon P.H. LOCKYER to the Attorney General:

(1) Has the Attorney General received an invitation from the Chamber of
Commerce and Industry and associated groups in Carnarvon to attend a public
meeting in the near future in Carnarvon?

(2) If the Attorney is unable to attend himself, can he indicate any Ministers who
will be taking his place?

Hon J.M. BERINSON replied:

1 have received an invitation and some follow up. I thought the answer would
have gone out already, but it appears it has not. Unfortunately, given my
current commitments. I cannot see the possibility of my accepting an early
invitation to the meeting referred to. On the other hand I have the agreement
of the Minister for Justice and the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs to attend
such a meeting within a fairly short time.. and they would be agreeable to any
date mutually convenient for their purposes as well as the local organisers.

LAND - HELENA VALLEY
Housing Development - Bushmead Inclusion

322. Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON to the Minister for Planning:

I thank the Minister for, the copy of the draft urban expansion policy
statement; I find it a very interesting document. I notice an area designated as
Helena Valley is contained in the category Al short term development areas
which will be the principal sources of land for new housing for the next five to
10 years. Does that area designated as Helena Valley include an area known
as Bushxnead and now under the jurisdiction of the Department of Defence?

Hon KAY HALLAH-AN replied:

I do not know the intricacies of these very complex maps well enough to say
with great certainty that Bushrnead is included, but I shall obtain the
information for the honourable member.

LAND - HELENA VALLEY
Housing Development - Government Policy Change

323. Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON to the Minister for Lands:

Does the decision to develop Helena Valley for urban housing represent a
change in Government policy?

Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:

The draft report to which the honourable member refers has resulted in quite a
deal of work in identifying areas deemed to be suitable for housing needs as
against areas identified for urban development should certain problems be
overcome. Another category deals with that. There are no technical problems
with the development of that area. I know there is concern by some residents
from adjoining areas against the development for urban isation of that area, but
I do not know that that constitutes any change of opinion. That document is
going out to the community, there will be responses to it, and then the final
document will be prepared.
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MI1NERAL SANDS - BEEWUIP
Transport Option

324. H on MURRAY MONTGOMERY to the Minister for Resources:

(1) 1 refer to the transport of mineral sands from the Beenup area and other areas,
and the decision to use road rather than rail. Could the Minister table the
document drawn up by Westrail indicating why it could not transport that
mineral sand from the deposits to Bunbury by rail?

(2) As his department represents the mining companies on the steering
commuittee, can the Minister indicate the stage negotiations have reached
regarding working out the route to be taken by road transport?

Hon J.M. BERINSON replied:

(1)-(2)
1 am unable to table the Westrail document. The advice I have on that issue
was conveyed by the Minister for Transport, who had a coordinating role for
the comparative studies of rail, road, and combined rail and road options. If
the member would care to pursue the matter further by placing a question on
notice, the Minister for Transport will be in a position to respond. I believe
that the road plan for the two mineral sands developments is substantially
settled with the exception of that area which is anticipated to constitute the
bypass road and will come later in the process than the current plans are
dealing with.

LAND ADMINISTRATION DEPARTMENT - RESERVES, RURAL AREAS
Farm Lease - Local Government Consultations

325. Hon BARRY HOUSE to the Minister for Lands:

When a reserve which is controlled by the Department of Land
Administration in rural areas is leased to an adjacent land-holder to fence and
graze stock, is it normal practice to consult the local government authority to
seek its input?

Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:

I would have to ask the depantment what is its practice in that regard. If the
member puts the question on notice, together with any further information he
requires, I will be happy to obtain that information for him.

CORPORATE AFFAIRS DEPARTMENT - STRfXE

326. Hon MAX EVANS to the Attorney General:
I thank the Attorney for the answer to a question I raised recently regarding
the industrial problem at the Corporate Mffairs Department, Could he now
advise about the staff situation regarding a strike, and the effects in the long
term on the department, particularly considering that the financial year is
almost at an end?

Hon J.M. BERINSON replied:

I am hopeful that the stop-work meeting that has been referred to in public
reports will not go beyond that. I have had no fther report on that issue this
afternoon but members might find that understandable given our mutual
interest in other matters under discussion.
I believe any disruption to the work of the Corporate Affairs Department
would be unfortunate not only because of the time of year but also because
essentially the concerns of the staff are not directed at any position taken by
the State Government. As indicated yesterday, we have given assurances weUl
in advance that all present employees of the Corporate Affairs Department
could look forward to continued certainty of employment in the State Public
Service if positions were not available for them in any replacement
Comunonwealth office. By that, and other means, including strenuous
representations to the Commonwealth, we are doing our best for what we have
always recognised as a very important element of any package to be
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negotiated. I expect to know later tonight or tomorrow what is the view of the
staff, but I am hopeful chat they will accept that everything possible is being
done and, especially with negotiations due in Alice Springs tomorrow and
Friday, that they will be prepared to wait on the outcome.

COMMUNIT CORRECTIONS CENTRES ACT - IMPLEMENTATION

327. Hon DOUG WENN to the Minister for Corrective Services:

Would the Minister advise the House of the progress of implementation of the
Community Corrections Centres Act?

Hon J.M. BERINSON replied:

I thank the honourable member for some small notice of the question. I do
not think it would be out of place to thank the Leader of the Opposition for
notice of the question as well because it was an issue which arose a week or
so ago when we were discussing the Justices Act. The Leader of the
Opposition then asked about the progress of the community corrections
centres system. I was happy to find, as I sough: detailed responses to Hon
Doug Wenn's question, that my rule of thumb calculations, which I think
were based on something like 90 per cent success, were fairly accurate.

In answer to H-on Doug Wenn's question, I now provide figures as at May.
The Community Corrections Centres Act is now fully operational throughout
the State. There are six community corrections centres in the metropolitan
area. In addition, commuunity corrections centres are located at -

Albany Kwinana
Broome Northam
Bunbury Port Hedland
Geraldton Rockingham
Kalgoorlie Roebourne
Kununurra

As at May 1990, 163 community based work release orders have been
implemented with 54 still current; 103, or 94 per cent, of these orders have
been successful. A total 1 613 work and development orders have been
implemented with 429 still in progress; 946, or 80 per cent, of these have been
successful.

McCIJSKER INQUIRY - ROThWELLS LTD COLLAPSE
Main Issue

328. Hon MAX EVANS to the Attorney General:

My research into the McCusker inquiry shows that the inquiry was directed to
investigating all matters relating to the affairs of Rothwells between January
1985 and November 1988; the inquiry was essentially directed to determining
the cause or causes of the collapse of Rothwells. Is that how the Attorney
sees the main issue of the inquiry?

Hon J.M. BERINSON replied:

A recent article in the Sunday Times led to some correspondence from the
Commissioner for Corporate Affairs. I am not sure whether the
correspondence was published.

Hon Max Evans: I have not seen it.

Hon i.M. BERINSON: In any event, it may be of some help. I will quote from part
of the letter which is relevant -

The report stated (purporting to quote Mr Connell):

"The McCnsker inquiry does not aim to find out why
Rothwells collapsed'.

The response to that was -

The published terms of reference... state that the investigation is into
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"a matters concerning the affairs of Rothwells ... with particula
reference to those matters associated with or contributing to the failur
of Rothwells"!

The report further stated -

"'he ... inquiry (only aims) to obtain evidence to support charges
against a few scapegoats, primarily me (Connell)".

The response was -

Again, the wide terms of reference (which specify no particular
individual) show that this is not the case.

A further quote, which comes closer to Hon Max Evans' question reads -

"(McCusker) is only investigating a narrow range of issues - he is not
investigating the full Rothwells story'.

Hon Max Evans: Whose quote is that?

Hon J.M. BERINSON: As I understand it, this is quote of Connell in the Sunday
Times.

The PRESIDENT: Order! Let us get this question and answer business back into
gear. It is not a conversation time.

Hon 3.M. BERINSON: This correspondence may have been published in the Sunday
Times, but I did not have a chance to check that. The quote is by Connell; the
response is by O'Connor, the Commissioner for Corporate Affairs. The
response reads -

Again, the publicised terms of reference of the investigation speak for
themselves: 'all matters concerning the affairs of Rothwells during
the period commencing I January 1985 and ending 31 December
1988" can hardly be described as a 'narrow range".

The Commissioner for Corporate Affairs informs me that his letter was
written following discussion with Mr McCusker.

QUESTIONS - UNANSWERED
No 246

329. Hon PETER FOSS to the Minister for Planning:
On 29 May 1990 1 gave notice of question 246, which question remains
outstanding. Can I have some indication of when that question will be
answered?

Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:
I apologise to the honourable member for the oversight. This afternoon I
asked staff to tell me which of the postponed questions I am responsible for. I
was surprised to discover I was responsible for a few of them. Answers will
be provided to the questions by tomorrow or next Tuesday. Again, I
apologise for the delay.

SITINGS OF THE HOUSE - JULY 9 WEEK

330. Hon P.H. LOCKYER to the Leader of the House:

Will we be sitting the week after next? The original dates that we were given
by the Leader of the House in the other place indicated that the Parliament
would rise next week and be in recess until 21 August.

Hon J.M. BERINSON replied:
I am not in a position to give any fim indication because much will depend
on the legislation which the Legislative Assembly decides to complete in that
tune. I will be in a position to be more helpful either tomorrow or on Tuesday
at the latest.
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QUESTI1ONS - UNANSWERED
331. Hon GEORGE CASH to the Leader of the House:

He will note that there are 64 outstanding questions on the list of postponed
questions and that only five questions were answered today. I note that 22
additional questions were placed on notice today. Will the Leader of the
House make a statement indicating whether those questions are likely to be
answered, as many of them have been outstanding since early June?

Hon J.M. BERINSON replied:

I will do my best to respond to that question tomorrow. After I saw all the
questions which Hon Kay Hallahan circled as her responsibility this
afternoon, I made up my mind to have a similar set of circles organised
tomorrow. Between identifying the circles and finding the relevant questions
and the officers dealing with them I may not be in a position to respond by
tomorrow. In relation to Hon Kay Hallahan's suggestion, I will get on to this
issue with a view to expediting outstanding questions. Again, if I am unable
to give timetables tomorrow, I hope to be in a better position to do so next
week.


