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Wednesday, 14 June 1995

THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko) took the Chair at 11.00 am, and read prayers.

PETITION - PATIENTS' ASSISTED TRAVEL SCHEME
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [11.01 am]: I present
the following petition -

TO: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned citizens of Western Australia wish to register our strongest
possible protest against the Health Minister Mr Graeme Kierath's decision to
reduce the benefits paid under the Patients Assisted Travel Scheme.
We believe the changes will result in -

Reduced levels of health services for country residents
Country residents incurring higher costs to access specialist services
A higher level of disadvantage to Health card holders and low income
groups

We therefore urge Parliament to request the State Government to reverse this
decision.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 507 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 75.]

PETITION - NUCLEAR REACTOR; RADIOACTIVE WASTE
DR EDWARDS (Maylands) [11.03 am]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned, say
NO to any nuclear reactor, large or small, and
NO to more radioactive waste from any source including other states or overseas.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 3 396 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 76.]

PETITION - POLICE, SOUTH PERTH, ADDITIONAL
MR PENDAL (South Perth) [ 11.04 am): I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
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We, the undersigned citizens from the Electoral District of South Perth request
the State Government to combat rising crime in the area, to increase police patrols
to ensure greater visibility of that police presence, and to ensure that punishment
imposed by the judiciary adequately reflects the seriousness of the crime.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 25 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 77.]

PETITION - FIREARMS LEGISLATION
MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [11.06 am]: I present the following petition -

To: Ile Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned people of Western Australia request that legislation be
enacted which -

requires that firearms and other weapons be surrendered or confiscated by
police when informed that the owner is violent, has a restraining order in
force or has breached a restraining order,
requires that firearms licences will never be issued to anyone convicted of
an assault charge.

The petitioners urge the Government and the Opposition to work towards gun free
homes in the metropolitan area.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will 'give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 140 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 78.]

PETITION.- FUEL LEVY
MR McGIN1TY (Fremantle - Leader of the Opposition) [11.07 am]: I present the
following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned people of Western Australia wish to express our objection to
the Court Government's decision to increase the State Government Fuel Levy by
four cents per litre from February 1, 1995.
This tax will place further burdens on families in this state. This tax is
unnecessary and unfair considering -

recent increases in water charges, drivers licence charges and bus and train
fares,
the Premier's statement in the 1994 Budget that he would not introduce
any new taxes or increase taxes and,
the fact that the State Governmenit has refused to spend $141.4 million,
earmarked by the Grants Commission to fix our roads, over two years.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.
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The petition bears 183 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 79.1

PETITION - LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT, RATES FOR RELIGIOUS
SPROPERTIES

MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [11.09 am]: I present the
following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned, urge the State Government to amend the Local Government
Act so that the following properties are fully rated:

1) Places of worship and residences of their ministers.
2) Buildings occupied as dwellings by religious orders.
3) Land held for any such purposes.

Properties used partly for charitable purposes should be fully rated and eligibility
for Government grants according to the individual worth and need of the charities
concerned.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 840 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 80.1

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE - THURSDAY, 15 JUNE, 12.30 PM
THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko): To facilitate arrangements for the presentation of the
State Budget tomorrow I will take questions without notice at 12.30 pm.*

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT.- MINISTER FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Perth City of, and New Towns, Consultants' Report on Carr-Fardon Report

MR OMODEI (Warren - Minister for Local Government) [ 11. 10 am]: I wish to make
a brief ministerial statement outlining the findings of the independent consultants
appointed by the Government to assess the work undertaken by the Commissioners of the
City of Perth and the towns of Cambridge, Vincent and Victoria Park. Prior to the
council elections on 6 May, I commissioned Ross Bowe, a former Western. Australian
Under Treasurer, and Rob Barfus, a former executive director of the Municipal
Association of Victoria, to examine the progress of the restructure and prospects for the
new towns.
I am delighted to report that the consultants have commended the commission on the way
it has met its responsibilities in restructuring the City of Perth. The report notes that both
the methodology used and activities undertaken by the commission were "entirely
appropriate". It also describes the extremely favourable financial conditions on which
the infrastructure for the new towns has been provided as sufficient to enable rates to be
held down. The consultants have supported an ongoing role for the Commissioners
between 6 May and 31 October, when their terms of office expire. The Government has
already formalised arrangements to apply after 6 May and I have written to the Lord
Mayor and the three town mayors outlining the commission's role as adviser to the
councils as well as to myself as Minister for Local Government.
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Ile consultants have assessed the Carr-Fardon report which, while not adopted in its
entirety by the Government, provided the basis for the re 'structure of the cumbersome,
bureaucratic and inefficient former Perth City Council. Bowe and Barfus have noted that
employment levels needed for the new towns have been less than assessed by
Carr-Fardon. To implement this, 338 Perth City Council employees have elected to take
up a generous voluntary redundancy proposal. The other half of the restructure proposal
- the creation of a viable CBD council - is now a fact of life. There are many important
decisions still to be taken to implement the State Government's vision for the City of
Perth. However, through bodies such as the Premier's capital city committee, the
Government will pursue the vision.
It is also timely and entirely appropriate to put on record the State Government's
appreciation of the work of the commission done by Mr Craig Lawrence, chairman of the
commissioners, Mr Kevin Karison, deputy chairman, Mr Tony Ednie-Brown, Ms
Michele Dolin and Mr Humphrey Park. The consultants' report has been publicly
released today and I seek leave to table the report.
[See paper No. 318.]

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTERVENTION IN CHIOLDBIRTH
L eave Granted to Sit when House is Sitting

On motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of the House), resolved -
That this House grants leave for the Select Committee on Intervention in
Childbirth to sit when the House is sitting on 14 June.

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND EXPENDITURE REVIEW COMMITTEE
Leave Granted to Sit when House is Sitting

On motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of the House), resolved -

That leave be granted for the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee to sit when the House is sitting on 15 June.

BILLS (5) - INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING
1. North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Amendment Bill

Bill introduced, on motion by M C.J. Barnett (Minister for Resources
Development), and read a first time.

2. Appropriation (Consolidated Fund) Bill (No 1)
3. Appropriation (Consolidated Fund) Bill (No 2)
4. Stamp Amendment (Marketable Securities Duty) Bill

Bills introduced, on motions by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of the House), and read
a first time.

5. Misuse of Drugs Amendment Bill
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Wiese (Minister for Police), and read a first
time.

ABORIGINAL HERITAGE AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Resumed from 13 June.
MR BRIDGE (Kimberley) [11.15 am]: I hope that the Minister will give some
consideration to delaying the pa 'ssage of this Bill. In saying that I want to make it clear
that the Minister has been very cooperative in making his time and that of his officers
available for us to gain a thorough understanding of the Bill. I have no argument
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whatsoever with the preparedness of the Government to offer us advice and guidance; in
fact, I am prepared to be quite complimentary about it. However, beyond that, in my
discussions with the Minister a week or so ago, I pointed out that I had major problems
with the spirit of the intent of this legislation rather than the mechanics of it. The
mechanics of this legislation, which is designed to streamline the process
administratively, has some value. To that end, it would not be proper or right for us to
condemn it. However, there are clearly a couple of deficiencies in the way in which this
process has evolved.
There seems not to have been sufficient consultation. Because of the perception that
exists in the minds of the Aboriginal people, the legislation has within it some danger
signs that could conceivably trouble them if it were passed and brought into law. The
consultation process is very crucial. As I said to the Minister when he gave us the
briefing, it is extremely important that that consultation be undertaken. Because of that I
find it somewhat surprising that we are required to debate the legislation today because
the Government intends to get it through the House. There are clauses within the
legislation, particularly clause 19, that ring considerable alarm bells for many Aboriginal
people. According to their best interpretation of it, absolutely nothing in this clause
offers any benefit whatsoever to Aboriginal people. Rather, it widens the scope of the
interested groups to facilitate early ministerial consent to certain activities being
undertaken or embarked upon.
I have difficulty with the spirit of the legislation rather than the mechanics of it. The
Minister has an undeniable responsibility to protect the integrity, rights and privileges of
indigenous people. The Minister for Aboriginal Affairs should consider that
responsibility as an absolute priority. In that context, this Bill is premature. It has been
brought on hastily. Therefore, I ask the Minister to consider a deferral of this legislation.
Such a deferral will not cause the Minister any major administrative problems because
currently a major review of the Aboriginal Heritage Act is under way. If I remember
correctly, the Minister said that the outcome of the review is imminent. Give or take a
few months, with a matter of considerable change, one can assume that the outcome of
the review will be known quite soon. Whether the legislation will work or not, concerns
have been expressed about the reason that the current legislation has been structured in
this way. There was the involvement of the museum and others, and for various reasons
it was thought that the legislation was eminently important at the time. It may be argued
that dilution of the legislation would result in a streamlined or a more efficient approach
in the operations of the Department of Aboriginal Affairs. The department works for the
Minister and it will offer him ways to free up some structures that may be considered to
be clumsy. That could be one argument but, on the other hand, if there is some watering
down or removal of the security factors for Aboriginal people, it will not be good
legislation because it will weaken the otherwise important fr-amework which other
Governments have put in place for properly considered reasons. Although we may argue
about the administrative aspects of the legislation, there is the question of the
unprincipled and hasty approach to it. Concern will be expressed powerfully that neither
the Minister, I nor anyone else has been sufficiently consulted. That is a tragedy.
If a major review of Aboriginal heritage legislation were not being undertaken, the
Minister could say that however much he sympathises with us the matter cannot proceed
because the mechanics to deal with the situation are not available. In that case, I would
not be inclined to ask for a deferral of this Bill. However, the review procedure has been
established and it will cost a considerable amount of money. In the end, a
recommendation will be made to the Minister, so perhaps the Minister will agree with me
and say that he thinks my point is right; perhaps he will sit quietly for a little longer.
Even though it may be less than satisfactory for the internal operations of government, it
will at least be a way to appease the concerns of people who believe they should make
some input.
In my view, the principle associated with the hasty introduction of this legislation,
considering its nature, is unacceptable even though we would not disagree with the
administrative functions the Government seeks to put in place. These provisions are not
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a major departure from the sorts of provisions we contemplated when in government.
We have no concerns about the mechanical aspects of this legislation. It is the way in
which this legislation has been brought to this House that causes problems for us. I
pointed out my concerns to the Minister the other day. He took note of my comments
and tried to ease my concerns on that occasion. However, I remain concerned about the
state of play of this legislation. Even though the Minister discussed the matter with me
and my colleagues, and departmental officers provided information to extend our
knowledge regarding the intent of the Bill, that has not diminished my concerns about the
legislation.
As a lawyer, the Minister will quickly understand one of the tragedies of our historical
past in dealing with Aboriginal interests legislatively. In our attempts to legislate
supposedly on behalf of Aboriginal people, many amendments invariably have resulted
in a dilution of the integrity of the legislation and the foundation of security which was
intended to be achieved legislatively. We have not strengthened that foundation. We
have watered it down because we have acknowledged the importance of other factors
such as the interests of other people and organisations, smoother administration, the
whole question of accountability, and so on.
Today those rights, that foundation of security, must be permanently embedded in
legislation - be they land rights or areas of significance with traditional and/or spiritual
meaning. That security should not be eroded by a sleight of hand approach in our
deliberations in this Parliament. Unwittingly at times we think we are doing the right
thing by making adjustments to legislation which was put in place previously; but as we
reflect upon those changes after the event - and it is a bit late by then because the
legislation has been passed - we invariably find the security factors which have been
written into law have been weakened. That is the problem we have here. I cannot come
to grips with this situation happily, even though the administrative changes may be
justified by the Minister and the Government.
While I am speaking, I ask the Minister to ponder the view I am putting forward. He
seems to be very interested in my suggestion to communicate frequently with the
Aboriginal people in this State. That is a very significant thing to do. Although he tries
to promote an up-front approach, I ask him not to undermine the powerful relationship
that this legislation might involve. It must be complemented by the security of the
Minister's up-front obligation to Aboriginal people in this State. People read us very
quickly. We would be kidding ourselves if, as politicians, we thought we were smart and
people did not read us correctly. Those are words of wisdom. I will not call the Minister
a Johnny-come-lately -

Mr Prince: You just did.
Mr BRIDGE: -because I would not get any response from him if I did. However, I ask
the Minister to be mature enough to give strong consideration to what I am proposing. If
the Minister could say to Aboriginal people that the consultation process has been
available to them, has occurred and at the end of that process the legislation must be
carried through the Parliament, I would have no difficulty in saying that I would support
the legislation fully, without reservation. However, at this timhe I am not prepared to say
that because I cannot conclude that there are no danger signs arising from what is
enshrined in the legislation, the foundation stone upon which future activities will be laid.
I want this legislation to be delayed if possible. We can work through it in a very
sensible way and appease those who are concerned about it, and meet our requirements
as legislators. This legislation does not provide us with an effective base from which to
work. Today I am expressing a different point of view from that of the Minister, which
need not be the case in the future. I ask the Minister to consider allowing such a plan to
occur. I am not sure when that could be done. Perhaps it could be done during the
Committee stage. If the Minister were to do that, it would be a significant demonstration
of his legitimate interest in the needs and worries of the Aboriginal people. I would be
very happy to work closely with him to find a way of overcoming those fears and
concerns. I await the response of the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs.
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MR DXL. SMrrH (Mitchell) [11.34 am]: Any legislation this Government introduces
about Aboriginal matters is of concern to me. To date the Government has demonstrated
that it is racist when it comes to Aborigines. I do not want to add to the history of this
Parliament in passing what I consider to be racist legislation. I am concerned that this
legislation should come before us without any clear explanation of the consultation that
has occurred with Aboriginal people and the community groups who might be affected,
nor any indication of the attitude of the current trustees responsible for this legislation
about the changes that are being made.
Changes to the protection of any heritage in Western Australia should be made only
where there is clear evidence that there has been wide consultation, considerable research
about the need for change, and some assessment by independent experts of the benefits
and disadvantages to be gained by those changes. That applies to white heritage,
Aboriginal heritage, Catholic heritage and in my view almost any kind of change that we
want to make to anything that is to do with the natural or in-built environment and the
history of all of the people who have occupied this State.
In the second reading speech I do not see any indication by the Minister of the
consultation, research or an independent assessment of the advantages and disadvantages
that I think is required. Quite the contrary, we are told that a person, Dr Senior, is
conducting a comprehensive review of the legislation. For the life of me I do not
understand why, if Dr Senior has the ability to review the current legislation
comprehensively, we are introducing what are called interim amendments. In effect,
these interim amendments go to the heart of what this review should be about. These are
not simple, incidental amendments, which one might find being called for before the final
review takes place; they are very substantial amendments which go to the heart of what
the legislation is about. It effectively shifts responsibility for the administration of the
Aboriginal Heritage Act from the trustees of the Western Australian Museum to the
Minister. Responsibility is being transferred from independent experts at the museum to
a Minister in this Government.
As I have said, I do not trust this Government in relation to Aboriginal affairs. Much of
what it has done in relation to Aboriginal title is, and was, racist, and has been found to
be so by the High Court of Australia. I am not willing to acknowledge that in any
circumstances there should be a transfer of the powers that the trustees used to have
under this legislation from the independent experts at the museum, the trustees, to the
Minister.
That amendment to the legislation is of enormous substance. It transfers the power and
responsibility to protect places of Aboriginal heritage fromn the independent trustees at the
museum to a political Minister in a political Government. We then have only to look at
the rest of the amendments which are being introduced to understand that this is not
about protecting Aboriginal heritage but about expediting processes for those who wish
to disturb Aboriginal heritage.
One of the amendments, for instance, deals with the fact that the opportunity to initiate an
inquiry is expanded from the holder of the land to the holder of any interest in the land.
Under these amendments the holder of any interest in the land extends to the holder of
any "mining tenement" or "mining privilege", whatever those words mean, in relation to
the land and any right or privilege under the Petroleum Act in relation to the land. Those
two are clearly identified as persons who in future will be regarded as being the holders
of any interest in land. However, not being satisfied with that alone it extends to
proposed section 18(l)(c) relating to all those persons holding -

(i) a legal or equitable estate or interest in the land,
(ii) a right to occupy, use or traverse the land or any other right over or in

connection with the land, and
(iii) an easement, charge, power, licence or permit over or in connection with

the land.
It refers to not just what would be normally regarded as an interest in land, but the right
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of any person to traverse land. The Minister well knows that the public at large has
substantial rights to traverse public land, particularly Crown land, on occasions. Yet this
Bill will provide that very wide definition to allow people to initiate applications for
consideration under the Aboriginal Heritage Act. Clearly this is about facilitating the
exercise of the rights conferred by mining tenements or mining privileges under either
the Mining Act or the Petroleum Act.
That is only one small section in an interim amendment that, as far as I can see, extends
to approximately 68 clauses effecting, on a rough count, more than 120 interim
amendments to the legislation. As I said, simply not enough information is given in the
second reading speech, or in the. briefing note which was given to me about this
legislation, to justify such a substantial change to the situation before any comprehensive
review by Dr Senior, or any substantial consultation is carried out with any of the
Aboriginal representative groups or communities in Western Australia. Those processes
should determine whether the effect and implications of both the commonwealth native
title legislation and the supplementary legislation moved in this Parliament more recently
have been clearly understood, whether it makes the protection of Aboriginal heritage
different from what it was previously, and whether the Aboriginal Heritage Act should be
amended to include some reference to native title. In that case we must consider what
implications that might have on Aboriginal heritage protection in general.
As I said, we are talking about both the culture and the spiritual places which are of
enormous importance to Aboriginal people. We should not allow any of the current
protection processes to change without the Parliament being convinced of the need for
the change and without the changes enhancing the protection of the places of cultural and
spiritual importance to Aboriginal communities in Western Australia. One of the
justifications that the Minister seems to give is that, as a result of restructuring, the
experts responsible for some of the advice under the legislation have been transferred
from the Museum of Western Australia to the Aboriginal Affairs Department. Rather
than being a justification for this legislation, it is a very firm indication that this Minister
and this Government are willing to pre-empt Parliament by allowing that to happen when
the legislation is in its present form. Effectively they have done something which is not
appropriate under the legislation; that is, to transfer the experts responsible from the
museum to Aboriginal Affairs. Then they have come before Parliament and said that one
of the reasons for this legislation is that they have taken certain action. I find it very
disturbing as a parliamentarian that a Minister should say that he has done something
which makes what is provided for in legislation inappropriate and, as a result of what he
has done, the legislation should change. That seems to be putting the cart before the
horse.
A comprehensive review and consultation should have been held and the report and the
analysis circulated. The Minister should have introduced the legislation to review and
change comprehensively, if that is what he wants to do as a matter of policy. We could
then debate it in the full knowledge of the views of the Aboriginal communities and the
full understanding of whether the changes will enhance protection of those places of
spiritual and cultural importance to Aboriginals or whether they will simply expedite
more easily and quickly the objections by Aboriginal communities to various
developments on the basis of some impact they perceive those developments will have on
their cultural and spiritual heritage.
Even in the white heritage area, it is of concern that the interests of people who are trying
to, protect heritage are over-written. In Bunbury, for instance, announcements have been
made by Ministers, members of Parliament and local authorities that the silos which have
been interim listed under the heritage legislation of the State will be demolished. It is an
enormous prejudgment that that delisting will proceed to a stage where they can be
demolished. It concerns me in this case that in effect we are substantially changing the
prceses by which Aboriginal heritage is to be protected without really hearing much

jutfcationyfor it. Despite the number of amendments to the Act and the number of
sections, affected by those amendments, in effect, only about seven of the amendments
are explained in either the briefing note or the second reading speech. They are clauses
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19(1) and (2), 30, 32 (c), 51 and 52 and part 6. The Minister may argue that the vast
majority of the amendments in this Bill deal with the substitution of the word "Minister"
for "trustees".
That is a very simple thing to say quickly, but it does not enable us to look at the effect of
that change on each of these sections. It does not explain for us what procedural changes
are required to effect these changes if this Bill is passed, and nor does it give an
explanation of how it is thought that these changes will continue to adequately protect
Aboriginal heritage in this State. The Minister should heed the call of the person I
consider to be the greatest expert on these matters in this place, not just because he is of
Aboriginal descent but because he has an enormous personal history of the sorts of issues
involved in this matter. As a former Minister he has a great knowledge of why the
existing legislation is the way it is and what processes must be put in place before any
change occurs. When a person of his experience and standing says in this place in his
usual sincere way as an Aboriginal person of considerable wisdom that the Minister
should delay the passage of this legislation for the reasons he has given, the Minister is
obliged to give that call very serious consideration. As I have said, that is especially so
when the Minister acknowledges in his second reading speech and certainly in the
briefing notes that a more comprehensive review is to take place.
In the past we have tended to make decisions for Aboriginal communities rather than
allowing them the greatest degree of personal decision making in their own affairs.
Introducing this as an interim amendment without going through comprehensive
consultation with Aboriginal people, which we should be doing on issues affecting them,
is paternalistic. If the Minister of the day is saying, "I know best", whether he knows
best on the basis of advice from individual Aborigines in his department or because he is
personally knowledgable, it is still a paternalistic attitude. The Minister is not giving the
Aboriginal people as a whole in this State the opportunity to examine the proposals or to
understand the effect of these -changes and to tell us as a Parliament and the Minister
whether they endorse these proposals. It does not in any way improve the reputation of
this Parliament in Aboriginal matters that this legislation should have been brought here
without some very clear history included in the second reading speech of the consultation
processes with Aboriginal people and various Aboriginal groups in Western Australia
and what their opinions are about the changes. I do not think that consultation has
occurred, because the second reading speech simply goes for two and three-quarter
pages. One cannot say that is an adequate explanation of a Bill which is 34 pages long
and runs to some 68 clauses in the principal Bill and has three supplementary clauses in
the supplementary legislation. Parliament deserves more explanation. Before this
Parliament considers legislation dealing with Aboriginal matters it needs to be satisfied
that there has been an appropriate level of consultation and that all of the views expressed
by Aboriginals and their representative groups across the State have been considered and
effect has been given to them. The Minister may be able to explain in his reply whether
there has been some consultation of that kind. The Minister may be able to outline the
extent of that consultation and the way in which through that consultation the Aboriginals
were informed of the effectiveness of these changes. He may be able to say whether they
were given an adequate opportunity to make their opinions known about these changes
and the extent to which the Minister changed the process to take into account the views
that may have been expressed. If he can do that, my personal concerns would be
lessened. In his response to the second reading debate I would expect him to spend some
time explaining to us the processes of consultation and the responses from individuals
and representative groups of Aboriginals across the State and the extent to which he has
taken them into account.
I am also anxious to know, once Dr Senior's report is completed, what will be the process
for publishing that report in its entirety and enabling further consultation with Aboriginal
individuals and community groups before the Minister comes back with the further
amendment Bill which he seems to be giving some prior notice of in his second reading
speech. There should have been consultation before the interim Bill was introduced. If
the intention is to put right the Aboriginal Heritage Act as a result of the work done by
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Dr Senior, I hope we will have every opportunity to convince ourselves as a Parliament
that there will be adequate consultation, and reports back to the Parliament about whatwas said during that consultation process. I agree that there are occasions when
consultation can be avoided, where, because of the urgent requirements of infrastructure
provision and the like for Aboriginal communities, the Government has needed to act
urgently. I for one am appreciative of some of the changes the Minister has made
without that extent of consultation.
T7his legislation is really about hopefully improving the lot of Aboriginal people across
Western Australia. It is not about immediately improving the lot of Aborigines. This
legislation is about changing the way in which we protect sites of cultural and spiritual
importance to Aborigines. The fact that these sites exist will not go away. That we as a
Parliament and a community have already said the sites deserve protection is a decision
that will not change. We believe as a community that all the sites need to be absolutely
protected. We must depart from that protection only where there is a massive community
interes or important need to put some mechanism in place for allowing some
development to occur. Notwithstanding that, we need to make such decisions with full
public knowledge and consultation, and give substantial opportunity for everything to be
done to protect these sites in their entirety, if it is at all possible, and to see that at alltimes the spirituality and cultural values of Aboriginal people are protected and
enhanced.
We have made those decisions; however, we do not know what the effect of these
changes will be on the effectiveness of the current situation. We all know there are a few
problems with the current Act; with the timeliness and procedures, and also with the
effectiveness of always protecting the Aboriginal and cultural values the Act seeks to
protect. None of us is against change; none of us is against any problems that arise with
this legislation or native title legislation being appreciated and debated and solutions
being fudto those problems as soon as possible. However, we want to be sure that
there are real problems and real remedies, and that Aboriginal people, in this case, have
been fully consulted to ensure they are satisfied that those proposed remedies are in the
best interest of protecting Aboriginal cultural and spiritual values and places, and that it
is not simply something the Government, Ministers or somebody in the bureaucracy - in
the Department of Aboriginal Sites or elsewhere - thinks is appropriate to be done.
I hope that in the response of the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs to the second reading
debate we will get a lot more advice than was contained in the second reading speech
about the need for these immediate changes before the final review is completed and an
indication of why the Minister believes adequate consultation has occurred and why he
believes the views that have been expressed by Aboriginal people in that consultative
process have been adequately taken into account in the drafting of this legislation. I warni
the Minister that if that advice is not forthcoming, he can expect a long Committee stage
of this Bill as the Opposition seeks to probe and fully understand the changes and make
soime decision about whether each of these amendments is appropriate at this stage or
whether, as the member for Kimberley requested, they should be deferred for the period
he suggested and the reasons he outlined
I urge the Minister to recognise that we as a Parliament need to make up for a lot of the
harm we have done to Aboriginal people through the legislation we passed in this place.
At least one of the good things we have done in the past is pass the Aboriginal Heritage
Act. We should not change it in a whimsical or urgent manner without its being
demonstrated that that urgency is required and that the changes will enhance the
protection of those Aboriginal sites and not in any way detact from the current
protection the legislation provides.
MR PRINCE (Albany - Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) [12.03 pm]: I am obliged to
members opposite for their contributions to the debate. I will address a number of
matters raised by various members. The member for Belmont pointed out that there have
been some historical difficulties with the administration of the Act, and made reference to
the fact that I have made it known that a review is being conducted by Dr Senior. The
previous Government, of which all members except me who have spoken were members,
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reviewed this legislation at length. Under the ministerial control of, I think, the member
for Kenwick some six drafts were written of a new Aboriginal Heritage Act. In that
process a great deal of consultation, toing and froing, and negotiations occurred
However, the matter did not proceed for one reason or another. The member for Belmont
sought assurances from me that these changes before the House will not affect the level
and degree of protection to Aboriginal heritage, nor the integrity of what was formerly
the sites department. I unequivocally give those assurances.
As is stated in the second reading speech and as I have said in briefings I have conducted
with members of the Opposition who were able to come, and as briefings which the staff
of my office and the department have conducted with the member for Kimberley, in
particular, and the member for Kenwick on the detail of these matters indicated, this
amending Bill will simply change the Act so it will represent that which is being done
now, with the exception of amendments proposed to section 18 of the Act which are
found in clause 19 of the Bill. The amendments will reflect the current state of affairs.
I was indebted to the member for Kenwick for some of the genesis and background of the
Aboriginal Heritage Act going back to the 1950s when concern was expressed about the
taking of artefacts from sites. The member for Kenwick referred to the genesis as being
in the benevolent view - perhaps "paternalistic view" is more applicable - of the
archaeologists and anthropological societies of the day that Aboriginal heritage needed to
be protected in a sense for some form of academic purpose and study and so on. The Act
in that sense is totally out of date in that it is underpinned by a view of Aboriginal
heritage which is not one that should underpin legislation of this nature in the 1990s and
going into the next century.
It was for that reason, among others, that I determined that a total review of the Act was
appropriate; a review with the intent that the level of protection and the principles should
not change, but the processes and procedures in the Aboriginal Heritage Act should be
brought up-to-date. For that purpose Dr Senior was appointed with a working group.
That process is in train at the moment. I expect to receive a report from Dr Senior in due
course. I trust it will be in the form of draft legislation. It should be possible for that to
be done. After al, as I said, under the previous Government six drafts were prepared It
is my intention that what Dr Senior and his group produce will be made public, and the
legislation I assume he will draft, or whatever he gives to me, will then be the subject of
widespread consultation and discussion among Aboriginal groups, Aboriginal interests,
and also those who have an interest in Aboriginal heritage, whether they be
archaeologists, anthropologists, mining companies or whoever. It is possible that this
process will take a considerable period. Although I hope that new legislation to bring the
Aboriginal Heritage Act up-to-date will be introduced into this Parliament in the calendar
year 1996, that may or may not occur because it will depend on the consultative process,
the views that are presented, and what can be negotiated or agreed. I am conscious that
with this legislation we deal with a religion of another culture, but we deal with it in the
context of modern Western Australia. It must therefore be considered with sensitivity
and care.
I was obliged to the member for Kenwick for her elucidation of the objectives which
underpin the reviews she carried out and the drafts she initiated of the Act. I have taken
that to heart. She sought an explanation of the reason for the amendment on the Notice
Paper to clause 7. The process for the preparation of these amendments commenced in
1993. They arose out of work that was done by the member for Kenwick as Minister in
1991-92 and were the subject of consideration by the Aboriginal Cultural Material
Committee and the trustees of the Western Australian Museum. After this Bill had been
printed for introduction into the House, the trustees of the Museum raised a concern
about collections of Aboriginal objects held by the Museum and the jurisdiction of those
collections under the Aboriginal Heritage Act. My amendment on the Notice Paper is in
response to concerns raised by the Museum and by the Minister for the Arts that the
amendment Bill may have the effect of transferring the responsibility for artifacts held by
the Western Australian Museum from that Museum to me as Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs. Those artifacts relate much more specifically to the development of
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antroplog an Abrignalhisoryin estrn ustala and, in my view and in the
viwo0h etr utainMsute alwti the ambit of the Museum and

It s on un g ma a e etrl ihA oiia o m ntes to develop an interpretation
tof cutrlhrtg.M mnmn ilcaiyteitntion of this amendment Bill

wch is sfra osbe orti h ttsqo nother words, some doubt was
raisd aoutthelegl iterrettio ofwheherconrolof the artifacts held by the

Museum could be frnf rre otm the Museum to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs.
That was never intended to be the case. Therefore, the amendment clarifies that they are
a Museum responsibility and will remain a Museum responsibility, notwithstanding other
changes.
The member for Kenwick sought clarification of the consequential amendments which
appear towards the end of the Bill dealing with amendments to the Litter Act and the
Control of Vehicles (Off-road Areas) Act. A portion of the Litter Act enables the
Minister responsible for that Act to appoint any person to act as "a member of the staff of
The Western Australian Museum constituted by the Museum Act 1969 or an honorary
warden, under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972'. That is the only reference that
anybody can find to a position of honorary warden and a consequential amendment is
required to remove it because it really is of no relevance at all. Under the Control of
Vehicles (Off-road Area) Act the responsible Minister can appoint someone under
section 38(2) who was a member of the staff of the Museum or an honorary warden
under the Aboriginal Heritage Act. Thiose are minor consequential matters which flow
fromn the changes that are proposed in this Bill.
I will now deal with matters that are of a little more substance that have been raised by
members. The Aboriginal Heritage Act became law in 1972. It empowered the trustees
of the Museum to do certain things and it created the Aboriginal Cultural Material
Committee. It also gave a dual responsibility not only to the Minister for the Arts and the
trustees of the Museum, but also to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs. Over the years,
before the last Government and during the term of the last Government, the trustees of
the Museum delegated virtually all of their authority to the Aboriginal Cultural Material
Committee or the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs. The practice is and has been for many
years that the administration of the legislation has rested with the Aboriginal Cultural
Material Committee and the Minister for Aborginal Affairs. However, for accounting
purposes under the Financial Administration and Audit Act and because of other
financial practices within government, it is a matter for the trustees and the Minister for
the Arts. As the member for Kenwick so perceptively stated, there are confused lines of
accountability and there was conflict with different bureaucracies. Consequently, when
she was Minister, she sought in the rewrite of the Act to clear up that matter. I am
seeking to do the same thing but doing it by an amendment Bill. I understand that the
member for Kimberley, who is the shadow Minister for Aboriginal Affairs, has no
objection to that part of the Bill and most of the amending Bill deals with that proposition
by deleting "trustees" and inserting "inister" or "Aboriginal Cultural Material
Committee" where appropriate. The fact that the member for Mitchell went on at some
length about that indicates, with respect, that he has looked at the Bill, but has not read
the Act; he has read the second reading speech but was not present at the briefings; has
not sought to be better informed today; and was not here yesterday when the lead speaker
on this matter, the member for Kenwick, and the member for Kimberley spoke. The
Opposition has indicated its general support for the measure with some reservations
about clause 19 which I will now discuss.
This amendment Bill has not been the subject of lengthy consultation with Aboriginal
groups and people. It was the subject of consultation under the previous Government in a
sense, but was part of a much larger rewrite. It is obviously good administration to fix up
anomalies, as has been agreed by the Opposition. It does not in any way derogate from
the protection afforded to Aboriginal heritage. On the contrary, if anything, it
strengthens it because it makes the position of the Aboriginal' Cultural Material
Committee more certain because the delegations under which the ACMC has operated in
the past will no longer be required. I make that comment particularly with respect to
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clause 19(2) which ratifies the previous decisions of the committee. Members will be
aware - it was before my time - that matters relating to heritage at the Swan Brewery
were dealt with by the Supreme Court and involved Mr Bropho and others. The Supreme
Court expressed some comment about the validity of the delegation of authority to the
ACMC. Clause 19(2) confirms that the past actions of the ACMC, under its delegation
powers, have always been lawful and valid. That enhances the activities of the ACMC in
the past and in the future because it confirms what it has done. I doubt whether it is of
any benefit to anybody with any interest in the matter for previous decisions to be re-
examined. Therefore, I urge support of that portion of clause 19 for those reasons.
Clause 19(1) deals with the introduction of the expression "the holder of any interest in
land" as opposed to the expression which exists in the Act "owner of land". The member
for Mitchell has not read the Act because section 18(1) provides that the owner of land
includes a lessee from the Crown, the holder of a mining tenement or mining privilege, or
any right or privilege under the Petroleum Act. To say that we have sought to extend
clause 19 to people who have mining tenements and so forth is absolute nonsense.
Clause 19 restates what the Act says. Proposed subsection 19(l)(c) will include those
persons who have a legal or equitable estate and a right to occupy, use or traverse the
land. The member for Mitchell was correct when he said that that is an addition to the
legislation. The reasons for including that provision in the legislation are practical and
sensible and it will make lawful that which is already occurring. I will give the example
of what happens now with a powerline. If Western Power or a private company wishes
to run a powerline over a stretch of land and there is a requirement to seek consent under
section 18 of the Aboriginal Heritage'Act every landowner must be an applicant. The
same applies to the construction of a pipeline. In most cases it is not the landowners but
the various authorities who have much. of an interest in the work that is being done. In
the case of a powerline, a pipeline - the goldfields gas pipeline is a good example - or a
planning issue, involving perhaps a stream in the Swan Valley which traverses land
owned by several people, it is to the benefit of Aboriginal people to deal with the
proponent of the development rather than a disparate group of owners. The owners may
have little interest in the actual development other than in some peripheral way it may
affect their land.
The intent of the change in the definition from the owner of land to the holder of any
interest in the land is simply to reflect that which already occurs. The application which
is forwarded to the Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee originates from a developer,
but must be submitted in the name of an owner - it could involve numerous owners,
partcularly where a powerline or pipeline traverses the land in question. With respect to
mining matters, an exploration licence may pass over a number of pastoral leases. It
should be up to the Aboriginal people to deal with the developer rather than the owner,
particularly when dealing with some form of right over land which is granted by the
Crown.
While I take great notice of the remarks made by the member for Kimberley concerning
the question of perception that there is a watering down or removal of security of aspects
for Aboriginal people, that is clearly not the case. What is occurring is twofold: It is
putting into law that which effectively is in practice and it is removing a legal fiction -
this is difficult for lawyers to understand and it is not the sort of thing that ordinary
people would understand-
Mr M. Barnett: I cannot believe you said that.
Mr PRINCE: I did - I have an audience to play to. It brings much closer together the
Aboriginal people, who may or may not be affected, and the developer. The Aboriginal
Cultural Material Committee must consult with people from the affected area. It does
that and has done so very effectively for the -past 23 years. I do not see any change in
that process arising out of this Bill.. The Bill will enable the direct connection to be made
between the developer and the Aboriginal people which, in effect, already occurs but is
not a provision of the Act.
I accept what the member for Kimberley said about perception. I suggest the perception
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is ill-founded. If it is a perception it is one that has not been communicated other than by
the member for Kimberley. I respect that he says it may be a perception held by others,
but I point out that it is a matter of putting into legislation a practice which has been
occurring for some time. It is a sensible way of doing things. The Bill does not erode
security for spiritual matters. There are no provisions in the Bill which do that. It has
been said by members opposite that the amendments will fix up what is an administrative
nonsense. The member for Mitchell said that these air not simple incidental amendments
and he was not willing to acknowledge that the transfer from the trustees to the ministry
is a good idea. He does not know how this has been administered over the past 20 years
and he has not had the ability to acquaint himself of it. In addition, he has not been
available for any briefing and he is not present in the Chamber now.
I will cover these matters in greater detail in Committee. I urge agreement of the Bill in
its current form. I have had discussions with the member for Kimberley on clause 19. 1
am more than prepared to have further discussions, but I trust that he and other members
of the Opposition will take what I have said at face value. The intent of the Bill is simply
to bring the legislation into line with what is occurring now.
Earlier I referred to the question of why this Bill should be before the Chamber when a
review is being conducted. It may well be that the review, in the -sense of producing new
legislation, may take considerably longer than I anticipate. I hope it will be completed
some time in 1996, but it may well not be. For example, there may be more important
legislative requirements and the consultative process with Aboriginal people may take
longer than one anticipates. I am not inclined to want to ram legislation through this
place, particularly legislation of this nature because I am cognisant of the sensitivity of
the issue. I do not wish to deal with this matter with haste. If the matter does not come
before the Parliament until late next year the amendments in this Bill will be in place.
After all, the amendments have been justified for years. As soon as they are in place the
financial and practical administration of the Act will coincide with what is occurring now
and the two will not be out of synchronisation, which has been the case for many years.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

Cormnittee
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Ms Warnock) in the Chair-, Mr Prince (Minister
for Aboriginal Affairs) in charge of the Bill.
Clauses 1 to 6 put and passed.
Clause 7: Section 6 amended -
Mrt PRINCE: I move -

Page 4, lines 19 to 22 - To delete the clause and substitute the following -
Section 6 amended
7. Section 6 of the principal Act is amended -

(a) in subsection (1) by deleting "This Act" and substituting
the following -

"Subject to subsection (2a), this Act";
(b) in subsection (2) by deleting "This Act" and substituting

the following -

"Subject to subsection (2a), this Act";
(c) by inserting after subsection (2) the following subsection -

"(2a) This Act does not apply to a collection, held
by the Museum under section 9 of the Museum Act
1969, which is under the management and control
of the Trustees under that Act.";
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(d) in subsection (3)(b) by deleting "Trustees" and substituting
the following.-

"Minister".
The drafting of this Bill took more than 12 months and it involved the trustees of the
Western Australian Museum. At no time was it intended to remove from the authority of
the Museum the control of Aboriginal artefacts and so forth. After the Bill was drafted
and printed, the trustees of the Museum, considered with respect to clause 7 which
deletes reference to the trustees and substitutes the Minister, that it could possibly lead to
the exclusion of Aboriginal objects held in collections of the Museum from -the
jurisdiction of the Act. That was never intended. The amendment was drafted in
response to concerns raised by the Museum and the Minister for the Arts. Those artefacts
relate specifically to the development of anthropology and to the Aboriginal history of
this State, and appropriately fall within the ambit of the Museum and its continuing role
with Aboriginal communities in the management, development and interpretation of
cultural heritage.. The amendment is to clarify the intention of the Bill which, as far as
possible, is to retain the status quo. The Museum will continue to have its current role,
and there should be no consequential or unintended transfer of control of the Museum's
artefacts from the Museum to the Minister for Aboriginal. Affairs. That would be the
reverse of the Government's intention, which is to legitimise in legislation the situation
which has existed in theory and practice for some considerable time.
Dr WATSON: I understand the logic behind that decision. However, I ask the Minister
what consultation has taken place with Aboriginal people who have ownership, either
actual or by virtue of their Aboriginality, of those artefacts and objects. Secondly, what
assurance can the Minister provide to Aboriginal people that, now the link has been
severed between the Museum, the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs and this portfolio
responsibility, they will be treated with due consideration, care and respect, and that
those objects that must not be seen by certain categories of people, will not be seen by
those people.
Mr PRINCE: The amendment does not apply to the collection at the Museumb which is
clearly held under the Museum Act of 1969. That is the situation and has always been
the situation. I understand the Museum has, a strong -protocol policy that that which it
holds can be revealed only to those to whom it should be revealed. .The Museum is
absolutely rigorous in ensuring that objects which should not be seen by certain people,
are not seen by those people. The protocols the Museum has established over decades
are well respected and understood by the Aboriginal community. It is not intended to
change that situation by this amendment. The trustees feared that the simple amendment
in clause 7 of the Bill could have transferred control of the Museum~ collection tothe
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs. That was never intended. 'It was intended that the
artefacts in the Museum remain under the control of the Museum authorities. and be
subject to the protocols established over many years. The Aboriginal people who have
an interest in these matters can be assured that the amendment will not change anything.
The amendment was drafted to ensure there is not the slightest suggestion that control of
the artefacts and other collections -in the Museum will be shifted in -any way from the
trustees of the Museum to anybody else.
Dr Watson: My other question was about consultation.
Mr PRINCE: With respect to the whole Bill? It was part and parcel of the consultation
carried out when the member for Kenwick was Minister, because everything in this Bill
was part of the extensive consultative process she went through with the six drafts.
Dr Watson: You are rubbing that in.
Mr PRINCE: I do not mean to. The Aboriginal Cultural Materials Committee has been
intimately involved in the preparation of these amendments. It is a consultative body in
any event. As the members for Kinmberley, Kenwick and. Belmont said, it is in order to
clear up lines of accountability and to make the administration on a governtment level
work better between bureaucracies, rather than have the situation in which the ACMC
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has significant delegated authority and the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs has some
delegated authority, and there is doubt about the situation.
Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 8 put and passed.
Clause 9: Section 8 amended -

Mr BRIDGE: I take this opportunity to address the question of consultation. One of the
problems that the Aboriginal and Tortes Strait Islander Commission has given rise to for
many indigenous people is that because of its Canberra-type centralised control and, I
guess, emphasis, it has failed in many respects to be the wide ranging Aboriginal entity
that it was designed to be. That is because, correctly or otherwise, there is a fairly wide
ranging view among indigenous people that the continuation of centralised control and
domination of outcomes doe not provide the autonomy and the capacity for indigenous
people on a regional basis to have greater influence on matters of importance to them.
That is reflected. in this clause, which seeks to delete the trustees and substitute the
committee structure. The committee is seen to be part of that internial framework, which
we agree it is, and I have no difficulty with what the Minister has said about the
refinement of that structure and believe that is the way to go. We understand the benefits
of this refinement of the operational processes, but we do not belie ive that view is
necessarily shared by many Aboriginal people. Those concerns arise also in regard to
clause 19. 1 do not oppose this clause, but make those comments to reinforce the
importance which one can attach to that perception of the legislation.
Mr PRINCE: I am indebted to the member for Kimiberley for raising those matters.
Section 8 of the principal Act states -

Where the Trustees are satisfied that a representative body of persons of
Aboriginal descent who usually live subject to Aboriginal customary law has an
interest in a place or object to which this Act applies that is of traditional and
currnt importance to it, and which is in the custody or control of the Trustees, the
Trustees shall make that place or object available to that body as and whenever
required for purposes sanctioned by the Aboriginal tradition relevant to that place
or object.

The way in which that was written, probably as early as the late 1950s, is paternalistic
and benevolent, to use the words of the member for Kenwick. We propose to delete the
trustees and substitute the Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee so that where the
ACMC is satisfied that a representative body of persons of Aboriginal descent who
usually live subject to Aboriginal customary law has an interest in a place or object, the
Minister, because the Minister ultimately has the legal authority under the Aboriginal
Heritage Act, after consultation with the committee, may make that place or object
available to that body. We are proposing that the committee, which is representative and
must consult the people on the ground, will now make those decisions, after consultation.
This was formerly done by the trustees of the Museum, who at best would have been
anthropologists, archaeologists and the like, and probably would not have included any
people of Aboriginal descent. While the ACMC does have on it persons with those areas
of expertise, it also largely comprises people of Aboriginal descent Therefore, this
relatively minor change is a change in the right direction.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 10 to 18 put and passed.
Clause 1-9. Section 18 amended, and validation and savings -
Dr WATSON: Last night, I stated the view of the Opposition that it might be helpful if
section 18 was not amended, with the exception of the necessary amendments to delete
the trustees and insert the Minister or the Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee. I
outlined four reasonisthat section 18 should be left as itis. Firstl, a review of the entire
Aboriginal Heritage Act is in progress, and I understand that Dr Senor will make public
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within the next four weeks his report about the Act and his recommendations in response
to the public submissions on the discussion paper. The Government has signalled its
intention to bring legislation before the Chamber within the next 12 months. Therefore,
whatever amendments are made today to section 18 will necessarily be interim, and I do
not think they will improve the required objective of protecting Aboriginal sites.
Section 18 is the pivot of the Aboriginal Heritage Act. It is the section under which
decisions are made. It is the section about which public ire can be raised and under
which the media and wrong-headed people can perpetrate all kinds of false myths about
Aboriginal heritage if they get the wrong idea about a decision which has been made. It
is also the section which is extremely important to Aboriginal people because the effect
of a Minister making a decision under this section Will usually be to destroy an
Aboriginal site. I pointed out last night that Aboriginal sites can be divided into two
main categories: Those that are historic and archeological, and those that are part of the
living culture or fabric of Aboriginal present day society and that in some cases extend
back for 40 000 years.
The decisions that are made under section 18 are a tremendously important part of the
reconciliation process and goals, because until now there has been no other legislation to
protect Aboriginal interests and history in the land and their ownership of it. As
Aboriginal people are now acknowledged to own land and that ownership is respected, so
increasingly people will become more aware that the same kind of ownership rights will
extend to sites. Some special mention should be made in the new legislation about
protection of women's sites. The main reason that this section should kept intact is that
the amendments are completely out of context with the rest of the Aboriginal Heritage
Act. That is because the amendments which are listed in the Bill as subclauses (2), (3)
and (4) use the exact wording that was proposed in draft 6 of the previous circulated Bill
in 1992, but they were set in the context of a range of administrative and procedural
changes as well as the thinking that went into the draft of the new Aboriginal heritage
Bill in 1992. There will be problems in the decision making processes of both 'the
Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee and the Minister if subclauses (2) and (3) are
accepted by the Parliament as a tag on to new section 19 without having any meaning or
relevance to the other sections to which that section is related. Section 18 is inherently
related to sections 5, 6 and 8 of the Act. I do not see that those amendments relate to
those sections, or to section 19 of the present Act; that is, the amendments are not in
context. I will give the Minister four reasons why it is not appropriate to amend section
18 as radically as proposed: Firstly, it is an interim measure; secondly, amending
legislation will be before the Parliament in a year, thirdly, it is out of context and,
fourthly, and most importantly, it is the pivotal section of the Aboriginal Heritage Act.
The decisions that are made about section 18 have the capacity to advance or to set back
the reconciliation process and goals between Aboriginal people and other Western
Australians.
Mr PRINCE: It is a pity that the member -for Kenwick was not in the Chamber when I
gave my response, because I indicated the reasons that those particular amendments are
before the Chamber. I will deal with subclauses (2), (3) and (4) first. As the member for
Kenwick pointed out, they were in at least draft 6 if not in the earlier drafts to amend this
legislation that the member had conduct of in 1992. They were there for good reasons.
Some suggestions had been made in the Supreme Court that the instruments or delegation
of authority by the trustees of the Museum to the Aboriginal Cultural Material
Committee could be defective. Had that argument been pursued or were it to be raised
now, we would revisit decisions that had been made, finished and passed. It could be
raised again now. Subclause (2) is a ratification 'of past acts of the ACMC, the member
for Kenwick as Minister, other Ministers in the past, and me to a certain extent in the past
18 months. I strongly argue that that should not be changed, because there are good
reasons ofpatice andlaw forthat tobepassedinto awto rayandvdte th
delegated regime under which the ACMC has operated for 20-odd years. Otherwise the
people who win will be the lawyers, because we will be revisiting, perhaps, in litigation
previous decisions, which will not be of benefit to anyone. I urge that the opposition
which the member has expressed to subclause (2) be put to one side.
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With respect to the questions that the member has raised concerning the change from the
owner of land to a holder of an interest in land, I said in my response to the second
reading debate that the reasons were practical, pragmatic, straightforward and simple.
Most often the developer is not the owner of the land and section 18 brings in miners and
so forth anyway - the member for Mitchell had not read that, so he did not know. It
brings in people with a particular interest which is relevant particularly for roads,
powerlines, pipelines and things of that nature and where authorities like the State
Planning Commission wish to prepare some form of plan covering a multitude of owners
of land. There are good practical and pragmatic reasons that this brings together the
developer, the proponents, and the Aboriginal people rather than through the legal fiction
of the owner of the land. I said as much in the second reading response, but I am not
prepared to push it that hard. As the member for Kimnberley said, there is a perception
that this could be seen to be a watering down; it is not. It is bringing together the
developer and the Aboriginal people rather than through the owner, who in most cases is
not the developer. I urge the member for Kenwick to reconsider her position, perhaps
over lunch, so that we can proceed with the Bill as written. I am more than happy to talk
about whether we should amend again, although I would rather not do that on the run. I
am happy to negotiate on that The reasons are pragmatic, practical and bring the
developer together with the Aboriginal people.

Progress

Progress reported and leave given to sit again, on motion by Mr Prince (Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs).
[Continued below.]

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2 .00 pm

VISITORS AND GUESTS - MADILL, DR FRANK, TASMANIAN MINISTER

THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko): I would like to welcome to the Speaker's Gallery today
Dr Frank Madill, the Tasmanian Minister for Police and Emergency Services.
[Applause.]

COMMITTEES - PRINTING AND LIBRARY
Ferguson, Hon Val, Appointment, Council's Message

Message from the Council received and read notifying a change of personnel of the Joint
Printing and Library Committees.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION - MEMBER FOR HELENA
Question on Overseas Trip, Inaccuracy

MRS PARKER (Helena - Parliamentary Secretary) [2.34 pm] - by leave: I wish to
clarify' to the House the inaccuracy contained ini the member for Glendalough's question.
I did not go on the trip to Mauritius, South Africa and Zimbabwe. It has been
inaccurately recorded in this document and I will ascertain the reasons for that.

ABORIGINAL HERITAGE AMENDMENT BILL
Committee

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr
Ainsworth) in the Chair, Mr Prince (Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) in charge of the Bill.

Clause 19: Section 18 amended, and validation and savings -

Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered.

MW BRIDGE: I referred to this clause in detail during the second reading debate. I asked
the Minister to consider deferring this legislation to enable a satisfactory situation to be
arrived at because some people believe insufficient consultation has occurred and some
Aboriginal organisations are still uncertain about the outcome of it. The Aboriginal
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Legal Service of Western Australia and other organisations which have been given theresponsibility of considering these matters and representing the points of view of theAboriginal people are not convinced that proper consultation has taken place. ThieMinister said that the consultative process has been proceeding for a long time and goes
back to when the Opposition was in government and the member for Kenwick was theMinister responsible for Aboriginal Affairs. It was probably a fair comment, but these
organisations do not consider that to be the case. The deferment of this legislation should
be considered by the Minister and the Government.
Without a doubt this clause triggers a high degree of concern and if that was not the casewe would not be debating it at length now. People in the Aboriginal community are
anxious about the outcome of this legislation. A proper explanation of this clause should
be given. If the Minister is not prepared to do that, there is nothing I can do about it. Asa point of interest the Aboriginal Legal Service said in correspondence to the Leader of
the Opposition that -

Upon perusal and consideration of the Bill, we wish to express our concern that anumber of provisions of the Bill do more than merely provide for the
reorganisation of the Aboriginal Affairs Department and the transfer of
responsibility for the Aboriginal Heritage Act from the Trustees of the Museum tothe Minister for Aboriginal Affairs and his Department which are described as the
aims of the Bill in the Second Reading Speech.
In particular, we draw your attention to Clause 19 of the Bill which widens theclass of persons empowered to apply for Section 18 consent, thus making itsimpler for developers or others holding an interest in land to gain Ministerial
consent to the disturbance or destruction of Aboriginal sites of significance. TheBill provides no benefits to Aboriginal people in regard to the protection of sites.

Those words portray the concerns of the broader Aboriginal community about this issue,
and it is important to find some way of accommodating those concerns.
Mr PRINCE: I thank the member for Kimberley for those remarks. These amendments
will change neither the level of protection afforded to Aboriginal sites nor the process.The amendment in subclause (2) arises from a decision in the Supreme Court concerningthe Swan Brewery and Mr Bropho, which expressed some concern that instruments ofdelegation of power from the trustees of the Museum to the Aboriginal Cultural MaterialCommittee may not be totally effective, or may be defective. I do not wish to overstate
this, but a small doubt was raised by the court with respect to the delegation. That
delegation had been in place for probably as long as 20 years, and certainly for 10 years,at the time those remarks were made. However, over the years - and the Aboriginal
Legal Service should know this - the trustees of the Museum have divested themselves oftheir authority and have delegated it to the Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee forthe most part, and to a certain extent to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs. Therefore,
the trustees have been responsible in name only because they have divested themselvesof that responsibility, and where that has given rise to the small doubt about whether thedelegation is effective, it raises the possibility of persons revisiting and re-arguingdecisions that have been made in the past on the basis that there has not been a proper
authority to delegate. Subclause (2) seeks to validate what has happened in the past;those decisions have been made and acted upon, and that is that. I hope the member for
Kimberley will concur with that amendment.
With regard to the change from "owner" to "holder of any interest in land", section 18(l)of the Act already covers any mining tenement or mining privilege in relation to land, soit is merely a rewriting of that subsection. However, this amendment will include people
with a legal or equitable estate or interest in t 'he land, or a right to occupy, use or traversethe land. The reason for this amendment is simply that roads, pipelines, powerlines andthings of that nature may traverse the land of a number of owners, but the proponent ofthe development is often the Crown, through Main Roads, Western Power, or whatever.
Under the Act, the owner of the land must obtain the consent. However, very littledevelopment on land is done by the owner, it is nearly always done by some outside
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body. A developer may in good faith put forward a proposal to the Aboriginal Cultural
Material Comnmittee, which means the Aboriginal Affairs Department from an
administrative point of view, and is told to go and find all of the owners; and in the case
of a pipeline, that may be hundreds of owners. Therefore, that places on the developer an
administrative burden that is somewhat ridiculous, and it also places on the Aboriginal
people on the ground and on their organisations an administrative burden because they
must deal with not one proponent and one set of papers but perhaps many proponents.
This amendment will have the effect of bringing together the proponents of the
development and Aboriginal people.
I am the first to concede, as I hope art formier Ministers, that what happens on the ground
is that a mining company, a pipeline authority, Western Power, Main Roads, or whatever,
consults with the Aboriginal people and then a report is presented to the Aboriginal
Cultural Material Committee, which may itself consult, and so on. Although that process
may be lengthy, about 98 per cent of the time it produces results by negotiation, and few
of these matters are in any way contentious. The process is one of communication and
exchange of information between developers and Aboriginal people. Section 18 states
that that process shall be undertaken by the owner of the land. However, that is not what
happens on the ground, and in that sense it makes the law look a little foolish. This
amendment seeks to change the law in order to reflect what is being done. I am not in a
position where I will go to the barricades on this matter. However, I would like to see
subclause (2) go through.
With regard to the changes in subclause (1), we are dealing with perceptions, as the
member for Kimberley rightly said. If the Aboriginal Legal Service is unable to divorce
perception from reality, I regret that is the case, because it perhaps could be better
informed and see that we are trying to reflect in law what is occurring on the ground.
However, if the perception is of such moment, I am happy to change it. The only
question that arises is how we do it, because it will require a bit of redrafting. I am
mindful that while I have the capacity to do that at the Table, that. is not the best way to
change it. Whether the best way is to proceed with the Bill as it is written and to
undertake that it will be amended in the other place or in some other way, I do not know.
This is the first Bill I have handled in these circumstances, and I proffer that as a
possibility. I urge the member for Kinmberley and the member for, Kenwick seriously to
consider what I said, it is on the record. This is the reason I seek to bring in this change
of definition - in order simply to put into the legislation what is happening on the ground
and not to have this legal fiction persist. That fits in with the tenor of the Bill, which is to
change the Act to bring it into line with what has been reality for a considerable period.

Mr BRIDGE: If the Minister is indicating to me that there is an opportunity for me and
others to talk to him before the legislation is dealt with in the other place, quite franly I
would not expect any more than that today. T1he procedures do not allow us to do too
many things.
Mr PRINCE: I do not particularly want to be in any way seen to be conceding anything
in relation to clause 19(2). It is the lawyer in me not wanting to open up. With regard to
clause 19(1) and the change in definition from "owner" to "interest in lands", I am more
than happy.
Mr BRIDGE: I take that as a genuine offer from the Minister.

Mr Prince: Yes.
Dr WATSON: I raised a query during the second reading debate yesterday evening.
Everyone I know assumes that the people who occupy the Western Desert, the Martu
people, will be acknowledged by the courts to have native title over their lands for the
sorts of reasons that I need not canvass. They will then be regarded as owners of the
country and they may well seek to enter into negotiations with some developers about
mining interests that have already been indicated there. We already know about some
very important sites there that the miners will have to clear under this legislation if they
are to go ahead. Surely it would be better to have the owner negotiating rather than the
miners or developer.
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Because of the new issues related to native title, considerations that have never had to betaken into account before will now have to be thought about in the context of theamendments that the Minister is proposing. I simply put up that as a hypothetical
scenario to illustrate that there might be times when it will be appropriate for the owner
to negotiate rather than the developer.
Mr PRINCE: The concept of native title does not of itself extinguish the radical title ofthe Crown. So, it is quite conceivable,- in fact, I suggest that it is the law - that, if theMartu people for example were found to have native title under the commonwealth
Native Title Act to part of the Western Desert, the Crown in the right of the State. ofWestern Australia still owns the land as vacant Crown land and still has the power to beable to issue, for example, an exploration lease under the Mining Act. It must, becausethe lawful power to issue any form of mining title derives from the Mining Act, which is
a Statute of this Parliament administered in this State.
The issue of a mining title is a future act as defined under the Native Title Act and cannotbe a totally valid exercise as against the rest of the world without going through thepresent tribunal process as laid down in the Act, which, of course, involves the native
title holder. The Act also goes on to talk about rights of negotiation between the nativetitle holder and the developer. Clearly, the Martu people, if they had native title to anarea that was the subject of a mining title, have an ability to negotiate with the potential
miner. I get to the same conclusion, but I am spelling out the law. The Mining. Act still
applies but the grant of the title, which is a radical title from the Crown to a third party, issubject to the provisions of the Native Title Act. That is the way that the system is
intended to work, although that has not happened yet.
Under the Aboriginal Heritage Act there will still need to be some process - at present itis in section 18 - that would involve the developer. In the case that I am talking about, ifwe agree to amend this, it will be the developer, the mining company. If we do not agree
to amend this, it will be the Crown in the right of the State of Western Australia seekdig
under section 18 a clearance that involves dealing with the Martu people. In fact, it is notthe Crown, it is the mining company and on the ground that is what happens anyway. Isuggest that the owner of the land - the Martu people - if they have native title, would be
the holder of an interest in land because they would have a legal or equitable estate orinterest in the land under section 18(l)(c)(i). Ownership does not necessarily mean
freehold title or a leasehold derived as a radical title from the Crown, but it can surelyalso mean native title. It is the developer who wishes to apply and it could also be the
native title holder.
In those circumstances, where negotiation has occurred, I cannot see that there is aproblem since it is really inconsequential as to who applies because the result will be the
same. The Aboriginal people on the ground, wherever they may be, and the developer,
whoever it may be, will have to sort out the matter and under the heritage Act process,
through the Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee or whatever it may become in duecourse, and perhaps seek a clearance for disturbance of an archeological site or theaffectation of an ethnographic site. Either way, if native title is involved, there must be anegotiation process anyway. It is a clever bit of reasoning but, with respect, I think the
member does not quite have the law right.
Dr WATSON: I appreciate that I might not have the law right, but neither might the
Minister.
Mr Prince: True.
Dr WATSON: The Minister has now convinced me that the position of the member for
Kimberley in asking the Committee to delete clause 19(l)(c) is the wisest course.
Mr Prince: I am more than happy to discuss that. Because we are dealing withperceptions here, rather than reality, I am prepared to delete this and to leave the existingsection as it is. However, I must still change the existing section to take oat the word"Trustees" and put in. the word "Committee". If clause 19 is withdrawn from theamending Bill, we are then left with clause 18 talking about the holder of any interest in
land.
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Dr WATSON: I could draft some amendments to that this afternoon.

Mr Prince: I have an amendment here. The Chamber might not want to stop for 20
minutes while we nut something out. The way to go would be to let this go through on
my undertaking that when it gets into the other place we will amend clause 19 so that it
will make it necessary only to take out the word 'Trustee" and insert the word
"Committee", and to change the tenses as appropriate. I make that offer on the basis that
we are dealing with perception, not reality.
Dr WATSON: That is the Minister's view; however, I submit that the Aboriginal Legal
Service, for instance, could well be thinking along the same lines that I am putting but in
a more considered way because of its legal expertise and contact with Aboriginal people
in these decisions. I am at a disadvantage because I have not consulted Aboriginal

peple pro tthsdbate Iubmtha no matter what the perception might be, there is
a pactcalreaityof whle ew reaof aw elaingtoAboriginal ownership of the

land. Thi pic o l egilto e s noa k it a count that new area of law. It would
be~~~~~~~~~~~~ wiet tpadmk htcnieain sw icssed outside the Chamber, this

legislation and amendment to te Aboina HeiaeAtngtntb nfoto h
Chambr uni atr tenxt st ate cto, whe we will be ioenet

Mr BRIDGE: The assurance of the Minister for an opportunity to revisit this issue is
comforting as far as I am concerned. It offers a practical way for some adjustment
should we agree that that process will be accepted.
Mr Prince: My office nearly has it drafted.
Mr BRIDGE: I understand from all of the indications that there is not a high degree of
disputation between us.
Mr Prince: No.
Mr RIPPER: In the proposed changes to clause 19 will the Minister be retaining the
phrase "the holder of any interest in land"?
Mr PRINCE: I have indicated to the member for Kimberley and the member for
Kenwick that I am prepared, when the Bill is between this Chamber and the other place,
to discuss the matter. If nothing else can be agreed, I will have clause 19(l) redrafted so
that all it does is remove the word "Trustees" from existing section 18. Elsewhere
throughout the Bill where the word "Trustees" appears, we are substituting either the
words "Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee" or "the Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs", whichever term seems to be appropriate. In amended section 18, by virtue of
clause 19, we want to delete the word 'Trustees" and insert the word "Committee".

Mr Ripper: I am taking about clause 19(l)(a)(l).

Mr PRINCE: Clause 19(l)(a)(1) paragraphs (b), (c)(iii) and (d)(i) talk about the holder
of any interest in land. I am prepared to discuss the Bill between its leaving here and
going to the other place to change clause 19 so that all it does is take out the word
"Trustees" and insert the word "Committee". It means that the expression "owner of
land" as it is presently written in the Act will stay there. I cannot do that on the run
because the provisions of clause 19 not only delete the word 'Trustees" and insert the
word "Committee", but also change the definition of "owner of land" to "holder of
interest in land". Although I can do that while standing here, the Deputy Premier will
wring my neck because he does not like Ministers doing that.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 20 to 52 put and passed.
Clause 53: Control of Vehicles (Off-road Areas) Act 1978 amended -

Mr PRINCE: The member for Kenwick raised the Litter Act The same question applies
to the Control of Vehicles (Off-road Areas) Act 1978, both of which are covered in
clauses 53 and 55. The same explanation applies. Part 5 section 26 (2)(c)(v) of the Ltter
Act says that the Minister for the purposes of the Act may appoint a member of the staff
of the Western Australian Museum constituted by the Museum Act or an honorary
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warden under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 to be an authorised officer for thepurposes of the Litter Act. I cannot tell the member why that is. I simply say that theLitter Act provides for the responsible Minister to be able to appoint an honorary wardenunder the Aboriginal Heritage Act who is a museum member of staff to be an authorisedofficer under the Litter Act. There is a similar provision in the Control of Vehicles (Off-road Areas) Act 1978 dealing with authorised officers. The Minister is able to appoint asan authorised officer an honorary warden under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972.
Dr WATSON: Before the Bill is debated in the other place and during our consultationsabout amendments to clause 19, could the Minister brief us more fully on why the litterAct should be amended? It rings a bit of the 1950s' parliamentary views of Aboriginalwardens. I cannot recall why the Litter Act is connected to the Aboriginal Heritage Act,but modem drafting might be able to avoid that cross-linking.
Mr PRINCE: These consequential amendments came from Parliamentary Counsel.Clearly they are based on the computer processes that throw up references in theAboriginal Heritage Act. Those have been found in the Control of Vehicles (Off-roadArea) Act and the Litter Act. I can speculate, but I do not think it would be very useful,about why it would be appropriate for a warden under the heritage Act to have powers ofan authorised officer under the Litter Act and the off-road vehicles Act, particularly closeto beaches. The Litter Act is not within my portfolio responsibility. Clause 53 is takingout the staff member of the Museum and leaves in a warden as appointed in the. heritageAct. Clause 55 deletes the honorary warden.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses S4 and 55 put and passed.
Title put and passed.
Bill reported, with an amendment.

MINERAL SANDS (BEENUP) AGREEMENT BILL
Second Reading

Resumed from 12 April.
MR RIOPPER (Belmont) [3.15 pm]: I am speaking in my capacity as shadow Ministerfor Resources Development. The Opposition supports this Bill because of the benefits tothe State of the project at Beenup going ahead. The benefits comprise $15(km worth ofinvestment. There will be 200 construction jobs and 150 jobs once the project is inoperation. The project will generate $60mn of export income per annum. The State willalso benefit in terms of infrastructure. A sealed road of 110 kilometres will beconstructed to Main Roads' standards between Beenup and the Ludlow deviation at atotal cost of about $33m, as I understand it. The proponents of the Beenup mineral sandsproject will pay about $17.5m in 1990 dollars towards the construction of that road. A132 kilovolt powerline will be constructed from Manjimup to Beenup. I understand thecost of that powerline to be $12m, which the proponents of the project will pay. Thisinfrastructure is obviously of specific benefit to the project but, in addition, it has generalbenefits for this region of the State. The road will be a public road available for otherusers as well as for the transport of heavy minerals produced by the project. It willobviously improve the south west road network and, in particular, it will relieve pressureon routes heavily travelled by tourists close to the coast.
Mr Blaikie: You were in government when the original submissions were made.
Mr RIPPER: I was.
Mr Blaikie: The original submission was not for there to be a fully public road. Youwere in government at the time.
Mrt RIPPER: I am not familiar with that level of detail.
Mr Blaikie: Judging by the nature of your speech you are not fa miliar with it at all. Youwill have a cross to carry on this on your side of politics.
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Mr RIPPER: I will be coming at a later stage to deal with the attitude of various sides of
politics to this project The attitude of the member for Vasse is an example of what I will
be arguing; that is, that when this side of politics has been in government and in
opposition it has been uniformly supportive of the project. There have been elements on
the other side of politics, particularly when in opposition, who sought to raise various
parochial, local issues and to create difficulty for the Government and the proponents.

Mr Bradshaw: You wanted to support the Greenies when in opposition, rather than your
own conscience.
Mr RIPPER: It appears now that some members of the government side from the south
west are emotional about this issue and wish to pursue the line they took when in
opposition. Perhaps the Minister for Resources Development might remind them that
they are now in government and they presumably have the same interest we had when in
government in getting the project up and running.

Mr Bradshaw: You did not That is the problem.

Mr Bikie: It is a pity the member for Mitchell is not here. He would make a
fascinating contribution.
Mr RIPPER: The member for Mitchell will be making a contribution.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr RIPPER: He has been to the briefings and intends to make a contribution.

I will return to the line of my argument rather than be knocked off track by people who
wish to fight old fights. As I said, it will be a public road. Naturally, the construction of
the road will be of advantage to the company. However, it will be available for other
users. Thus, it constitutes a valuable addition to the road network in the south west. On
projected traffic volumes, the company will be paying about 50 per cent of the
maintenance costs for this road. The construction of the road will involve some public
expenditure. However, that will be compensated for by the fact that it will be available to
other users. Eventually, this road would have been constructed and sealed at public
expense. That may have been 20 years in the future. Therefore, to that extent, public
expenditure has been brought forward. On the other band, this company will now
contribute to the capital costs and to ongoing maintenance.

Secondly, the power infrastructure, while it will benefit the proponents of the project,
will also have general benefits for the south west power network. Finally, an annual
payment will be made to the Shire of Augusta-Margaret River in recognition of the
demands on social infrastructure created by the additional people who will be involved in
constructing the project and operating it. I understand that the shire has received an
initial payment of about $90 000.

The agreement is similar to the previous Government's proposed agreement. In the
Hansard of 15 September 1992, the then Minister for State Development, in response to
a question by the member for Vasse, said -

Under the terms of the proposed State agreement,. MDL is expected to pay the
actual cost of construction of a 132 kV powerline to Beenup, or $12.5 million -

December 1990 dollars - whichever is the lesser amount.

MDL is also expected to pay $17.5 million - December 1990 dollars - towards the
cost of constructing a new heavy mineral transport route from Beenup - via Sue's
Road - to Capel, and will contribute to the ongoing maintenance of the roads.

There we see, in two paragraphs, what would have been the contribution of the
proponents to the road and power infrastructure under the previous Government. That
has been maintained by this Government. It seems to me that the major change that has
occurred is in the route of the powerline. The previous Labor Government considered
two options, I understand, for the supply of power to the project. The first was a
powerline from Manjimup to Beenup. That had the disadvantage of running through

[ASSEMBLY]5066



[Wednesday, 14 June 19951
heritage listed karri forest The second option was for a powerline from Picton toBeenup, which had the disadvantage of running through 120 or 130 farms. Following thereceipt of advice from the Environmental Protection Authority, the previous LaborGovernment chose the Picton-Beenup route for the powerline. The present Governmenthas chosen differently; it has chosen the forest route. However, the Minister will arguethat there will be less damage from the forest route now chosen than from the forest routethat was originally proposed.
Mr CJ. Barnett: The route that has been now cleared is not the route that was originallyproposed when you were in Government. It goes on the edge, but not through major orheritage forest areas.
M& RIPPER: On the basis of the advice available to the previous Government, thePicton-Beenup powerline route was the most rational and most reasonable choice.However, it appears that the present Government may have had further advice availableto it. It seems that this Government has been advised that this forest route is lessdestructive than that proposed in the advice given to the previous Government. There isan environmental question. There is also a question of which route is the most valuablefor the future of power infrastructure in the south west. I have heard argument that thePicton-Beenup route would have been better from the point of view of the overall powerneeds of the south west. It is fortunate that the Minister for Resources Development isalso the Minister for Energy. Wearing his other hat, he might be able to advise on therelative merits of these two routes, not in environmental terms, but in power distributionterms. I would be interested to know what was the advice of SECWA, now WesternPower, because I have heard the argument that the Manjimup-Beenup route is not thebest in terms of power infrastructure of the area.

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is six of one and half a dozen of the other. It depends on which areagrows quicker.
Mr RIPPER: I referred to the attitude of respective members on both sides of politics toadvance this project. I recall that, during our period in government, local activity bymembers of the then Opposition on the powerline route was a difficulty for the progressof the project and that operation was carried through into the Parliament. I have had alook at Hansard references relating to this matter and found a letter received in the otherplace from Hon B.J. House which stated -

That the House, at its rising, adjourn until Monday Feb. 10th 1992 at 9.00 am forthe purpose of calling on the Government to reconsider its decision on the powerroute to service the proposed Beenup mineral sands mine, in order to take accountof the wishes of the South-West Local Authorities and the vast majority of theresidents of the lower South-west.
I draw attention to that campaign by members of the then Opposition because those samepeople, now in government, are promoting the credentials of this development. It is fairto say that this Government tries to promote itself as being very pro-development and asbeing more likely to secure effective development for the State than did the LaborOpposition. Yet, when its members were in opposition, they saw no problem with
running a local campaign against a powerline option that had been decided upon by theGovernment to advance the project. They saw no problem with running a campaignWhich did not, in the end, influence the development of the project because it wasdelayed for commercial reasons, but which may well have influenced the future of theproject had commercial realities allowed the project to go ahead at that time.
?& Omodei: That is not true. Debate in the south west at the time was based on theproject going ahead, not to stop the project. How would you like a powerline goingthrough your back yard? Over 100 farmers were affected by the powerline going throughthat route. The current route does not affect anybody.
Mr RIPPER: There are people in my electorate who live opposite very large electricitysubstations.
Mr Shave: But not you, I bet.
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Mr RIPPER: Theme is nothing particularly privileged about the location of my residence.
If people in my electorate can tolerate a large electricity substation and the, large power
poles that go with it, I think perhaps a farmer might also tolerate an electricity
distribution line for a major project producing $60m worth of export income in this State
per annum.
Mr CJ. Barnett: The original recommendation from SECWA was the Manjimup route.
You can argue about which is the best for the electricity supply, but SECWA's preferred
route was the Manjimup route. Th6n the environmental issues were raised, and the
previous Government recommended the alternative route.

Wr RIPPER: Regardless of the merits of the two routes - obviously there are arguments
for and against both routes - the point I make is that the general argument of members
opposite is that they are pro-develpment. However, when in opposition *they potentially
threatened the future oy a large and valuable project, through a parochial campaign

currying favour with their constituents by resisting what people in other areas must
accept; that is, an electricity distribution line running through their properties.

Mr Blaikie: That is a fallacious argument. If the route had gone to M~anjimup and

Beenup, which was originally proposed by .the SEC, it would have given a real option to

the total SEC proposals but it was rejected by your Government for the wrong reasons.

Mr RIPPER: Why does the member for Vasse say the reasons were wrong?

Mr Blaikie: Because they were based on an environmental lobby and not on

commonsense and the practical application of providing power to a total region.

Mr RIPPER: It seems that heritage listed karri forest is a perfectly acceptable factor to

take into account when a Government makes a decision about a power route. Essentially,
it was determined on the threat to the environment on the one hand, and the resistance

from local property owners to electricity powerlines running through their properties, on

the other hand. There may well be arguments about which was the most valuable route

from the point of view of the electricity distribution system.* I have heard the arguments

of the member for Vasse, and I have heard other arguments that the Picton-Beenup route
was the best. The Minister has said it is a matter of whether one expects Augusta or
Margaret River to grow the fastest.

Mr CJ. Barnett: There is the third option which is being taken now and which is by far
the best.

Mrt RIPPER: From a power infrastructure point of view? Certainly, from a political

point of view, the Government has avoided both the environmental arguments and the

resistance of the land owners. From the point of view of securing community

acceptance, the Government has come up with a perfect solution, but I do not know about
its desirability with regard to power options.

Mr CJ. Barnett: It is marginal.

Mr RIPPER: It is six of one and half a dozen of the other.

Mr Blaikie: One of the credits due to this Minister is that for the first time a Minister was

prepared to look at all the options and all the routes, and to meet people on the ground. I

was surprised he met all the environmental groups before he made a decision. That is

one of the credits that environmental groups in my region gave him. Alth-ough they did

not like the decision, they were appreciative that the Minister went down and took on

board their comments and made a decision. I do not necessarily give credit to Ministers

all the time, irrespective of which side of the House they are on, but my environmental
people were most appreciative of his efforts.

MNr RIPPER: I am not sure whether I should continue to allow the member for Vasse to

interject for long periods in praise of the current Minister for Resources Development. It

wilmk tdfiutfrm ocruaea oyo ysec oayoy-ntta
intended to anyway! The point.to-be made to the member for Vasse is that the present

Minister for Resources Development has been fortunate in two respects with regard to

this project. He is fortunate that assessments of market conditions for mineral sand
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products have changed, so that it is now regarded as commercially viable to commencethe project. That is the reason we are dealing with the agreement Bill now rather thantwo or three years ago. The Minister is also fortunate with regard to the powerlines issue,in that the advice he received from SECWA was different from the advice available tothe previous Government. T~he previous Government, taking into account theenvironmental considerations, made a reasonable and rational choice between the optionswith which it was presented. The present Government was fortunate to be given advicewhich included another option that was, at least politically, easier for it to implement thaneither of the options presented to the previous Government. The argument I make is thatthe then Opposition made one of those options even more politically difficult for theprevious Government to implement than might otherwise have been the case, byencouraging a campaign of resistance by local property owners to the Picton-Beenuproute.

Mr C.J. Barnett: It was not a matter of advice. I went down there with a CALM officerand a Western Power officer and we drove up and down the forestry tracks until wefound a better route. I am surprised the route was not put up earlier as an alternativebecause it was largely cleared. It was a deficiency in the original planning of thatManjimup route because the route put before your Government was clearly unacceptable.It was intended to go through superb forest country.
Mr RIPPER: The Minister has justified my argument that the previous Governmentmade a rational decision on the advice available to it. I share the Minister's surprise that,if such a route was discoverable without much additional work, it had not been presentedby the experts in the field in their advice to the Minister. Ministers must make decisionson the basis of information available to them. I do not think it is usual practice forMinisters to survey power routes for themselves.
Mr C.J. Barnett: It was good fun.
Mr RIPPER: Perhaps there was more than an element of good fortune, if the Minister'sclaim is true in all respects, that he happened to be on the ground on the very day theroute was discovered.
I leave the question of the powerlines, and indicate that the importance of the project hasbeen recognised by both sides of politics. The only reason the project did not proceedunder the previous Government was the commercial decision component; that is, themineral sand market conditions were not conducive to the progress of the project. Now,of course, there is a change in the assessment of market conditions and that is to the verygood fortune of this Government, because it will proceed with a project which, but forthese changed market conditions, might well have been presided over by my colleaguethe member for Kalgoorlie, who was then Minister for State Development.
The Beenup project is an 80m tonne deposit of relatively low grade heavy minerals. Thetitanium dioxide content is 51 to 52 per cent. It is proposed to mine ilmenite at the rate of600 000 tonnes a year and zircon at the rate of 20 000 tonnes a year. The low grade ofthe deposit means that it is not economically viable to produce synthetic rutile from theilmenite as is done with other mineral sands projects in Western Australia; neither is itsuitable to produce titanium dioxide through the chloride process as is done by TiwestPty Ltd. Although titanium dioxide is produced in Western Australia, the ilmenite fromthis project, unfortunately, will be processed elsewhere. I understand that two-thirds ofthe ilmenite will be exported to Norway for smelting in a joint venture between theproponents of the Beenup mineral sands project and a Norwegian company. It will besmelted to produce a product known as titanium slag, which has a titanium dioxidecontent of about 90 per cent. Incidentally, it will also produce pig iron. That titaniumslag will then be used in a chloride process plant to produce titanium dioxide. Aboutone-third of the ilmenite produced will be exported to plants using the alternative methodof producing titanium dioxide known as the sulphate root process.

It is a disappointment that there will be no further processing of the heavy mineralsproduced by this project, because I tonne of ilmenite is worth about $90, whereas I tonneof titanium slag produced from the Norwegian smelter will be worth about $400; that is
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value added -which will not be available to Western Australia. As with other mineral

processing in this State, the greatest difficulty is our power cost. In Norway, due to the

prevalence of hydroelectric generation, power will be available for between 1 .50 and 20 a

kilowatt hour. That is about one-third of what Western Australia can offer. Once again

this State is -missing out on further processing because of our difficulties with supplying

energy at an internationally competitive. price. However, with all the waterfalls in

Norway, one can see why it has the ability to produce hydro power at such a low price. It

does point out the importance of containing energy costs if we are to achieve further

processing of our mineral resources.

Recently I had an opportunity to go to the Pilbara with the Chamber of Mines and

Energy. Itere are sonmc exciting projects in advanced planning stages there. Those

projects are now-viable because of the effective reduction in gas prices which has been

achieved in the Pilbara. It indicates the importance of reducing energy costs if we are to

see further processing of our mineral resources. I understand both from the briefing

given by officers of the Department of Regional Development and the North West, and

from an article which I read in the Kalgoorlie Miner that there is a possibility of a

sulphate root process plant for ilmenite- being established at Kalgoorlie. That would be

exciting were it to go ahead. When I visited Kalgoorlie I inspected, with my colleague

the member for Kalgoorlie, the Kalgoorlie nickel smelter. We discussed with that

company its problems with sulphur dioxide emissions. That company must run the

nickel smelter at less than full operating capacity, so it does not fumigate Kalgoorlie and

Boulder. .When the wind is. blowing in a particular direction, it either does not run the

plant or runs. it at a lower capacity. The company has a complicate oprating protocol
which says that when the wind is blowing in this direction at thi spee ican operate at

such and such a rate; when it is blowing in another direction at a higher rate it may not
operate at all, and so on.

Naturally it is not especially commercially viable to run a smelter on that basis. The

solution for the company is to invest a lot of money. to make sulphuric acid from its

sulphur dioxide emissions. That derision stands on its own. There is not an enormous

market for sulphuric acid. The commercial viability of the decision to produce acid from

an acid plant at the smelter is based on the ability it will give the smelter to operate at full

capacity whenever the operators choose to do that. However, if sulphuric acid is

produced at an acid plant at the Kalgoorlie nickel smelter, that would provide one of the

raw materials for a sulphate root processing plant for ilmenite in the goldfields. The

establishment of that sort of plant would provide two benefits: A market would be

created for a product which would be produced in Kalgoorlie, but which is not especially

easy to market; secondly, we would get the further processing of the ilmenite, the benefit

of wvhich is now going to Norway rather than Western Australia.

Sulphate root plants have difficulties with waste disposal. An acidic iron effluent tends

to turn everything it touches brown. There would be serious environmental concerns

relating to the establishment of such a plant. I am concerned that people may consider

that those environmental concerns would not be so important in the goldfields as they

might be, say, in the south west. There should not be any compromise on environmental

standards simply because such a plant, if it were established, would be operating in the

goldfields rather than the south west. There may be sound environmental reasons for

different provisos to apply, but it should not be assumed that because it is the goldfields

and it is remote, it is somehow less important to have environmental standards

maintained than it would be if the plant were located, as the previous sulphate root plant

was located, at Australind. It is a good project that should be proceeded with if at all

possible.

I am interested to know what the State Government will be doing to advance the prospect

of ilmenite processing in the goldfields region. I hope the State will offer more than

moral support for such a project. What does the Minister intend to do beyond having the

study prepared and released? Does the State intend to take any further action beyond

saying to people that it is a good idea? Is the State seeking to reserve potential sites for

such a project? Ihe necessary. heritage and environmental studies for a site could be
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conducted now or in the near future, which would advance the prospects of such a plant'sbeing established at some stage. I would be interested to hear what the Minister has tosay about that in his second reading response.
The second issue of importance with regard to this project is the question of the transportmode to be used to. move the heavy minerals from Beenup to Bunbury. Usually railwould be the preferred mode for heavy freight for environmental reasons, reasons ofpublic safety and, not necessarily but often, for economic reasons. The roadinfr-astructur developed as a result of this project is welcome and will be of advantage tothe south west. Nevertheless, many people on both sides of politics would have arguedfor a rail option. The advice given to the Opposition by DRD officers at a briefing wasthat 600 000 tonnes a year of heavy minerals does not justify the additional capitalexpenditure required for rail as against the road option of about $30mn. Of course, it maybe that possible expansion of the project and possible additional projects in the area couldjustify a rail option.

One of the problems with the development of the road option is that it makes that futurepossibility of a rail option even less likely, because once the investment has been made inroad the company will be that much less willing to make an investment in rail. I do notthink the company will be interested in paying twice for its transport route. It seems tome that there might have been more confidence in the future of the area. It also seems tome unlikely that there will be no further discoveries of mineral sand deposits to bedeveloped in the area. Were such deposits to be developed, were this project to beexpanded, then perhaps rail might have been viable at some time in the future. I wouldbe interested in the Minister's comments on that.
I want to commend the proponents for the consultative work they have done with thelocal community. I have heard quite a bit of praise for the way in which they have goneabout meeting community needs for information in the development of this project. Infact, I think they hav 'e set a very high standard for the rest of the minerals industry.Perhaps some members of the industry might not be happy that such a high standard hasbeen set. However, the proponents are to be commended for the work they have donewith the local community..

This project reflects th e contribution that the mining industry makes to statedevelopment. Here we have a project which is contributing to the power infrastructureand paying for it 100 per cent, which is contributing to the road infrastructure and payingfor it at a rate of 50 per cent, which will be generating export income to the tune of $60mper annum, which will be employing 200 people in the construction process and 150people in its operations and which will also be making a contribution to the local shire.There are many other industries which take their infrastructure for granted, which use theinfrastructure that has been funded 100 per cent by the public and which do not make thesort of contribution to the development of the State's infrastructure that the miningindustry undertakes. This project is an example of the sort of contribution that theindustry makes. It is one more example of the very great significance of this industry tothe future of this State. The Opposition is very pleased to support this agreement Bill.MR TUBBY (Roleystone - Parliamentary Secretary) [3.55 pm]: I fully support theproject. It has taken a long time to reach this stage and it will be of great benefit to theState; there is no question of that. It will also diversify the State's economy, it will addjobs and it will add about $7m per annum to the State's financial resources - there aremany benefits. However, one of the problems I have with this project at this stage is thetransportation of the product from Beenup to Bunbury via the road network rather than arail network. If the Governmnent is looking only at a short-term benefit - say the next 15to 20 years - and if that were to be the life span of the mine, I would say that this is theright decision. If it is looking at it even over the following 10 years, it is also probablythe right decision. However, beyond that we will have to go to rail anyway.
Mr Ripper: The mine will operate for a long time. A production rate of 80 milliontonnes at 600 000 per annum. is -
Mr CJ. Barnett: As long as the price stays up.
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Mr TUJBBY: As long as the world still wants the product and it wants to pay for it at a

price that makes the Beenup mine viable then, of course, it will keep producing. It is

lely to produce for at least another 100 years. At the moment it has known reserves of

about 83 million tonnes and the company is aiming to produce it at 600 000 tonnes per

annum. It is at least a 100-year project. However, the company has not fully tested all

the reserves; they could be twice that for all we know. There are still unexplored areas

and untested fields. One can compare it to the projects at Eneabba, which set out with

contracts and the aim to produce a certain quantity per year. Over the past 20 years the

quantity mined has grown and is now much greater than originally envisaged. Although

this company is envisaging 600 000 tonnes per annumn now, I do not think it will be too

long, if the price stays right, before it will be producing 800 000 tonnes or even a million
tonnes per annum.

The south west is a large population growth centre for our State. It will not be too long

before a million people will be living there - definitely within the life span of this mine.

The south west entertains a very large slice of our tourism market, and most of the people

touring in the south west do so in cars. The old road network going fairly close to the

coast, the old Bussell Highway, is definitely in need of repair. At the moment that is the

major tourist and freight route for the bottom corner of the State. That road must be

upgraded at some stage; it is just a question of when. By building Sues Road there is no

question that this reconstruction process can be delayed for a number of years, because

the traffic will share the roads. Some of it will go on the tourist road and some will go up

Sues Road. The company is making a very substantial contribution to the construction of

Sues Road - in the order of $20m in today's terms and $17.5m in 1990 terms. The

company has made a commitment to assist with the maintenance of that section of the

road to which it is contributing. No-one could criticise the company over what it is

willing to contribute towards the transportation costs to the State in getting its product to

Bunbury. In addition, the company pays registration costs, licence fees, fuel tax and all

the other operating costs imposed on trucking firms.

The section of road for which the company is not responsible is the new section of the

Busseli Highway. The vehicles enter the highway just east of Busselton. The company

will use that major route. The State Government has just upgraded the road. A couple of

months ago I was down there, and it is a mragnificent road, but how magnificent will it be

when 600 000 tonnes of mineral sands is transported along it together with the other

freight vehicles that travel along the Bussell Highway, not to mention the tourist traffic?

In 10 years the volume of freight could be one million tonnes a year, and we can add to

that the tranrtatin of woodchips as a result of the plantations being put in around the

south west. Al=ta traffic will flow into the Bussell Highway. Therefore, the highway

will not remain in its present condition. The traffic density will reach the point where

many complaints and requests will be made to the Government for extra passing lanes, as

well as other requests as a result of a road being overutilised, particularly by heavy

transport.
Mr Blaikie: You should add that the State Government is already planning for a

population of 300 000 people in the region.

Mr TUBBY: I mentioned that.

Mr Blaikie: Traffic density will increase dramatically beyond the ability of the

Government's contribution.

Mr TUBBY: We must add to that the tourist traffic in the area. We are facing a major

problem in the short term. Members fromn the south west are very happy with Sues Road

because it will be paid for by the company -

Mr Blaikie: I am not.

Mr TUBBY: No, but other members are.

Mrs Hallahan: I do not think,' the,' company is paying entirely for the road.

Mr TUBBY: It is not. A problem occurs not only in the road-rail debate but also when

talking about a high cost-low maintenance road. For example, reinforced concrete roads
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are very expensive to put down but have a long life, and exactly the same problems arefaced trying to compete wit h flexible pavement - just as rail competes against flexiblepavement. Currently we amortise our costs over 20 years. We amortise flexible bitumnenpavements over 20 years - and this is a reasonable time because in the end it has beenused for heavy haulage and will not be in good condition so fairly large expenditure onrehabilitation will be needed; and in another 20 years the road will need rebuilding. Hadwe gone to rail, once we moved past the initial high cost of putting in the infrastructure,the maintenance would be very low over 50 years. Considering the total cost of theoriginal road construction,. continual maintenance, and the complete rehabilitation after20 years, including reconstruction after another 20 years, at the end of 50 years railwould probably come out on top. Unfortunately, the economists do not amortise costsover 50 years. They do that over 20 years, and every time rail will miss out. Therefore,the Government of the day must make a. conscious decision to support the rail option ifthe project is likely to be around for between 50 and 100 years.
The quantity of material to be carted on the transport route is more liely to average onemillion tonnes per year. Rail is at its most efficient for either very long hauls ortransporting very large tonnages of bulks over any distance, but the longer the distancethe more economic it becomes. Road is more viable on the short haul with smallerquantities. When one million tonnes of product a year is transported, rail comes into itsown. With the growth in population and the tourist industry, within 10 to 15 years wewill see a gradual build-up of public opinion that heavy transport should be taken off theroad and moved to a rail network. The pressure placed on the Government will increase.Within about 15 years a Government will commit itself, in the hope of winning seats -Mr Blailcie: It will be a political party in an election mode.

Mr TUBBY: I was trying to say that nicely. A Government will commi t itself to puttingin a rail system. By the time it goes in we may have lost 15 or 20 years. We could havedecided to build both a road and rail link and have the best of both worlds. We couldhave built a road cheaper, because it would not be such a heavy haulage route. If theroute were to be used only by cars - and by cars towing caravans in the main - we wouldnot need to engineer the road to anywhere near the same standards as a heavy haulageroute. Therefore costs could be saved in the original construction of the road, and thesavings could be applied to rail - if we wanted both systems. A tandem system wouldcost a little more, but it would not cost as much as some people think, because we wouldnot need to over-engineer that section of the road.
I am not taking into consideration other costs. I mentioned the volume of traffic and theamount of heavy haulage which will occur, particularly on the Russell Highway. Themost consistently raised issue at public meetings of the Select Committee on HeavyTransport, by local councils in the metropolitan area, and in all regional centres we havevisited, has not been so much the number of trucks on the road - which affects people,but only those driving on the road at that time - but noise pollution. People living withinproximity to the roads used by trucks 24 hours a day, object to noise. That noise not onlyapplies to trucks. Harley Davidson motorbikes are noisy. A submission to the committeewas that a person on a Harley Davidson could take off from Joondalup at 2.00 am andride to Armadale, via the Mitchell the freeway and Albany Highway, waking up 400 000people on the way. The noise of a Harley Davidson motorbike could affect that numberof people. People are concerned about noise. At 2.00 am perhaps only half a dozenpeople will be driving along the road and will be able to complain about the noise of aHarley Davidson being driven along that route. Therefore, the people using the road willnot complain, but 400 000 people could complain about the noise created. The samnesituation occurs with trucks using the roads 24 hours a day.

We should also consider emissions. A number of studies have been undertaken into theenvironmental aspects of emissions. We have talked about the life span of the minebeing something like 100 years. Rail will come out light years ahead in total emissionoutput compared with the emissions from the number of trucks required to operate fromBeenup to Bunbury and back again.
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Safety is another issue which has been mentioned to the committee. This area is

experiencing an ever-increasing number of tourists. We are all aware that tourists drive

very slowly with their. "rubber necks" rotating their beads from side to side. They are not

in the mood for putting up with large trucks travelling from one point to another as

quickly as possible. These are a number of issues which I am not sure that the

Goverinent has fully costed. They are social costs. It is a bit difficult to quantify them

in dollar terms, but these costs such as noise, emissions, road congestion and safety are

ones which the community must bear. Were all these additional costs taken into
consideration?

Finally, if this project did not proceed, the State's coffers would not benefit to the tune of

$7m. a year. If nothing happened, the State would neither benefit nor lose.

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is under construction now.

Mr TUBBY: When the project does get off the ground, the State's coffers will benefit

from royalties, fuel levies and a range of taxes and charges, to the order of $7m. It will

contribute much mome than that to the State's economy by way of Jobs and other things.

A figure of $60m has been mentioned for Westrail to build the required section of

railway line. Compared with $20m for road, rail does not fare too well . Those costs

would have to be amortised over 20 years and because Westrail must fund its

infrastructure from its operating costs, without any contribution from the consolidated

fund, it would not be in a position to build that line. The freight rate would make the

project unviable. If we had forced all that onto rail with Westrail funding the building of

the railway link from the returns of transporting those mineral sands, I do not think the

project would have got off the ground. Therefore it must be up to the State to provide

that infrastructure in the same way it must provide the road infrastructure, with a

contribution from the company. Westrail would operate on that link and it should not

have to provide the infrastructure from its operating costs..

When this project gets off the ground the $7m a year that the State will make could have

been hypothecated to the repayment of the capital and interest on the development of a

railway line. Although I am not an economist, I suggest that could probably have been

done over 10 years or a little longer. With the company's contribution, that debt could

probably then have been eliminated. For the next 40 years the State would have received

into its coffers every year $7m. or its equivalent in future dollar terms. That would have

been a plus for the State. The rail link would have paid for itself by the contribution the

company made to the State in its first 10 years of operation. From then on little

maintenance would have been required. Westrail's operating costs would have covered

the maintenance and other new projects could have been using rail. We could also have

put woodehips onto the rail link. The rail transport of only 200 000 tonnes of woodchips

is not a viable proposition. However, if that were added to the approximately one million

tonnes of mineral sands, it would be a bonus for Westrail.

I do not know whether the Government thought long term. It made the right short term

decision, but I do not think it made the right 50 or 100 year decision. As far as our

railway network is concerned, we are living on investment decisions made 50 and 70

years ago. In other words, since the rail networks were built, if we happened to find

mineral sands in an area along one of the existing railway lines, it went on rail. If we

found it away from the railway line, it went on road. Why are we relying on investment

decisions made 50 and 70 years ago? Today we should be making investment decisions

for 50 and 70 years hence. In other words, we should be putting in the railway link

knowing full well it will be there for the next 50 to 100 years. As other woodchip

projects and deposits are discovered and other economic activity takes place, the railway

links would be in place and it would be easy to utilise them rather than continue the

policy we have followed for years; that is, of putting everything possible onto road

networks.

Frankly, we cannot continue. to maintain the road networks. The public will continue to

criticise-Government after Goveirnment if they must share the roads with heavy haulage,

put up with the noise going through their local communities, put up with increased
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emissions and risk their safety when mixing with very large heavy vehicles on the roads
they use to reach the local regional centres. These issues have been brought to the
committee and I do not think they have -been adequately researched by the Government.
I ask the Minister to respond to some of those issues. In 15 years we will probably have
to fund a railway link and it will cost much more then than now. By that time, we will be
well and truly accustomed to spending that additional $7m this project will put into our
State coffers. As a result we will have to find the money to fund that railway network by
cutting back in other areas.
MRS HALLAHAN (Armadale) [4.17 pm]: As the member for Belmont has indicated,
the Opposition supports this Bill. However, I have some comments complementary to
those made by the member for Roleystone. I commend him on his speech and the points
he has drawn to the attention of the House. There is no doubt that this State is rich in
minerals and as a result we enjoy a high standard of living. Undoubtedly there are a
number of benefits despite some of the concerns which arise from time to time and which
are variously addressed in a satisfactory, and sometimes not so satisfactory way.
However, we are told that $7m in royalties will result from this project and through
payroll and fuel taxes. I ask the Minister handling the Bill to indicate whether fuel tax
will be one of the income components. I thought he indicated across the Chamber during
the speech by the member for Roleystone that fuel tax would not be a significant income.
It is in the Minister's second reading speech at page 1292. He may like to clarify that
when he addresses the matter.
The member for Roleystone referred to tourism. As we know, the south west is a very
attractive area of our State and a great holiday centre which attracts tourists from
interstate and increasingly from overseas. In addition to the industrial activity and the
people who will find employment and, therefore, consolidate the permanent population
of the south west corner, there is also an enormous projected growth to which I am sure
the member for Vasse will refer in his speech. Of major concern when we consider this
Bill is the lack of any capacity by the State to thoroughly and adequately assess the
infrastructure needs for developments such as this. I am aware that when the Labor Party
was in government the potential of the Beenup mine was assessed and recommendations
were made about a number of matters, including energy infrastructure and transport. A
recommendation was that a road, rather than a railway, should be constructed.
From the tenor of the debate so far, and' with the productive life of this mine being
possibly 100 years, a different decision could have been made on the transport mode.
We do not have a capacity to analyse in a mode neutral way the transport mode that will
serve the long term benefits of our State, and that does not apply only the south west
corner. A mining corporation in the north eastern goldfields at present has asked for, and
has apparently received, government support for the construction of 50 kilometres of
road to another minesite at an extraordinary cost to taxpayers. of this State.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Which area are you talking about?
Mrs HALLAHAN: It is a Western Mining Corporation development. The Minister will
know more about that than I do.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I think you are referring to the progressive extension of the road link
between the goldfields and the Pilbara, which is a public highway. As projects come on,
both private proponents and the State contribute. Under the Mt Keith development, and
if Honeymoon Well and a couple of others go ahead, we will be able to push the road
further on.
Mrs HALLAHAN: The Minister for Resources Development amply demonstrates the
precise point I want to make. If the Government proceeds in incremental stages, it will
always go for road. That is the problem: There is no long term vision about how we
should invest for long term infrastructure. Analysts now say that because of history and
the location of the wheat growing areas, virtually all the railways are in the south west
corner. Rail is now regarded as having the greatest economic advantage in the long haul;
however, this State has virtually no railways apart from some private lines in the north
west. We have not had a visionary investment such as the goldfields water pipeline
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under C.Y. O'Connor. I am talkring about the big visionary picture that we must develop,
otherwise we will continue to incur incremental costs for our community. If the
Government proceeds in an incremental and ad hoc way with transport, it will always
come down on. the side of road. As the member for Roleystone said, in the future we
may come to the conclusion. that we should have bitten the bullet and planned the
reserves and developed the infrastructure for rail rather than heavy duty road.
We must debate this matter more. Members of the Select Committee on Heavy
Transport have, an opportunity to be exposed -to a range of ideas on the matter and have
pointed out to them the shortcomings of past planning and the lack of any capacity in
government to forward plan in the way the Opposition suggests. It is sophisticated and
demanding, but it is not beyond our wit. It will be possible for the committee to study
one of the countries which has an infrastructure capacity in government to analyse the
requirements -, the projected needs for transport corridors - and on the basis of all
considerations, make a determination on whether the State will invest in road or rail.
I urge the Minister in his influential position in government to develop within
government that approach to spending public money and to bring it alongside these
private and very large corporations in their investment considerations so they contribute
to long term infrastructure development. I am sure it can be made attractive
economically. As the member for Roleystone said, one of the reasons this State has gone
for flexible paving is that concrete roads are capital intensive, but low maintenance. I am
now aware, much more than I was three months ago, that historically we have gone for
low capital, high maintenance roads. We build in this extraordinary future maintenance
cost for ourselves and forever after. This Beenup mine highlights the point. The costings
have been undertaken over a, 20 year period. The Minister interjected and said that that
will depend on whether world market prices hold. He is right about that; however, by the
same token people are saying that, depending on world prices, this mine could last for
100 years. That creates a different outlook on the infrastructure which a State such as
ours might provide.
I do not expect the Minister to respond with how we view 20 years as opposed to 100
years and whether it is possible to project world prices and demand for products over
such a long period. The mind boggles at the prospect. However, other countries are
making educated guesses; countries which enjoy a high standard of living and have a
high commitment to environmental integrity. There are some lessons we can yet learn
and which we appear not to put our minds to.
Mr Bradshaw: I find it extraordinary that you are saying this. Your Government did the
deal with BFIP for the transport system.
Mrs HALLAHAN: Perhaps the member for Wellington was not in the House at the
commencement of my speech when I acknowledged that a great deal of assessment and
analytical work was undertaken under the Labor Government.
Mr Bradshaw: I think it was all the Labor Government at that stage.
Mrs HALLAHAN: I understand that since the coalition has been in government people
have reconsidered the matter. I am told that Westrail was given a clear indication that the
Minister preferred road and that it submitted a halfhearted case without putting up a
substantial fight for rail to be seriously considered. Life is never quite as clear as one
thinks it might be. That is another factor about which we may never know the truth.
Perhaps the Minister here today knows the truth of the matter, but we may never know.
Those built-in preconceptions in decision makting can have greater weight than they
necessarily should. In the absence of any analytical unit staffed with well qualified
people we cannot tell whose preconceptions will prevail over analysis, particularly if
people have the message that their mode of transport is not likely to succeed but that they
are obliged to put in a case for it anyway. In this instance I am talking about rail.
The member for Wellington is the member of a Government which has never been
visionary about infrastructure. *It has a history of closing railway lines and now it will
have a history of closing shipping lines. Let us see the Government do something instead
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of making a narrow commitment to roads. The member is skating on thin ice because the
Government does have a narrow commitment to roads. As he is concerned about these
matters, I ask him to put his views to the party room and request the Government to adopt
a wider vision and not to be a captive audience for the road lobby groups. If he were
successful, it would not be a bad thing in the interests of the State.
[Leave granted for speech to be con tinued.]
Debate thus adjourned.

GRIEVANCE - DOG ACT
MR MARLBOROUGH (Peel) [4.31 pm]: I draw to the attention of the House and the
Minister for Local Government my concerns about the lack of provisions in the Dog Act
and a perceived lack of resolve by the Government to attack what is increasingly
becoming an extremely hazardous occupation; that is, living next door or being in close
proximity to a certain breed of large dog in metropolitan Perth.
The Minister should consider introducing legislation urgently into this House to ensure
that the tragedy which occurred last week will never be allowed to occur again. I
acknowledge that it has not been concluded that the woman in Wanneroo who was found
dead after tending her garden was actually attacked by the dogs. However, she was in
such a state that she could not be identified straightaway. She was so savagely attacked
that some people were of the view that she had been killed by someone using an axe.
The final outcome on how she died has not been determined. However, in this and
similar incidents the evidence points to out of control large dogs which have a reputation
for being trained for specific purposes. Many of them are used as guard dogs and there
has been a lot of crossbreeding. Experts say that the crossbreeding means that they are
harder to control than thoroughbreds.
It is clear that the incident which occurred last week is one of many. In the last 12
months there have been some horrific dog attacks on young children. If members were to
go to Princess Margaret Hospital for Children today, they would find five young children
suffering from dog attacks. I am awaiting the figure of the number of children who have
been in that hospital this year because of injuries sustained in dog attacks. Most of the
dogs involved in these attacks have been large and by their very size they inflict a horrific
wound. In some instances they are capable of breaking bones. I advise members that a
hyena is capable of breaking, in one bite, the lower leg bone of a water buffalo. That
illustrates the power of that animal which is classified as a dog. Dogs which have that
capability are being bred in suburbia.
Mr Shave: That is like saying that the suburban cat should be compared with a lion.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The member could be right, but I have not seen a suburban cat
which weighs as much as a lion, although I have seen a dog which weighs as much as a
hyena. I hadl a man boasting to me on the telephone this week about his Rottweiler. He
was concernied that I was suggesting that his 67 kilogram Rottweiler should be removed
from the metropolitan area. It is a hell of a weight to be attacked by, particularly if the
victim is an 84 year old woman. Imagine what it would be like to be attacked by four of
them.
Members can make light of this, but they can no longer afford to listen to people who say
that they love their dog in spite of the fact that it is so big that if it decided to attack
someone, it would cause serious injury. The instance I referred to involved an attack on a
woman by four dogs which resulted in her death. It is something we should not tolerate.
The Minister should not say that he will fix the situation by bringing in a new Dog Act at
the end of the year. I am a little sad that I am speaking on this subject now, but between
now and Christmas I am sure I will have the opportunity to bring evidence into this
House to show what other countries and States in Australia are doing about large dogs in
suburbia.
The problem does not entirely lie with members opposite. I have spoken to many of my
colleagues on this side of the House and they do not share my view. When I read the Act
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I understood where the problem lies. The Dog Act was written in 1976 and it must have
been written by men, particularly farmers.
Mr Omodei: The Act has been amended twice since then.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Section 34 certainly has not been amended.
Mr Ornodei: Why didn't you amend it?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I explained why. I already said that the problem does not lie
with members apposite; it is a state of mind. Some members on my side do not think like
I do. I will direct the Minister to the problem within the Act. Clause 34 refers to the
protection of livestock and it outlines what action can be taken if dogs are caught
attacking livestocl It reads -

A person who owns, or who is for the first time being lawfully in charge of, any
animal or bird may lawfully shoot or otherwise destroy a dog which he finds
attacking that animal or bird if there is no other way of stopping the attack and
provided that notice is given to a police officer as soon as practicable thereafter.

Therefore, if a dog is attacking one's sheep, cattle or bird, one can shoot it I turn now to
section 38 of the Act which is headed, "Nuisance" and states -

Where it is shown that a dog is a nuisance in contravention of subsection (1) the
occupier of the premises where the dog is ordinarily kept or ordinarily permitted
to live commits an offence against that subsection unless he proves that he took
all reasonable precautions and exercised all due diligence to avoid the
contravention.
Penalty: $200.

Subsection (2) states that a dog shall be taken to be a nuisance for the purposes of this
section if it is injurious or dangerous to the health of any person. There is no penalty.
Mr Omodei: Under section 38, there is a penalty of $200.-
Mr MARLBO0ROUGH: Okay, there. is, but I am saying that the penalty of $200 can be
applied simply if the dog is a nuisance; it does not have to bite someone. There is no
additional penalty for biting; that is just another part of a dog being a nuisance.
Section 39 states -

Where a dog is shown to have bitten a person without provocation or reasonable
cause a court may order that the dog be destroyed.

Therefore, on e can shoot a dog if it has bitten cattle -or birds, but if it can be proved under
this Act that a dog has bitten a person with reasonable cause, nothing can be done to it.
However, if a dog has bitten a person without reasonable cause - that is, if the dog does
not state why it has bitten a person - the court may order that the dog be destroyed. The
problem with this Act is that it gives greater protection to birds and cattle which are
attacked by dogs than it gives to an 84 year old woman who is enjoying her retirement
and working in her market garden and is savaged by dogs. The Minister must act
immediately to amend this Act.
[The member's time expiredl.]
MR OMODEI (Warren - Minister for Local Government) [4.41 pm]: [ agree with the
member for Peel that the Act is inadequate and should be updated. We do intend to
amend the Act and have already consulted some of the interested groups, and we have
done more work since that time. It is all very well to raise emotional issues at this time,
but we must be sensible about this matter. There are 360 000 dogs in Western Australia,
the vast majority of which are well trained and looked after and do not go out and attack
people. We are talking about those people who are negligent in ensuring that their dogs
are kept under control.
It is a fact that the current Act, which was introduced in 1976 by a conservative
Government, was amended twice by the Labor Party while in goverrnent. It is also a
fact that other States have increased their penalties significantly in the last few years, to
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the extent that in South Australia the penalty for failure to register a breed is $2 000, and
for attack on a person is $2 000; and in Queensland, the mnaximumn penalty for attack on a
person is $6 000, and the penalty for encouraging or inciting dog aittacks is $12 000.
Those penalties are for specific reasons where dog fights have been encouraged and dogs
have been trained to attack people. The member for Peel is correct; we do need to
upgrade this Act, and we intend to do that. It takes about a week to have a Bill printed,
so it will be difficult for us to get the legislation up in this session, but certainly in the
spring session we will bring amendments into the Parliament.
The member for Peel referred to large dogs. In the last 12 months, there have been over
3 000 dog attacks in the metropolitan area alone. That is unacceptable and we must do
something about it. Half of those 3 000 dog attacks have been by some of the larger
animals, including blue heelers. However, not all of the attacks have been by specific
breeds of dogs. Therefore, we must identify dangerous dogs, not necessarily certain
breeds, because there are many crossbreeds in this State which are difficult to identif.
The pit bull terrier has been banned from importation into Australia, although the Federal
Government's ban came down slightly late and pit bull terriers are being bred in Western
Australia. However, the further importation of pit bull terriers has been banned.
Mr Marlborough: You should at least bring the Act into line with the federal Act.
Mr OMODEI: What do we do about crossbreeds? The four main breeds that have been
banned are the pit bull terrier, the Japanese tosa, the dogo argentino and the fila
braziliero, which are all fighting dogs, and I am sure we would not want those breeds to
come into Australia. I agree that -we need to increase the penalties. The Dog Act is
vague in some areas; for example, if a person can prove that his fence was good, even
though his dog was at large, he can get away with it.
Mr Marlborough: Will the Minister agree with me that the present Dog Act provides a
greater penalty for a dog which attacks cattle, sheep or birds than it does for a dog which
attacks a human being?
Mr OMODEI: There is a subtle difference, because one might shoot a dog which was
attacking a bird or a cow but one would not like to shoot a dog which was attacking a
person because one might shoot the person! I am sure that is the reason that the section
was drafted in that way. Would the member for Peel shoot a dog which was attacking a
person?
Mr Marlborough: That is not the point I am making.
Mr OMODEI: The member for Peel referred to a $200 penalty for a dog which is a
nuisance. In fact, the modified penalty under section 38 is $40. The Act is vague.
Yesterday, I met the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals and the
Canine Association, and we intend to meet also the municipal law enforcement people
and some of the lawyers who have defended dog owners in the courts, so that we can
identify the loopholes in the legislation to ensure that people do not get away with
allowing their dogs to roam at large.
Mr Marlborough: Section 47 of the Act makes a person who poisons a dog liable for a
minimum penalty of $1 000. That is the highest penalty in the Act.
Mr OMODEI: No, it is not. The highest penalty is in section 33(2), which states that a
person shall not set on or urge any dog to attack, worry or chase any person. There is no
doubt that the penalties must be increased dramatically because they are out of kilter with
current expectations, and we will ensure that that occurs. At the same time, the on the
spot fines for dogs which are found roaming at large must be increased significantly. We
are seeking an on the spot fine of at least $100, and a person will need to have a good
explanation of why his dog is found roaming at large, even if it is the most innocent and
lovable dog, like the ones which almost licked Graham Mabury to death the other day.
We intend also, under the nuisance section, to have mandatory muzzling of dogs which
have demonstrated aggressive behaviour. The RSPCA has prepared a paper on the
guidelines for the control of dangerous dogs, and I concur with those guidelines. We also
must identify dangerous dogs, not necessarily the breeds, but dogs which have been

5079



reported as being aggressive towards or harassing people. Where a dog has attacked
someone and a wound has been inflicted which requires stitches, or bones have been
broken - and, by the way, to talk about a hyena is going a bit over the top; the member for
Peel might as well talk about a lion or tiger -
Mr Marlborough: That woman had as much chance of success against those dogs as she
would have had she fallen into a lion's den.
Mr OMODEI: The amendments to the Act will provide that such a dog shall be
mandatorily destroyed. They are the four main planks we will consider when amending
the Act. The Act should be extensively changed to consider guard dogs, the breeding of
dogs, and the holding of dogs. When the Labor Party was in government it received
some 800 submissions in 1987 relating to all the matters talked about by the member for
Peel. The amendments did not come to fruition at that time because a large section of the
community looks after its dogs. These people train their dogs; they take them to
obedience schools; they feed the dogs properly, and control them on a leash. We must
look at the small percentage of dogs that are allowed to roam at large. A large number of
dogs are not registered so. we must increase dramatically the penalty for unregistered
dogs, so that when the dog. catcher takes in the dogs not only does a penalty apply for
that, but also people must register the dogs. These are some of the things we intend to
do. We will not rush in willy-nilly We aready have in train a number of measures.
The week before the unfortunate death of the woman at Wanneroo I met with officers of
the Department of Local Government to put together a Cabinet submission seeking
permission to draft legislation - which I will do this Monday. It could not have been
done in one week. Some work was done prior to this event. We are looking to other
States to see what is being done there, bearing in mind that in some States dogs are bred
for fighting, which is against the law here although I understand it goes on to some
degree. Some dogs in this State are bred to attack people, and we do not support that. At
the same time, many pensioners have companion animals, some of which are Alsatians or
Rottweilers. They love their animals, and the animals give them support and security
because the pets are properly trained and well looked after. The dogs protect the
pensioners. However, when dogs are unattended we will penalise people for that. We
will amend the Act to ensure that our streets are safe from, dogs.

GRIEVANCE - KWINANA FREEWAY, ACCESS TO CrTY AND CBD
MR BOARD (Jandakot) [4.52 pm]: I address my grievance to the Minister representing
the Minister for Transport. This is an issue which is becoming increasingly difficult for
the residents in my electorate. It is a matter about which two years ago I received very
little representation. However, on a weekly basis now people come to me regarding
access to the city and to the central business district via the Kwinana Freeway. I raise
this issue because getting to the city from the southern suburbs via the Kwinana Freeway
is becoming an increasingly difficult exercise.
Several members interjected.
Mr BOARD: Members may be interested to know that the freeway, which was opened in
1959 as a result of the planning genius of Stephenson and Hepburn, as part of the road
hierarchy for Perth, was the first freeway in Australia. At that time the freeway ran from
Canning Bridge across the Narrows. The next section of the freeway was opened in 1982
with the extension from Canning Bridge to South Street, resulting in the rapid
development of suburbs such as Winthrop, Kardinya, Murdoch and Leeming.
In the Stephenson-Hepburn early plan it was predicted that by 1994 the population of
Perth would be about one million; and that we would not reach our current population of
1.4m until the year 2005. In 1995 we have already reached a population of more than
1.4m in Perth. The freeway was further extended in 1992 taking in the development of
suburbs such as Bibra Lake, North Lake, South Lake, Thomnsons Lake, Jandakot and
Yangebup. That extension 'went through to Forrest Road. I also address the issue of
extensions to the planning process through Southern River, and the additional suburbs
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that feed Leach Highway and South Street. The Minister will be aware of the planning
process which brought major amendments into Southern River, and which will result in
the development of some 10 000 blocks over the next five to 10 years - all affecting the
Kwinana Freeway.
This year we saw the extension of the freeway through to Thomas Road, which
completed the original project some 35 years later by connecting Kwinana - hence the
Kwinana Freeway - to the city, and the development of further suburbs such as Wandi,
Wattleup and Hope Valley and their connection to Kwinana. It is envisaged that by the
year 2003 Thomas Road will be extended to Folly Road. Sometime not long after that, if
predictions are correct, we will see a further 35 kmn of the freeway down to the Mandurah
bypass. En route, it will take in the suburbs of Baldivis, Warnbro, Karnup and Singleton.
The point of my grievance is that many hundreds of thousands of people living south of
the river now want to access the city. Although we have extended the freeway and
improved facilities along the way, we have not made movement along the freeway any
easier. In many instances the situation is very difficult close to the city. The problem is
exacerbated by the fact that traffic builds up at the Mount Henry Bridge, where the three
lanes generally move smoothly. By the time the traffic reaches Canning Bridge, where a
further two lanes join the freeway plus the taxi and bus lane, there are five lanes of traffic
plus the bus and taxi lane moving towards the city. Those five lanes, plus one, within
half a kilometre reduces to four lanes plus one, and a further half a kilometre on at Como
the freeway reduces to three lanes, plus the bus lane. The situation becomes difficult
where the freeway meets the Mill Point Road entry because it reduces to two lanes.
Therefore, the freeway has 155 000 movements a day, which is probably twice the
prediction made in Stephenson's time, and in 1995 that part of the freeway reduces from
five lanes, plus a bus and taxi lane, to two lanes plus a bus and taxi lane. The Narrows
Bridge then fans out to three lanes, plus a bus and taxi lane. Although many people
condemn the bridge for not being wide enough, that is not the problem. The problem for
people commuting to the city from the southern suburbs is that at the Mill Point Road
entry the freeway reduces to two lanes. This morning I observed another accident as the
five, four and three lanes were reduced to two and people became increasingly frustrated.
The traffic was banked up for a number of kilometres, as it usually is around 8.30 am. I
observed also that there is room for improvement. We could provide an additional lane
at that point, but the problem will occur when the three lanes plus one meet at Mill Point
Road, and an additional lane would have to be provided on the bridge.
The solution is not easy. It is one which the Government must address in the near future
because the continuing development in the southern suburbs is dramatic. Because it is
dramatic, the Minister for Planning will be aware that tens of thousands of blocks have
been developed and will come on stream in the near future. It will be further exaggerated
with the extension of the Roe Highway that will meet South Street, and possibly the
Kwinana Freeway. Unless the issue of people's access to the city is addressed, traffic
will build up for 10 kilometres down the Kwinana Freeway. That will cause only further
frustration and more accidents. We now need to look at this issue and address it within
the next year or so before it gets to that extremely critical stage. I hope the Minister
representing the Minister for Transport may be able to address the specific point about
where the two lanes, having been reduced from five, meet Mill Point Road traffic, and
whether there might be an opportunity to study that area to ascertain whether things can
be made a little easier for people travelling south of the river.
MR LEWIS (Applecross - Minister for Planning) [5.00 pm]: Bearing in mind that my
electorate is immediately south of the Kwinana Freeway at Canning Bridge, I traverse
that route every day. Everyone who goes across the bridge daily will acknowledge the
situation which the member for Jandakot has mentioned in his grievance. It happens in
peak times. A combination of other things as well as the reduction in the number of lanes
chokes the traffic on the Mill Point Road on-ramp. That is not the only difficulty.
There are solutions in the longer term. Yesterday I listened with some interest to some of
the comments of the member for Nollamnara which he made in isolation, and I think in
some ignorance, in his understanding of the broader overall picture of traffic planning in
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the metropolitan region suggesting that the Burswood Road and bridge proposition was
flawed. As the member for South Perth. remarked by way of inteijection, it is interesting
that the municipalities immediately south of the Swan River have come out very strongly
in support of that bypass. The reason is that, because much of the traffic is now
gridlocked on the Causeway which now flows at capacity during peak periods - those
peak periods are extending - -people are bypassing it and loading up the traffic on the
Narrows Bridge. Members should recognise the huge increase in drivers using the
Narrows Bridge. When it was opened in 1959, it was servicing a population in the Perth
metropolitan area of about 460 000. It was carrying 17 500 vehicles a day. In peak
periods that bridge now carries nearly 155 000 vehicles a day.
Mr Board: They were all in front of you this morning.
Mr LEWIS: Yes. That phenomenon has occurred as a result of the increase in
population in the metropolitan region. I correct the member for Jandakot: The latest
projections for population in the metropolitan region is 1.27 million people.
Mrt Bloffwitch: When was that done?
Mr LEWIS: It is about a year old. By the turn of the century, it is envisaged that that
figure will be 1.4 million or maybe 1.45 million. That is remarkably close to the genius
of Stephenson. He called to within 20 000 or 30 000 the population of the metropolitan
region.
It is okay for members to say that people should use public transport. However, it is
forgotten that the freeway systems are not-designed primarily to cater for people in cars.
They are about efficient shifting of goods and services fundamental to our economy and
about the pollution that occurs if traffic gets choked in gridlocks.
It is easy and pretty glib to say that we do not need the bypass through Northbridge from
Victoria Park, from the Orrong Road interchange through to the Hamilton interchange.
The facts are that in 20 years' time this city will not be able to exist without it. I see the
member for Perth is smiling. I ask her a question which she may be able to answer by
way of interjection: Can she envisage our city operating without the Narrows Bridge or
the Kwinana and Mitchell Freeways which in 1959 carried 17 500 vehicles and today
carry more than 150 000?
Ms Warnock: No, I cannot, nor have I ever said that I do not want another bridge.
Mr LEWIS: It is all very well to say that we should have another bridge to let traffic
flow through. The city will be decimated if we let the traffic go unmanaged and
uncontrolled off the western end of the proposed Burswood bridge. It is very easy to say
that we will have surface options. Anyone who has done a study into this problem will
know that the surface options become freeways and at the end of the day they get fenced
off. The bottom line is that the Narrows Bridge does not operate in isolation. It must
operate in conjunction with the Causeway. The Narrows Bridge and the Causeway are
tying to balance the traffic that comes from the southern and eastern suburbs of Perth.

Ms Warnock: It is quicker to use it.
Mr LEWIS: It may be now, but we must have another bridge to manage the traffic that
wants to come into the city. Members often say that we should stop people travelling to
the city by car. We in Australia and in Western Australia - this State has the highest per
capita rate of motor vehicles in the country - like our freedom, owning a motor car,
getting into a vehicle and going where we want when it suits us. In our democracy and
on the basis of the culture that has grown up in Western Australia, where people like
using their cars, it would be a very brave Government that would tell people they cannot
use their motor vehicles or where they can and cannot travel in them.
Mr Taylor: How were you overlooked as the Minister for Transport?
Mr LEWIS: It is very simple for people to make off the cuff statements that people
should use public transport.- To answer the member's question: We can put another
carriageway to the north of the Mill Point Road on-ramip. It has been pointed out to me -
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Mr Taylor. Your enthusiasm for transport is catching. I would be careful if I were you.
Mr LEWIS: I am not even getting wound up yet! It has been pointed out to me in advice
from Main Roads that if the choking of the off-ramps of the Hamilton Road interchange
and the Narrows Bridge were alleviated and the freeway was opened up, the pedestrian
streets serviced by those exists could not carry the infusion of traffic that would result.
Both I and the people at Main Roads recognise that. The matter is constantly being
monitored. I believe quite strongly that in the longer term, when we build that bridge and
the bypass, it will relieve by about 80 000 vehicles a day in 15 years' time the traffic that
wants to traverse east-west through Perth.
It is very interesting that it has been projected that 75 per cent of all the tradffic using
Riverside Drive wants to bypass the City of Perth. People say simply, "You do not need
the bypass." If one wants a Leach Highway going through the northern part of our city
with 80 000 vehicles a day one can go for the option that the member for Perth has put.
If one wants no pollution and the efficient shifting of goods and services around our
region, one will make the brave decision that the Government made. The Labor
Government was not prepared to make it. It put it on hold before the last election. We
have made that brave decision and gone on to plan for the future management of traffic in
our city well into the twenty-first century.

GRIEVANCE - LEVEL CROSSINGS, KENWICK
DR WATSON (Kenwick) [5.11 pm]: My grievance is addressed to the Minister
representing the Minister for Transport. In my electorate of Kenwick are 11 level
crossings, which I understand is the highest number of any suburban electorate. All my
constituents are affected by the fact that every day everybody must make a car or foot
journey across a level crossing. Members will recall that in 1992 a woman and her child
were killed at a level crossing at Beckenham and that another tragedy occurred there last
Saturday, 10 June. As a consequence of the deaths in 1992 some action was taken. Most
level crossings in the metropolitan area had yellow boxes painted onto them, which really
had the effect of keeping drivers back behind the yellow lines. At William Street there
was also a re-orientation of traffic. Of course, on many occasions after an accident,
measures are taken to prevent more accidents occurring. I maintain that we should be
looking at this matter seriously in order to prevent further accidents at that crossing at
William Street by analysing all the contributing factors. We should look first at the
William Street crossing. A straight road of 3 kilometres intersects the railway line.
William Street runs between Albany Highway and Welshpool Road, where the new Roe
Highway tips traffic into William Street. Daily traffic volumes, which include a lot of
heavy haulage, in May 1994 were 20 218 and by November 1994 were 23 704 - an
increase of 17 per cent. In response to local residents' concern about the volumes of
traffic on William Street, Main Roads' prediction was that there would be fewer than
1 000 extra vehicles a day. Once again, it got it wrong. People were very angry when
two weeks ago the Minister for Transport treated us all with contempt by failing to keep
an appointment to talk to representatives of the local community, me and councillors
about the traffic problems in Beckenham and Kenwick.
Mr Lewis: Did he say he was coming?
Dr WATSON: He said he was coming and then at 4.00 pm, the time of the meeting, he
telephoned to say he was not.
Mr Lewis: He might have been mixed up in a bit of a maritime dispute.
Dr WATSON: He did not therefore apprise himself of the issues and problems that
concern everybody everyday. Alongside the railway line are two parallel roads,
Sevenoaks Street and Railway Road. There is a school. Many pedestrians use the
crossing. The station is divided. Not all trains stop, although they are all supposed to
slow down. Also there are carparks for the train station on either side of the railway
tracks. The crossing is controlled by lights and boom gates. On Saturday, 10 June Fred
Meadwell's car and a train collided. Fred was a 69 year old man of energy and
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commitment to his local community. I take this opportunity to extend my condolences to
his family and to all who love and will miss him. He stood against me in 1989 as a Grey
Power candidate and attracted 7.5 per cent of the vote. Fred was very well regarded in
his local community and he will be missed. A courier worker waiting on the opposite
side of the line from which Fred came observed that the boom gates were not fully
horizontal. When the train went through the gates should have been down. They should
be down 20 seconds prior to another train entering the intersection. Twenty seconds is
not long. The electrified railway system means there must be faultless mechanical
maintenance of boom gates and flashing lights. One cannot go wrong on the timing.
Regular preventive maintenance by a skilled work force is absolutely essential for the
community's safety. I understand between 30 and 32 signal technicians do this very
stressful work I say it is stressful, because after such a tragedy they bear the same stress
and burdens as train drivers who are more directly involved in fatalities. The work foice
is considerably reduced. Claims are made by the union that the system has run down and
standards have not been maintained. The signal technicians do maintenance during day
shift and are on call at night. A requirement under the system is that they have only an
eight hour rest period not a 10 hour rest period. They maintain the boom gates
fortnightly and maintain and check lights monthly. It is clear from the recommendations
in the Right Track report that there will be increased intervals between maintenance
checks.
Mr Lewis: That is supposition.
Dr WATSON: Skilled workers will be replaced with semiskilled *workers, and there is a
recommendation that flying gangs do handyman type repairs to level crossings. Another
issue that must be examined is the train's braking capacity. Since the first winter that we
experienced after the rail system was electrified, it became clear that the braking systems
of trains often had problems when the rails were wet and that the trains slid through
stations. One retired engineer observed to me that with the problems with the braking
systems of trains very often drivers were afraid to apply emergency brakes, because
trains could skid out of control. The same man told me that Fred's car was dragged and
not pushed through the intersection to the end of the platform. It missed the end of the
platform by about 20 metres. The train was already slowing to stop at the station.
Photographs taken after the accident show the train had not stopped until it was at least
20 metres north of the station.
Mr Lewis: There are reasons for that.
Dr WATSON: Questions about brake failure must be asked, and the care of the train
driver and any witnesses must be addressed. In trying to prevent accidents of this nature
we must implement a reporting system for accidents and near accidents, and we need to
continually educate drivers and pedestrians. People cannot take for granted, I am told,
that the lights will flash and the boom gates will come down. Drivers should look right
and left and the braking system of trains must be fail-safe. Drivers cannot be afraid of
using the emergency braking system.
I make four recommendations. An assessment must be made of the crossing and its
configuration and given a hazard rating by an engineer. An open inquiry into this
accident must be held. There are questions on the Notice Paper about how many failures
have occurred at hights and boom gates since the electrified system was introduced.
Lastly, and very importantly, the public deserves to know how many brake failures have
occurred since this system was introduced and how confident we can be about the
stopping capacity of our trains.
MR LEWIS (Applecross - Minister for Planning) [5.20 pmn]: Everyone should accept
that any time there is a fatality at a rail crossing, an investigation will be held. The
unfortunate accident involving Mr Fred Meadwell is being investigated; I understand a
coronial inquiry will be conducted into the circumstances of that fatality..
For the record, there have been two accidents at that crossing since 1992. The first
occurred on 4 July 1992 when a mother and child were involved in a fatal accident and
the second was the accident on 10 June this year when Mr Meadwell died of injuries
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sustained in an accident at that crossing. Preliminary inquiries indicate - in no way do I
want to pre-empt the findings of the coronial enquiry - that the lights, bells and the boonm
gates were working. That is Westrail's advice to me. There may have been a
malfunction on one of the booms and it may not have come right down. However, the
matter will be further investigated. I understand also that police forensic staff are
examining the boom gates to see whether there was a malfunction at that time.
A coromial inquiry was held into the accident of July 1992. It brought certain matters to
the attention of Westrail and recommended that certain things be done. One of its
recommendations was that the right-hand turn into Sevenoaks Street, Beckenhanm, be
blocked off.
Dr Watson: There were a number of modifications.
Mrt LEWIS: That work was done. However, I understand it was being ignored by the
general public until the police held a bit of a campaign. Now it is working effectively
and there is very little right-hand turn movement.
In relation to the braking system of the rail cars, the manufacturer considers it to be very
difficult to modify the railcars. I understand that the braking equipment is at the front of
the railcar. If there is a collision with a vehicle and the vehicle is dragged under the train,
apparently it can damage the braking system, which is the reason for run-ons occurring.
When the Opposition was in government, extensive work was done following the 1992
accident to try to modify that design fault. However, the manufacturers reported to the
former Government that it was very difficult to do anything and that the railcar vehicles
could not be modified because of the way they are manufactured. Therefore, although it
has been recognised that this equipment can be damaged, allowing the railcars to run on,
the point has been made by Westrail, not cynically, that at that stage, it is probably too
late for the people in the colliding vehicle.
Dr Watson: Often the trains do not stop at the stations; they slide on.
Mr LEWIS: That is also a design fault in certain circumstances. I believe that the only
way that can be rectified is by the use of silica bags on railcars.
Mr Taylor interjected.
Mr LEWIS: That is right. Nearly all trains in the north west use silica bags for traction
as well as for braking. I hope the next batch of railcars will take this problem into
account.
Another recommendation by the coronial inquiry was for Westrail to investigate the
effects of a reduction in speed as railcars go through grade or level crossings. However,
there are so many crossings on the electrified rail system that the efficiency of the system
would be compromised and people would be inclined not to use the trains if they had to
slow and stop and slow and stop at every intersection. The member made the point that
the train was probably travelling at only 20 kilometres an hour but still did that damage.
The other recommendation related to the 20 second warning.
Dr Watson: It is not long.
Mr LEWIS: It is not. I have often sat at an intersection with the boom gate down and
thought how long it takes for the train to travel through the intersection. This may be a
contradiction, but people may get a little impatient and, thinking that the train is a long
way off, try to duck through.
Mrt Trenorden: I was at that crossing a few moments before the 1992 accident occurred.
Drivers were going around the boom gates and across the line. It was an unbelievable
risk.
Mr LEWIS: I thank the member for Avon for that. Who knows what was the cause of
the accident on 10 June? The gentleman may have tried to shoot the boom gate.
Dr Watson: We cannot speculate on that. I am really concerned about the braking
system of the railcars.
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Mr LEWIS: I understand that. However, the point must be made that unfortunately
accidents occur. I compliment the previous Government for putting in place this very
efficient and modern electrified rail system. However, because we have level crossings,
there will be accidents. It is like motor cars: Everybody who drives a motor car runs the
risk of having an accident. However, that does not stop people from driving motor cars.
Unfortunately, from time to time accidents occur. Westrail is cognisant of the concerns
of the public and, as I have said earlier, I believe a coronial inquiry will be held into the
circumstances of this unfortunate accident. It is for the inquiry to determine the reason
for the accident, but individuals recognise and accept that there are faults in the braking
systems, not when operating normally but in certain circumstances. The braking
mechanism is exposed to damage under some conditions. I will refer this grievance to
the Minister for Transport who, I am sure, will consider the four points raised. I hope we
can continue to refine the mechanisms on level crossings and railways, so that in future
they are fail-safe and such accidents do not happen.

GRIDEVANCE - LEGAL AID COMMISSION
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [5.31 pm]: My grievance is to the Attorney General but
before detailing it, I thank the Attorney General for some of the information passed on
today.
I have some difficulty with the legal profession. It is not a personal difficulty, but one I
experience on behalf of my constituents. Every January I send a circular to each
household in my electorate asking people to indicate their concerns. One of the issues
raised constantly relates to matters of law and the Legal Aid Commission. I am sure
every member of this House has great difficulty in their electorate offices with legal aid.
There are times when I have great compassion for people who come to my office with
monumental problems in dealing with the law, but those problems are not considered
serious enough by the Legal Aid Commission to qualify for funds. They are not criminal
matters, but they are serious to those people. I wish to run past the Attorney General and
the House a case in my electorate. I have given -theAttorney General the names of the
individuals and the law firms involved, so I have no intention of referring to the names in
my grievance. My grievance is not about the action taken but the circumstances of the
case. The Attorney General understands that.
My constituent was injured in an accident in 1982 when working as a diver operating off
an oil rig. He approached the company he worked for seeking compensation, and was
told to find a legal representative. He went to a lawyer who gave him advice. The
company's insurer made an offer to the individual, which the lawyer advised him to
accept. He accepted that payment and as far as he was concerned the matter was settled.
A short time thereafter he met another diver who had been injured in a diving accident,
and discovered that that individual's compensation payment was substantially higher than
the payment he had received. He went to a large legal firm in Perth, and was advised to
take action against the previous lawyer for the advice he had been given. He took up that
matter. He started the action against the original lawyer, and that lawyer's insurance
company made an out of court offer to settle for $140 000 - a sizeable amount.
The lawyers acting on his behalf indicated that if he were successful in his action against
the original lawyer, he could expect to receive between $500 000 and $700 000.
However, they advised him to accept the $144) 000. My constituent, their client, was not
happy with the principle involved. He was injured in 1982, and had since been unable to
continue in his profession because of the injury. He wished to pursue the matter because
he was damaged while working and he felt an important principle was involved. The
legal firm advised him that its legal costs and associated legal costs would amount to
$50 000, and that payment was required up-front.
My constituent did not have $50 000. There lies the rub. He approached the Legal Aid
Commission. The Attorney General has indicated that Legal Aid has no record of that
contact I have tried to obtain the reference number for the Attorney General and will
continue to do so. I have spoken to my constituent and hope to have that information
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during dhe debate. My constituent told me he had approached the Legal Aid Commission
twice and was rejected on both occasions.
The law firm suggested that he approach the Law Society in an attempt to obtain funds
under the litigation assistance fund. He approached that body and was told that, if
successful, the fund would take 15 per cent of the amount awarded. He also understands
that he must pay his legal firm a fee of approximately $40 000 and other associated legal
costs, amounting to a total of $50 000. He is extremely concerned because he believes he
is entitled to his day in court, but by insisting on his right, he is exposed not only to
$50 000 in costs, but also to the requirement to pay the Law Society's percentage under
the litigation assistance fund. I am concerned about the situation of the little Aussie
battler - it is a terrible expression which I do not like to use - who has no understanding
of the law, and who holds courts and the legal system in awe.
I am concerned about the level of communication between the Legal Aid Commission
and my constituents. It is universal in this State. I am also concerned about the
communication generally between the law and the man on the street. T7his person feels
he is battling a system, which is impossible to beat. The system often is referred to as
"the club", and the man in the street does bold it in awe. If a litigation assistance fund is
good enough for the Law Society, why is it not good enough for the Legal Aid
Commission? My constituent was offered $140 000 by way of settlement, which must
reflect the degree of success in the argument. The Legal Aid Commission should be able
to offer the same sort of arrangement that is offered by the Law Society - that is, to enter
into a contract that says that upon success the Legal Aid Commission will extract $X out
of any moneys recovered on his behalf.
I am not speaking on behalf of my constituent, but I accept. the argument that I heard
recently from the Chief Justice, David Malcolm, that we must come around to these
considerations. If Legal Aid accepted a 15 per cent contingency fee upon success, and it
managed its cases properly, it might result in revenue for Legal Aid. Obviously the Law
Society must have a source of funds, and I imagine that would be generated in some part
from the successful prosecution of some of those claims. I may be wrong; I have no
knowledge in that area. The Law Society should do that; it also should greatly improve
its communication with clients.
MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley - Attorney General) [5.41 pm]: I thank the member for
Avon for -his grievance, because his constituent's problem has highlighted that
communication between solicitors and the bureaucracy' is not exactly what the
Government expects it to be if people are to understand the process.
The Legal Aid Commission is an independent body, and although I will follow up the
case of the member for Avon's constituent, I cannot involve myself. I can find out
whether he was able to avail himself of avenues such as the review and appeal process.
The member's constituent received a grant from the litigation assistance fund to proceed
with the matter to trial. liability is still in question, which is why it is going to court; it is
not solely a matter of dealing with the quantum of damages. The litigation assistance
fund was established to fill a niche for people who felt they had a reasonable claim.
Obviously the litigation assistance fund believed the member's constituent had a
reasonable claim, because a grant was made. The litigation assistance fund is particularly
relevant in civil matters where people would not otherwise be eligible for legal aid.
Many of the complaints received by members from their constituents concern civil
matters, particularly litigation with companies.
Eligibility for the fund is via means and merit tests. The member's constituent is
concerned about costs and how arrangements for litigation assistance are made, and that
is something that the Government can improve. The rules of the litigation assistance
fund ame written in legalese, not in plain language and they require some interpretation
for the ordinary person. The Government will deal with that issue to ensure that
applicants understand these agreements. Agreements are between the fund, the solicitor
and the individual. Not only the solicitor but also the applicant must agree to the costs
set out in the application for funding. The cost is agreed and the litigation assistance
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fund will fund 85 per cent of that agreed amount. All cases are assessed individually
according to the normal scale of costs. If the solicitor is funded, and is paid the 85 per
cent of the agreed amount, then win or lose the client does not pay any money to the
solicitor. If the litigation assistance fund is funding the cost the client cannot even make
an ex gratia payment to the solicitor, that would be totally against the agreement.
However, part of the agreement is that if the client wins his case and damages are
awarded a contingency fee is paid - that is, 15 per cent of the award for damages is paid
into the litigation assistance fund, so that eventually the fund will be self-funded. The
fund carries the risk of a loss in the majority of cases. Up to 31 January 1995, 71 out of
272 applicants were granted assistance - that is, 25 per cent of applicants were successful.
That percentage is fairly low because of the risk of loss which the fund must carry. We
would see the demise of the fund if it had too many losses, and that is one of the reasons
that the Legal Aid Commission does not enter into such a contingency arrangement.
The "Access to Justice" statement of the Federal Government raised new ways of
providing legal assistance, and contingency fees will be a consideration in the future. It
is important to recognise the risk to the individual in taking the action. He may not have
to pay any fees to the litigation assistance fund if he loses, but if he loses and costs are
awarded against him he must pay those costs. He must consider that when deciding
whether to accept a settlement prior to going to court. That is an issue in any matter
going to trial.
Some of the diverse areas in which people have received assistance from the litigation
assistance fund include matters arising from the purchase of a business, breach of
contract arising from deals with banks, professional negligence, personal injury,
defamation, motor vehicle accident, breach of trust, building contract, intellectual
property, inheritance matters, partnerships, malicious prosecution, equal opportunity and
sexual harassment, joint venture disputes and unconscionable conduct. Many of these
matters would not normally receive assistance through the Legal Aid Commission. The
litigation assistance fund provides a source of assistance which normally is not available.
It was an initiative of the Law Society of Western Australia, and so far has proved to be a
successful program. The Government is concerned to ensure that the fund will become
self-funding in the future. I would like to read to the House an expression of gratitude
received from a director of one of the assisted corporations which received funding
through the Legal Aid Commission. It states -

We would like to take this opportunity to express our appreciation to the
Litigation Assistance Fund for providing assistance in regard to the above
litigation. Suffice to say, without your help we would have either had to
discontinue our case or accept a much lower settlement figure at some future
undetermined date.
Your providing financial assistance no doubt contributed to a relatively speedy
conclusion to this matter and we are very grateful.

Obviously that gratitude relates to a case which is similar to that of the member's
constituent.
Mr Trenorden: My constituent would be in exactly the same boat. He said that he would
have preferred to do the deal through the Legal Aid Commission.
Mrs IEDWARDES: We will be able to determine whether the constituent was able to
avail himself of the total process offered by the Legal Aid Commission but was not able
to receive that funding either because no funds were available or because the commission
does not go down the path of contingencies because of the risk elements and the loss that
occurs. The litigation assistance fund is a valuable tool for people like this constituent.
There is no difference in his receiving funding from the Legal Aid Commission or
through the litigation assistance fund in terms of costs. The Legal Aid Commission quite
easily could have said that out of any damages received, the constituent would have to
pay something back towards costs. I am very happy to continue to work towards
resolving this matter for the member's constituent.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Grievances noted.

MOTION - REPUBLIC, MINIMAL CHANGE FOR AN AUSTRALIAN
CITIZEN AS HEAD OF STATE

MR McGINTY (Fremantle - Leader of the Opposition) [5.52 pm]: I move -

That this House supports a minimal change republic as an evolutionary stage in
Australia's development to ensure Australia has an Australian citizen as head of
state.

I move that motion for two reasons. First, it is about leadership and putting on the record
what we as individual parliamentarians think about this issue and, secondly, it is about
letting the people decide this issue. I say that it is about leadership because we saw from
the Deputy Premier last night on "The 7.30 Report" a very clear statement of his view. In
recent weeks we have also seen the Deputy Leader of the *Liberal Party and the Leader of
the House, the member for Cottesloe, making clear his position that he would vote yes in
any referendum to establish a republic on the basis that is proposed by the Prime Minister
of Australia. The Premier is in a somewhat different position, being a monarchist at
heart. He would vote no to have an Australian as head of state - that is his right, and we
do not argue with him about that. However, he could show leadership and place on the
record his support for the retention of the Queen of Great Britain as the head of state in
Western Australia.
It is important that the people be left to decide this question - that is what is proposed -
uncluttered with other matters, such as the division of powers and the question of
responsibilities. All of those matters could divert debate away from the question of
whether the Queen of Great Britain or an eminent Australian should be the head of state
in this country. To aid that very important debate, political leaders. in this State have an
obligation to place on the public record their views so that members of the public can
weigh up those views and come to an informed view when they vote in the referendum
that is proposed in a few years' time.
As part of that process it is important that the Labor Party place on record its view. So
far as Western Australia is concerned, we propose a three point plan which would pave
the way for. an eminent Australian to replace the Queen as Western Australia's head of
government. As the first step in that process, we have already taken the initiative through
the Legislative Council with the Oaths and Crown References Bill which seeks to remove
references to the Queen and the Crown from all oaths and afflimations by state public
officers. I must admit that I find it somewhat galling that to be a member of this House I
must swear allegiance to the Queen rather than to the people of this State or the State
itself. The Bill will improve the position for public officers, whether they be members of
this Parliament, magistrates or other public officers in the State. That Bill will give
people the opportunity to move in a direction similar to that which has already occurred
at the federal level. From time to time we all attend naturalisation ceremonies where we
see that the oath of loyalty has been changed along the lines which is now recommended
in this Bill.
In step two we say that an incoming government would ensure that at the expiry of the
term of the current incumbent the next Governor would be elected by a joint sitting of
both Houses of Parliament. At the moment, although it is a Cabinet decision, it is very
much at the prerogative of the Premier to make that appointment. We believe this system
would guarantee bipartisan support in having an eminent Western Australian appointed
to the position. That process involving a vote of both Houses of Parliament would be a
desirable way to go. We say that that is the basis on which the next appointment should
be made and is the next step towards the achievement of a republic.
Mr Court: Do you think we have an eminent Western Australian as Governor now?
Wr McGINTY: He came from Canberra to take up the position. The third step would be

to undertake a state-based referendum in Western Australia to replace the Queen with an
eminent Western Australian as the head of state here.
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This has received widespread support from members on the other side of the House. I
hope members opposite will take this opportunity to put their position on the record in
this simple and clear motion. I hope members will exercise their conscience in the way
in which they vote on this issue. If they support the minimal position which has been
endorsed by the two deputies opposite - the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party and the
Deputy Premier - they will see fit to place on the public record, in a way that does not
overly politicise the matter, their view on this matter as we inevitably move towards a
republic.
This matter is also very much a question of leadership. In recent days - this is not just my
impression but that of most observers - we have seen a clear lack of leadership on the
part of the Government. An article in "'The Issues" section of The West Australian of 10
June by Stephen Loxicy states -

The resurgence of the republican debate is posing problems for both John Howard
and Richard Court ...
WA voters do not know for certain this week if Mr Court favours retention of the
monarchy- or the nation becoming a republic ...
It seems that Mr Court and M Howard, both of whom have supported the
retention of the monarchy in the past, have been caught out by the changing mood
of the community.
Rather than publicly and strongly opposing Australia becoming a republic they
have moved on to softer ground, acknowledging that the mood of the community
is changing and hoping to pass it off on to a people's convention.
Mr Court epitomised it yesterday morning on ABC radio when he said: "Let's
allow the people to have their say because it's not what Paul Keating or Richard
Court or Colin Barnett think..
"It's what the people think."
A problem for Mr Court is that although it sounds eminently reasonable, it adds to
a growing perception of a lack of leadership and decisiveness at the top of the
State Government.
It is grey and negative. When in doubt, oppose.
It is a perception enhanced by deputy Liberal leader Colin Barnett's comments on
Thursday that a minimal-change republic was an evolutionary step in Australia's
development and Mr Keating had delivered a balanced position on the issue.

We commend the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party for that view, as we commend the
Deputy Premier for his forthright statement on the issue last night, and we call upon the
Premier to do the same. As this article observes, the community deserves better from the
Premier than this lack of leadership, trying to move into grey territory.
Mr Court: Is this your speech or Stephen Loxley's?
Mr McGINTY: I happen to agree with him that the Premier is not a very good leader.
That is what the article is saying. The Premier is racked with his own internal divisions
and has been unable to show the sort of leadership that one would expect As the article
concludes, the community deserves better from the Premier. This is a classic case where
the Premier can stand up, cross the floor and vote with us on this motion. In that way he
will show the people what he stands for. Alternatively he can say that he is an avowed
monarchist and that is where he will stand.

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 730 pmn
MS WARNOCK (Perth) [7.31 pmj: I am pleased to second this motion because it is a
matter close to my heart. It is also very important to all Australians. Before making my
comments I will read a letter to the Editor of The Australian of yesterday, 13 June. It is
particularly of interest because it is from a conservative Western Australian who lives in
Mt Lawley and who finds himself in unexpected agreement with Paul Keating. The letter
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caught my eye for this reason. I am familiar with the person who wrote the letter and it is
remarkable in view of the fact that that person has certain views. He states -

As an English-born Australian citizen, staunch conservative and former vice
president of the WA National Party, I never thought to find myself applauding
Paul Keating for anything, let alone his vision for the nation, but his lucid
proposal for a republic left John Howard apparently in opposition for the sake of
opposition with nothing to offer but a tainted concept of a "people's convention".
Like him or lump him, the Prime Minister's "one of us" specification for an
Australian head of state will go into literature as a lasting catch-phrase and
definition. Like many, I hold both strong and personal and inherited regard for
the monarchy, but feel that movement towards a republic is understandable and
inevitable. A brief study of the world's republics and presidencies should
convince most rational thinkers that an Australian system which largely boils
down to a change of title for a home grown and non-political head of state, and
selection by a two-thirds majority of the parliament, would be infinitely
preferable to the dangers of a one-man-band executive variety and the costly
circus of a popular presidential election.
Jeff Kennett succinctly dismissed the "people's convention" as just another
committee and pointed out that a referendum on the republican issue would be a
democratic process open to all. In addition, youth interviewed on the ABC's 7.30
Report reinforced widening perceptions of little trust in just another political
process.
I agree.

The letter is signed by Michael Jardine of Mt Lawley.
Mr Cowan: He is all yours!
Ms WARNOCK: I note the remarks of the members opposite. He says that he is a
former vice president of the WA National Party.
Mr Cowan: He never was.
Ms WARNOCK: That is Mr Jardine's comment; not mine.
Mr Jardine and I are not often in agreement about anything. He is a secessionist and that
political philosophy is abhorrent to me as I am sure it is to many other Western
Australians. Nevertheless, Mr Jardine and I find ourselves on the same side on this issue.
I refer to the question of a republican option for Australia and a head of state who is truly
one of us. Whichever party we may support at the ballot box, that is the core of the issue;
the nub of the argument for many of us at this time. We want to feel that Australia can
stand on its own feet symbolically by declaring before ourselves and before the rest of
the world that we have confidence in our own judgment and in the leadership of one of
our own. The views about the difficulties of the current royal family in Britain are
irrelevant here. My only feeling about the present monarch is that she works
extraordinarily hard in a job that most of us would not want. I certainly would not want
it. She is a very good Queen, but of England. Nonetheless, that is largely irrelevant to
this argument. I do not believe it is an anti-monarchist or anti-British argument, although
that is how the republican cause is painted by its opponents in Australia. I see the issue
as a matter of evolution - a country's progress towards a greater degree of independence -
rather than of revolution in the sense of the overthrow of a regime. it is an evolution
rather than a revolution.
I have been undecided about how we should choose an Australian head of state, whether
by popular election in the style of most republics around the world, or by an appointment
through Parliament. I am persuaded that the method suggested by the Prime Minister is a
good one that will avoid the head of state being a totally political officer as a result of
campaigning in the party political arena in order to secure election. This, of course, is
common to most republics throughout the world and is very familiar to us from
campaigns we have seen recently in France and campaigns in America at other times.
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I also favour a minimalist change because, like many supporters of the monarchy, I think
our present system works quite well. I think it could work better by curing its major
fault - the fact that our head of state is a foreigner who lives thousands of kilometres
away in another country. This seems to be the core of the matter. Quite apart from my
own very passionate feelings about a completely independent Australia, increasing
numbers of Australians on both sides of politics - I emnphasise that - share my desire for a
change. This is a comment often made when the subject comes up for discussion: There
are many more broad and butter issues that will continue to take up most of our time in
this House as members of Parliament. Indeed they will be of much more concern to
other Australians, particularly to those we represent. However, the importance of this
issue in symbolic terms should not be underestimated. There is a growing desire, among
young Australians particularly, for Australia to be entirely independent and for our own
head of state to be one of us.
I certainly hope, as do many of my colleagues on this side of the House, that there will be
bipartisan support for this motion.
Mr Trenorden: We heard that in your leader's speech.
Ms WARNOCK: Yes indeed. I emphasise the matters to which my leader drew
attention when he spoke earlier today. He unveiled a three point plan which would not
only pave the way in Australia, but also allow for an eminent Western Australian to
replace the Queen as Western Australia's head of state. Three points he made, in
particular, are *that Western Australia's next Governor should be elected by a joint sitting
of both Houses of State Parliament; that a state based referendum be held to replace the
Queen with an eminent Western Australian as WA's head of state; and that we should
remove references to the Queen and the Crown from all oaths and affirmations by state
public officers. That in a sense is the core of the argument the Leader of the Opposition
has put to the House tonight. I hope as he does for bipartisan support for this motion.
I support the motion as an enthusiastic and patriotic Australian. I anm not saying that I
think monarchists in our country are any less patriotic: It simply occurs to me that this is
a way of expressing our nationhood in a particularly passionate and direct way. It is a
way towards which young people in this country are being drawn in growing numbers. I
understand that, because for many years I have held this view myself. It is a view which
is entirely independent of my membership of the Labor Party. Long before I joined the
party I was a republican, and when there was a republican movement, I joined that. I did
that for the reasons I have outlined. [ have a passion and a desire for Australia to be
entirely independent of any other country and I believe this is one way in which we can
do that. I do not think it is an enormously difficult thing to do. Although I am not a
constitutional lawyer and do not understand the mechanisms of the process, this is
something we can do without any great upheaval. All it requires, of course, is majority
support throughout the States of Australia. I hope that support will be forthcoming,
particularly in time for the anniversary of federation.
DR WATSON (Kenwick) [7.41 pm]: I am delighted that at last the Parliament can
debate an issue of such significance, not for next week or the next election, but for our
future. As the member for Perth indicated, this is an issue with which young people are
concerning themselves. It will not have escaped the notice of any member that at the last
poll to gauge Western Australians' approval of a republic, 77 per cent voted in favour.
This figure was higher than approval ratings in other parts of our nation. We all have an
opportnity to speak tonight in this important and historic debate involving our own
generation in ideas for the next.
The ideals of an Australian republic as articulated by the Prime Minister opened up that
possibility for a bipartisan debate of some passion about our place in the world, our place
in the future, and how we can all participate in the most inclusive way. It is probably one
of the best political speeches I have heard in going that distance to make everybody feel
included. The Prime Minister went to extraordinary lengths to take as many of the ideas
as possible from the communications and consultations that have been carried out around
the nation in order to structure his forward thinking strategy.
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This is a debate of national importance. One of the issues I want to bring into this debate
tonight is the place of women as citizens in an Australian Commonwealth and an
Australian republic. I urge the decision makers and the community to ensure that what
happened in the 1890s is not repeated in the 1990s. In the 1890s, leading up to the
formation of the Australian Commonwealth and the structure of the Constitution, there
were no women delegates to the conventions that were held. Women did not participate
at that time in any of the formal structures and decision making, although I note that
HenyCapoin19 said that no-one could doubt that postponement of the time
when woenpwould wield great political power over all Australasia was only a matter of

months away. The article from which I quote was written last year as a contribution to
the centenary in South Australia of women's suffrage.
One of the problems with this debate until now is that it has been seen as partisan.
People have assumed that Labor people on the whole would be thinking about a republic
and that because the current Prime Minister put this issue onto the agenda for national
debate, conservatives could not or would not want to join that debate because they would
be seen as betraying their political ideals. That says a number of things: One is the
unfortunate notion that we cannot have bipartisan agreements about a number of
important matters. Historically conservatives have said that a republic is inevitable, but
not just now; that there are more pressing problems. That is like St Augustine saying,
"Give me chastity, but not right now." In other words, we will have a republic, but not
now because the economy, native title and whatever else are pressing issues. The
conservatives always argue that the republic is a matter for another generation.
Mr Bradshaw: Can you tell me what benefits we will get out of having a republic?
Dr WATSON: Indeed I will. If the member for Wellington listens carefully, he will hear
about the benefits.
That idea of inevitability has always been used as a reason to delay not only the debate,
but the action. We on this side of the House are familiar with the Fabian dictum which
says: "For the right time, you must wait - but when the time comes, you must strike, or
all your waiting will have been in vain." That time camne last week.
Australians have joined in this debate with a tremendous passion. On Friday morning I,
gave a lesson to a social studies class at Queens Park Primary School. This matter is all
the kids wanted to talk about; they are intrigued by it. They understand the issues about
the inclusiveness of an Australian nation that takes them forward. These 12 year olds
understand its link to their future. They know that Keating's agenda, this vision, involves
debate about Australia's flag; about Aboriginal reconciliation; about our place in Asia,
the Pacific and the Indian Ocean regions; and about our direction in multiculturalism.
They know this issue is about Australian citizenship and what makes each of us
Australians. Let me remind people about how the Australian republican movement
started. It started after the coup in 1975. It was formed by a group called citizens for
democracy, but their agenda was very wide. That coup politicised many of us. It was
that coup which brought me into politics; it was that coup which made me a republican.
Mr Court: If the president will have the same powers as the Governor General, could the
same thing not have happened in 1975?
Dr WATSON: That debate is occurring now.. It is a debate about whether the president's
powers should be codified.
Several members interjected.
Mr Brown: No Governor General would be game to do it again.
Several members inteijected.
Mr Brown: Do you advocate that the Governor General do it again?
Mr Court: Yes.
Mr Brown: The Australian people would never cop it again. It is a dead duck. It
destroyed the then Governor General.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mir Day): Order!
Dr WATSON: Before I was interrupted. I was saying that the citizens for democracy had
a very wide agenda. We quickly realised that we had to be single minded and focused
and the Australian republican movement was formed in 1990. Faith Bandler, Geraldine
Doogue, Neville Wran, Thomas Kenneally, Malcolm Turnbull and Franca Arena, to
whom I am immensely grateful for the outline of my speech tonight -
Mr Court:~ Who wrote your speech?.
Dr WATSON: The outline of my speech was provided by Franca Arena who is an MLC
in the New South Wales Parliament. She has contributed enormously to this public
debate and to issues of multiculturalism.
Mr Court: This is one of your better speeches and now you tell us that someone else
wrote it.
Dr WATSON: A declaration was drafted by Graham Freudenberg and Neville Wran and
I will read it into Hansard. It refers to the ARM and it is a declaration of intent and
independence. I advise the member for Wellington that these are the objectives and the
benefits -

We, as Australians, united in one indissoluble Commonwealth, affirm our
allegiance to the nation and people of Australia.
We assert that the freedom and unity of Australia must derive its strength from
the will of its people.
We believe that the harmonious development of the Australian community
demands that the allegiance of Australians must be fixed wholly within and upon
Australia and Australian institutions..
We therefore propose, as a great national goal for Australia:

That by 1st January 2001 - the first day of the 21st century, and the
centenary of the proclamation of the Federation - Australia shall be an
independent republic..

That is what the Prime Minister has encompassed in his vision for Australians. In his
wonderful inclusiveness, he promised that the president will be one of us. My friend and
colleague the member for Perth said the Queen is a hardworing woman. She does her
work well, but we should not forget that she symbolises inherited wealth and inherited
power. Australians pride themselves on egalitarianism. In Britain, because of the
constitutional monarchy, the class system divides people into those who have and those
who have not.
Several members interjected.
Dr WATSON: Since that launch in July 1991 the polls have shown increasing support
throughout Australia for a republic. Western Australia has always been ahead of the
nation and last week the polls indicated that 77 per cent of Western Australians favoured
a republic. We want to depoliticise the debate. I have attended the ARM meetings in
this State which are attended by Liberal, Labor and National Party members - they are
young people who are forward looking and passionate about the. way Australia can take
itspac in the world.
I commenced my speech by saying that the time had arrived when women must be heard
in this debate. The position of women as citizens is something we have not seriously
considered in this Parliament or in this. debate. Members opposite do not understand the
concept of citizenship. My argument is that women from the mayor political parties
should take part in the republican debate. The major political parties have recognised
that we must femninise politics by having more women. in Parliament and then changing
the agenda. T'he Constitution must be feminised in the same way.
I will tell the House what might have happened in 1890 if the Women's Christian
Temperance Union had had its way. Students of history will ackntowledge that this
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union, which is still an active women's organisation, was engaged in ensuring that
women were able to be enfranchised. It was fully engaged in the suffrage movement. It
was proposed that women should be much more directly involved in actually drafting the
Constitution. It argued for national prohibition of alcohol rather than for the retention of
state control over liquor. We might have been living in a completely different world if
that union had had its way!
In response to a review of the history, Justice Evatt made a contemporary point when she
referred to the need to feminise politics. She said that if women had been involved they
probably would never have agreed that the federal capital be at least 100 miles from
Sydney. She said, and I am sure members will agree with her, that women would have
recognised the impossibility of leading a normal domestic life while participating in a
Parliament so peculiarly located that even modemn day air transport has not overcome its
inconvenience. At the time of federation the likelihood of a man being prepared or able
to relocate his work to a place outside the major cities in -order to acconmnodate the
political work of his wife was even more remote than it is now. This hypothesis makes a
very modem point; that is, that Australian politics is still not designed to meet the needs
of women who fully particip 'ate in political and public life.
I refer members to a newspaper item which reports a speech and the thinkting of a mentor
Of mine, Joan Kirner. Members know that she chaired. the committee of the centenary of
federation advisory committee to the Prime Minister. One of the points that Joan makes
in her public statements is that we now have an open moment. We can plan to go one
way or the other. The ferment of ideas, and the excitement created by those ideas, is such
that it is up to different sectors of the communities to grasp them. In her view, women
must grasp the notion of participating in shaping both the republic and the new
Constitution, to which she is committed, to be established from 1,January 2001.- She
states -

If women from all of the diverse cultures in Australia seize the moment in this
decade, we can shape a society which is more inclusive, more democratic, more
co-operative and more productive.

She states that the plan should address the need to: Advance the process of reconciliation
and agreement between indigenous and non-indigenous Australian women; ensure
women equally share decision making power in politics and business; amend our
Constitution to include all Australians, our right to equality, tolerance, diversity,
democracy and freedom of speech, and our responsibilities; educate and train women for
rewarding careers and ownership of businesses; shape society's institutions so that
equality, justice and environmental sustainability join wealth generation as key
paradigms in decision making; and ensure women and their children are free from
violence and the fear of violence. She also mentions other matters.
She states also -

If we are to celebrate fully Australia's identity we need to address one of the
greatest silences in our history - the silence about our feminist heritage.

We must address the contribution of women to Australia's national identity. We can
learn much from our feminist heritage and from the contribution which was made by the
women who came here in early times as convicts or as the wives of soldiers and who
helped to open up the land, yet our history has been written as men's history. Similarly,
until recently, the relationship of Aboriginal women with the land was not considered by
anthropologists, who went to men and not to women. For immigrant women the huge
decision to pack up everything and emigrate to Australia is often made on the basis that
they want to give their children a better life and more opportunities than they have in
their home country or than they had when they were children.
The power of what women can do in the republican debate is due to the advantage which
the politics of networking gives to women as a group. Therefore, the value of women
past, future and present is very important in this debate, not just as an idea but because of
what women can contribute to making a future Australia more inclusive, cooperative and
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democratic. Our republican debate has arisen at an opportune time, and we should direct
our energies as elected decision makers towards achieving that end. I am pleased that I
could participate in this debate tonight, and it is a shame that it is necessarily limited by
private members' tine. We should have more debate more often about these important
issues.
MR GRAHAM (Pilbara) [8.05 pm]: I am a republican and I was a republican a long
time before I became a member of the labor Party. I come from a family of republicans
and I have no ties in any way, shape or form with England. As is normal with my
speeches, I like to declare myself clearly at the outset; I do not want people opposite to be
under any misapprehension about where I come from. I want also at the start of my
speech to bend the rules a little by reading part of the Prime Minister's speech on the
republic, because it is important in this debate, in which we are discussing support for a
minimal change republic as an evolutionary stage in Australia's development to ensure
that Australia has an Australian citizen as head of state. The Prime Minister said -

It is the Government's view that Australia's head of State should be an
Australian - that Australia should become a republic by the year 2001.
In the 18 months which have passed since the release of the Republican Advisory
Committee Report, the idea of an Australian republic has come to occupy a
central place in our national political debate: not only in this Parliament but
within the political parties, in major representative and coifmunfty bodies, in
schools and universities, communities at large and, I dare say, around countless
Australian dinner tables.
In the process many Australians have come to favour a republic. Just as many,
perhaps, now believe it is inevitable.
Many may regret the prospect of change and be unsure about the means by which
it can be achieved, but recognise that sooner or later we must have an Australian
as our head of State. That one small step would make Australia a republic.
Governments can wait for opinion to force their hand, or they can lead.
We are approaching the 21st century and the centenary of our nationhood. As
never before, we are making our own way in our region and the world. For us,
the world is going - and we are going - in a way which makes our having the
British monarch as our head of State increasingly anomalous.
This is not because our generation lacks respect for the British monarchy, or the
British people, or our British heritage, or the British institutions we have made
our own, or our long friendship with the British in peace and war. On the
contrary, Australians everywhere respect them, as they respect the Queen. But
they are not Australian. It is so obvious that if we were just now drawing up our
Constitution, we probably would not even feel the need to say that the Australian
head of State will be Australian - it would go without saying.

It is not a radical undertaking that we propose.
In proposing that our head of State be an Australian, we are proposing nothing
more than the obvious.
It changes nothing more than what is required to make clear and unambiguous our
independence and responsibility for our own affairs.
It is a small step, but a highly significant one.
Each and every Australian should be able to aspire to be our head of State.

Members can read for themselves in entirety what the Prime Minister said, but nothing
could be clearer than the minimalist position which he has put; namely, that a generation
of Australian children going through school should be able to aspire to head the country
in which they live. They are currently prohibited from doing that, as young Western
Australians and people of our age are prohibited from being the head of state of the
monarchy of Western Australia in which we live.
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We are prohibited from taking the No 1 position in the State of Western Australia. Thereis a lot of debate and there will continue to be a lot of debate about whether Australia
could or should become a republic. There has been and will be a lot of debate andmuddying of the waters about whether that is the central issue or whether other mattersshould be dealt with instead of, in place of or in addition to the question of Australia'sbecoming a republic. We have heard some of that this eveing by way of interjection.
Some members opposite said that this is an economic debate; that it is not about arepublic and that there is nothing more important than economics. Never has a group ofpeople been more wrong than they are on that issue. Economics is important; it isprobably the No 1 issue in our country in terms of how our political system deals with -thelives of its citizens and businesses. However, it is not a system of government, it has
never been the basis for a system of government and it never will be. The people who
run that line have never been more inaccurate.
Several members interjected.
Mr GRAHAM: It is not a question of jobs. Jobs are created by industry andmanagement of economies by Government.. This is about how the Government does that
and who is the -

Mrs van de Klashorst interjected.
Mr GRAHAM: That is an argument never to do anything. It is a nonsense that, beforewe can make a fundamental change in the system, we have to get everything else right.That is a recipe for not doing anything; it defies logic. For everything that one group inthe community holds dear and says, should be changed, someone else has a set of viewsof equal or greater importance and they say to the first group, "Do not change what youwant to change until you fix my problem." That leads to stagnation in the system ofgovernment because nothing can be done. Some of the other issues which will come up
and which have already come up - and the Premier raised some of them when he drafted
the terms of reference for his WA constitutional committee - relate to how the State dealswith the Federal Government's foreign affairs powers and the treaties it enters into.
Mr Trenorden interjected.
Mr GRAHAM: It may be far more important to the member for Avon. However, let meexplain in short words that he can understand. He is not Australia. There are 18 million
of us and we all have views about what is important. The member's views are not the
only views that should be heard.
Several members interjected.
Mr GRAHAM: The question of High Court treaties -

Mr Trenorden: Why don't you let the majority rule? What is wrong with that?
T'he ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Day): Order!
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! There are far too many interjections. The member for
Pilbara has the call.
Mr GRAHAM: The question of treaties and what the Federal Government does withthem - how it enters into them and who they bind - is important. However, it is not a
threshold question that must be dealt with before we decide who will be the head of statein Australia. It is an issue that must be dealt with by way of the Constitution or some
other mechanism. Constitutional change is not the only way it can be dealt with.However, it is not a threshold question when it comes to deciding who will be the head of
state. The same thing applies to the composition of the High Court. It is not -
Several members interjected.
Mr GRAHAM: They do. I am not disagreeing with the Premier about their role. In fact,I suspect that I would agree with many of the recommendations made in the committee's
report. However, that is not a threshold question when it comes to addressing who

5097



should be the head of state in Australia. One does not delay fundamental political reform
because there is something else to deal with.
Mr Prince injected.
Mr GRAHAM: I could not agree more.
Mr Prince interjected.
Mr GRAHAM: It is not.
Several members interjected.
Mr GRAHAM: It is an important issue and I do not disagree with that. It is important
that we deal with it. The Government has started a process, as have other States, of
dealing with it.
Mr Prince interjected.
Mr GRAHAM: That may be -

Mr Prince: It is a huge question.
Mr GRAHAM: I amn not disagreeing. However, the argument coming from that side of
politics is that, because we have this problem about treaties, we should not do anything
about who is the head of state, or we put the question on the back burner until we finish
deliberating about the problem of treaties.
Mr Prince: The problem of treaties is vastly more important.

Mr GRAHAM: I say the same thing to the member that I said to the member for Avon:
That may well be the member's view, but it is not the only view. I hold a different view.
I believe there is nothing more important to Australia than for it to define clearly what it
is, who it is and how it is and to get on with its business. Its business can and should be
led by an Australian. It is a basic -

Several members inteijected.
Mr GRAHAM: I thought that as a lawyer the member would be a bit better than that.
The head of state of Australia is the Queen of Australia.

Mr Prince: It is Bill Hayden.
Mr GRAHAM: No. The head of state in Western Australia is the Queen of Western
Australia. She has a representative who carries out some but not all of her functions and
in other ways has some more. That representative was given those powers under the
Australia Act 1986, as the member well knows. However, that person is not the head of
state. When the Queen comes to Western Australia, the Governor stands down and the
Queen, if she so chooses, adopts his powers and takes over her role as the head of state,
as is the case with the Governor General.
Mr Prince interjected.
Mr GRAHAM: The member should look at section 7 of the Australia Act. It does not
say that the representative of the citizens of Western Australia at the top of government
shall be the Governor of Western Australia and the Australian Constitution does not say
that the representative of the citizens of Australia will be the Governor General. Our
Constitution states that Her Majesty's representative in each State shall be the Governor.

Mr Prince: It does not say anything about the United Nations' passing conventions and
their becoming law in this State. That has a more far-reaching effect on any citizen of
this State than does the question of who is the head of state.

Mr GRAHAM: I do not think it does.

Mr Bloffwitch interjected.
Mr GRAHAM: Sometimes the member for Geraldton gets up my nose saying, "I
wouldn't." Of all the members in this place, he would be the least well read and the most
bigoted. He is the Lightfoot of the Legislative Assembly. If it is unparliamentary to
compare him to Lightfoot, I will withdraw it because I do not want to take an unfair
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advantage of him. Let us get serious about the debate. The motion is not about the HighCourt of Australia nor about treaties; it is about who can, and should, be the head of state.
Mr Court: He is just reading the Prime Minister's speech.
Mr GRAHAM: I have, and it is a very good speech.
Several members interjected.
Mr GRAHAM: The issue is about whether Australia will become a republic.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Day): It is acceptable for there to be some interjections ifthe member for Pilbara is willing to take them. It is totally unacceptable for there to bethis continual and voluminous cross-Chamber interaction and debate. If the member forAvon, the member for Geraldton, the Minister for Housing, the member for Cockburnand the member for Armadale or any other members wish to make a contribution, theywill have an opportunity later.
Mr GRAHAMv: The answer to that question about Australia becoming a republic iscategorically yes. It may well be an issue of arriving at a balance to drive the debate. Itis not for me to advise the Prime Minister. However, if he were to make the republic thekey issue in the next federal election and to make it a partisan political debate, he wouldlose a large degree of the popular support for any debate for a republic. The key politicalplayers have a major role in that debate. It is about our system of politics and all of theplayers in the political system in Australia have a key role. They can, and should, playthat part, without the nonsense name calling stuff which Comes into politics, all of thestuff I just said a couple of minutes ago. That is the danger in the debate. It can bedragged down to a gutter politics level which will take it nowhere.
The political leaders - we are part of that - must walk that debate through very carefully.It is not a matter of there being entrenched views. I do not think there is a partisan viewon the republic. I know a number of republicans within the Liberal Party. I knowmembers of the Labor Party who are staunch monarchists, even though I feel sorry forthem. Wally Palmer, the secretary of the Electrical Trades Union, who is a left wing,Trotskyite, Leninist unionist is a staunch monarchist.
Mr Court: It is just as well he is not in the teachers' union; it would expel him.
Mr GRAHAM: No-one on any side of politics can drag up total support for this issue. Irefer to the report of the WA Constitutional Committee which the Premiercommissioned. At that time it was my view that it was a cheap political stunt aimed atgiving some succour to thc rather silly secessionist movement that exists in WesternAustralia. Whether it was by design or by accident, I do not know. I commend thereport to the members who have not read it because it is a good report and well worthreading.
Mr Court: So it is no longer a cheap political stunt?
Mr GRAHAM: No; I have said that.
Mr Court Would we ever undertake a cheap political stunt?
Mr GRAHAM: I do not know how belly-laughs can be recorded in Hansard, but I thinkI may just have done so. I will address some of the points in the report. In it therm aresome problems for the Government, the Governor and our system of politics. The firstthing the Premier needs to address in his speech in this debate is when we will find outthe Government's response to the committee's report. We have had much criticism abouthow long it took the Prime Minister to respond to the report prepared for him. It is nowreasonable that Western Australia put its position.
Mr Court: You won't have to wait 18 months.
Mr GRAHAM: Victoria has done it, as has New South Wales; all of the States havegone through a similar process to arrive at reports. We are now dragging the chain.Comments in the Press in recent weeks are indicative of the different stands taken on thequestion of a republic. It has been strongly supported by the States that have done their
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work and has been glossed ove r by the States that have not. 'One of the things that came
out in the Constitutional Committee's study related to the position of the people in the
north west. I am not going down the road of the independent republic of the Pilbara or
secessionist nonsense.
Mr Court Yes you are.

Mr GRAHAM: The Premier's father did that. I have a report from 1974 where his father
supported splitting off the Pilbara.
Mr Court: And South Hedland would be the capital?

Mr GRAHAM: I will not go down that road. It is worthwhile for the Premier to listen to
this and to read the report of his committee. It states -

In the North West, a number of people maintained that the State Government is as
remote from them as the Commonwealth Government is to people in Perth. The
overall impression was that political ideology is a lot less important in the North
West than the lack of facilities and services. People feel that although they are
responsible for producing a high proportion of the national (and State) wealth,
under trying conditions, neither the Commonwealth nor the State Government is
sufficiently responsive to their needs.

In both the Kimberley and the Pilbara, particular concern was expressed about the
lack of national uniformity on matters such as education, motor licences, and
professional registration regulations that affect people moving from State to State.

That is the sort of speech that the local member would be expected to give in the Budget
debate. I may well do that. These comments are not from me as a representative from
the Pilbara but from a committee established by the Premier and it has fired a very clear
shot across the bow of the Government that it is not doing the job in the north west that it
was put there to do.

It is worthwhile going through the comments by the Premier for the need for this issue to
be people-driven and not politically driven, and for there to be a popular election of the
head of state. The committee established by the Premier, as one of its major
recommendations, states -

The method favoured by the majority of the Committee for appointing the head of
state in a republican Commonwealth is approval by the Commonwealth
Parliament.
Appointment should be by not less than a two-thirds majority at a joint sitting of
both Houses, on condition that' proportional representation continue to be the
method used to elect Senators.

The proposal put by Prime Minister Keating states that the appointment of the head of
State should be by a two-thirds majority of a joint sitting of both Houses of the
Parliament.
There is instant agreement between the proposals put forward by the Prime Minister and
the recommendations in the report of the committee established by the Premier. Very
quickly the Premier can agree that that is the appropriate way of dealing with an election
of a head of state of Australia. The Premier already has the recommendations of his
committee before him. He has expressed no personal view, and the Federal Government
is saying that it is the course of action it prefers. There could be an outbreak of bipartisan
support on exactly that matter tonight. We could have national headlines tomorrow by
the Premier agreeing with his committee and the Prime Minister. I am sure it would get a
fair degree of attention.
Mr Cunningham: The front page.

Mr GRAHAM: I am sure. That leads on to what we do in Western Australia when the
head of state is not Major Gejperal Michael Jeffrey but the Queen.

Mr Taylor: Not according to the Premier.
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Mr GRAHAM: He is wrong.
Mr Taylor- Again!
Mr GRAHAM: The Premier was reported in The West Australian of 12 June as saying -

To me, it is not the overriding issue because in all practical terms we have anAustralian head of State and (in WA) we have Western Australians as ourgovernors ...

Mr Court: Do you accept that?
Mr GRAHAM: No, I do not.
Mr Court: Was it the Governor General who sacked Kerr?
Mr GRAHAM: That. is not in dispute. We do not have an Australian head of state. TheQueen is the head of state of Western Australia and is the head of state of Australia. Iwill forgive the pluralism. We have only one Governor. I accept that he is a WesternAustralian. He causes me some concern from time to time, which is one of the reasons Imade the submission I did to the Premier's Constitutional Committee. It might put me alittle at odds with the position of the Prime Minister and of the Premier's committee ifmy comments are taken out of context. I know the Premier is a fair minded person andwould not do that. I wrote this to Mr McCusker -

The other point of substance that I wish to raise with your committee regards thequestion of the role of the Governor.
If the position of Governor becomes involved in the controversial/political issuesof the day then the public must have some means of testing the views that theincumbent may choose to express.
This means that Governor either remains out of the debates on matters politic, orbecomes elected by popular mandate. I prefer the second alternative andencourage you to make such a recommendation to the Government of the day.

The committee did not do that but it did note in its report that I expressed the view thatthe Governor should be elected by popular mandate. The caveat was that the Governorshould not continue to get involved in controversial and political matters. I will be givinga speech later in this session about that. The position of the Governor is one in which heshould stay out of politics.
Mr Court: What would you think about a president who was elected?
Mr GRAHAM: That is exactly where I am going. There are two strings to that question.One is that we change our system substantially by electing a president, which brings withit some executive powers and popular mandate and sets in train some conflicts in thepolitical system. The alternative is to adopt a system of reserve powers in which theGovernor is appointed and not elected, and the Governor stays out of public and politicaldebate. I am quite relaxed. At the time I wrote the letter to the committee the Governorwvas involved in the public and political debate. I raised with him that he should not beinvolved. He said, "I am going to remain in the debate." I said, "Okay. If you ame toremain in the debate the system should change and you should be elected. If you dropout of the debate and carry on as a traditional Governor, I am more than happy for theposition to be appointed."
Mr Trenorden: You are agreeing with the committee.
Mr GRAHAM: I am a little disappointed quite franly by some of the interjections andresponses from the other side, because I genuinely hoped that there might be some spiritof bipartisanship. It does not mean that we do not criticise each other or debate ordisagree. The aim is fundamentally positive.
Mr Osborne: "Bipartisanship" means that we agree with you.
Mr GRAHAM: Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Day), you will understand the difficulties I amconfronted with. The comments from the other side have shown a remarkable lack ofunderstanding of our system. Even basic questions, such as, "Who is the head of state?"
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have not been accurately answered by them. The Constitution precludes by definition all
Australians from ever being the head of state of Western Australia or Australia. That
situation cannot be tolerated in this country.
Several members interjected.

Mr GRAHAM: It must change and it will change. The only question is when.

MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [8.35 pm]: It is quite appropriate that we are having
a debate here tonight in this Parliament on an issue such as the republic which involves
constitutional change. I will say at the outset that I believe some of the contributions
made by members opposite have been very good. The Leader of the Opposition moved
the motion and spoke for nine minutes on it. That was quite inappropriate when we are
dealing with a subject that could well lead to some major changes to the way in which
our Government operates.

I agree with three things that have been said by members opposite. The member for
Perth made the comment that it is important our parliamentary system evolve and we do
not want to be parties to a revolution. There is no better example of that than the
difficulties they are having in the former Soviet countries where they are trying to come
to grips with putting a working democracy in place. I agree with the member for
Kenwick about the siting of our national capital. In this modern day and age it is still a
difficult place for many people to get to unless they have VIP planes to take them there.
I agree that if it were not for the fighting between Melbourne and Sydney we would have
been able to choose a more practical place. The member for Pilbara said that the views
he shares are not the only views. When debating this issue it is important to realise there
will be many different views.

Implementing a republic in itself is no easy task and one which has occurred in many
countries with bloodshed, major battles or whatever. There are very few working
democracies around the world. Most countries still have some form of government to
which we would certainly not subscribe. We have the luxury and privilege of having a
working democracy in place, and the privilege of being able to have a debate about how
we may wish to change that democracy. As far as. I am concerned we have a
responsibility to put in. place a democratic process that enables us to facilitate change if
we are to have changes to our Constitution. I believe it is important that we do not have
politicians trying to impose their points of views on these issues. There must be a
process, even if it takes some years, that gives the people the opportunity, if nothing else,
to have their say. It took some 10 years to bring the different parties together to form the
original Constitution under which we operate.

I say to the member for Pilbara that as a Government we have ne ver shied away from this
debate on changing, the Constitution. I accept with some graciousness the comment he
made when we established our Constitutional Committee. He thought it might be a
cheap political stunt. In fact the make-up was deliberately designed to try to give a
balance. There was no obligation and it was an independent group of people. What did
interest me was that when they started travelling around the State they actually found a
lot of genuine public interest at their meetings. I cannot say the same for the group that
Malcolm Turnbull headed that travelled around this State. There was very little interest
in or attendance at the meetings it held. When the constitutional committee's report was
handed down, I believed it was a good report and, if nothing else, it assisted people in
becoming more informed about how our existing system operates and how we can bring
about change.
The Liberal Party has not shied away from this change. We have had public debates and
conferences at which speakers fromn all sides of the argument have presented their views.
In the last two or thre years there has been very healthy debate on this issue. I was
surprised, therefore, when I read in The West Australian this morning that I was opposed
to change. I have never been opposed to changing the system provided it is changed for
the better and provided the change is orderly and has the support of the people. I want to
quote part of the executive summary of the constitutional committee's report. It was
headed "Need for public participation and education" and states -
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At all hearings, the Committee found great interest in civic and constitutionalmatters and strong enthusiasm for more information to be available and moreeducation to be provided, at both school and community levels. The Committeehas made a number of recommendations to meet the public demand forknowledge. It is particularly important, if there is to be any referendum forconstitutional change, whether it be for a proposed republic or to improve the'federal balance', that the people (who are the final deciders) be fulfly informed.The people must also have the opportunity to participate in the process that leadsto the formulation of any proposals for change.

That is exactly the point we have been putting. The people must have the opportunity toparticipate in the process that will lead to a formulation of any proposal for change.
Dr Gallop: They have.
Mr COURT: What? Through Malcolm Turnbull's committee?
Dr Gallop: And the McCusker report because, interestingly, that came up with similarconclusions.
Mr COURT: It is interesting that the member for Pilbara, in referring to Mr Keating'sproposals, picked out a number of areas about which he believed there may be problems.One was whether all the States would decide to move down a republican path or whethersome would want to retain a constitutional monarchy. Mr Keating has allowed for that inhis proposal, which must give us some hope because the material that we submitted onthe native title legislation was not read.
The underlying principle in our democratic system is that the Government belongs to thepeople. It is their system and it reflects their views. I think it was Abraham Lincoln whosaid that governments should be of the people, by the people and for the people. Thesystem under which we operate in this country was established initially by the peoplewhen they voted on forming the Constitution in the first place. If we are to change thatprocess, it is important that we have a say in the matter.
One thing has unfolded in this debate; that is, the importance of an Australian head ofstate. I have said that, for all practical purposes, we have had an Australian head of statesince 1965. If there is a desire to change that, it can be made in a legal way with thesupport of the people. That will be part of the evolution of change in this country.However, we must be careful that the change is not what one group in the communitywants to impose on the people without giving the people the opportunity to put theirpoint of view.
Mr Taylor: Premier, do you support the Queen being in every sense the head of state ofAustralia?
Mr COURT: I do not accept that she is, in every sense. 'I said that, for all practicalpurposes, we have a Western Australian as a head of this State and we have had anAustralian head of state since 1965.
Mr Taylor: Do you want to keep the Queen? That is the question.
Mr COURT: We operate currently under this system. I am not averse to change.However, if there is to be change, we must give the people the opportunity to have a sayin the process.
Mr Taylor: Do you want to keep the Queen?
Mr COURT: The member will know by the end of my speech.
Mr Trenorden: There is only one choice: Go for the Prime Minister's choice and noneother.
Mr COURT: The member for Avon is right. Even people who avidly support a republicare concerned that only one option has been put to them. I think it was Mr Beazley whosaid, "If they reject it, put it to them again and again until they support it."
Dr Gallop: You misinterpreted him.
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Mr COURT: That is the oldest trick in the book. People are asked to vote to go on
strike. If they do not, they are asked again and again until they decide to go on strike. If
I am any judge of the matter, I think that any poll that was held today that asked people
whether they support a move to a republic with an Australian head of state would receive
majority support. However, if the poll asked the people whether they support being able
to have a say on a number of questions being put to them in a referendum for
constitutiontal change, that would receive very strong support. In other words, any
change should not be rammed down their throats without giving them an opportunity to
have a say. Does the member for Victoria Park support that?.

Dr Gallop: I think the Prime Minister followed the constitutional and proper role in
terms of moving to a constitutional republic.

Mr COURT: The member for Pilbara said that the Turnbull report was delivered to the
Prime Minister on 5 October 1993. It has taken the Federal Government 18 months,
which is fine, to limit the democratic options of the Australian people to the minimalist
approach to a republic. As members opposite know, many people who support a republic
do not like the Prime Minister's approach. That is another reason for the people having a
say in the process. Members opposite should know that a referendum will not be passed
unless there is bipartisan support for the proposal.

Mr Graham: I asked you in my speech whether you would commit yourself tonight to
the recommendations in your committee's report that the head of state be elected -

Mr COURT: You asked me when I would respond to that report. I answered that last
week by saying that we would respond in the next couple of weeks.

Mr Graham: Will you commit yourself to the reconmmendations of your committee's
report.
Mr COURT: I gave the member the answers to that which he proposes. Nearly 100
years ago, the Constitution was hammered out by a popularly elected convention. Of the
five participating colonies at the time, four elected 10 delegates by statewide vote. That
was the process that led eventually to our getting the Constitution that we have today.
That Constitution by and large has served this country well, but members on this side of
the Parliament are concerned about the direction in which the federation has been
heading in recent decades.

After operating under that Constitution for almost 100 years, it is appropriate that we
address the issue of how to make the -federation work better. I have no difficulty with
incorporating changing to a republic if members want to include that in the questions to
be put.
Dr Gallop: It is a separate issue.

Mr COURT: Why is it a separate issue?

Dr Gallop: Because it is fundamental to our national identity and it should be treated in a
bipartisan way.
Mr COURT: The member for Victoria Park is good at asking questions. Is he saying
that if changes are to be made to the Constitution after 100 years of federation, we should
address only the question of a republic?.

Dr Gallop: We could deal with those other questions in a separate way. It would only
confuse the issue.
Mr COURT: What is the separate way?

Dr Gallop: Under our Constitution. We should put a proposal to the people and they can
vote on it. The problem for the Premier is that he is not in a position to do that at the
moment. He is trying to confuse it with the populace rubbish that he does not believe.

Mr COURT: I deplore any tactic designed to limit debate on the Constitution.

Dr Gallop: Who is trying to limit debate?

Mr COURT: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is. He is suggesting that only one
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issue should be debated, and that is the republic. He is suggesting that we cannot addressthese other issues.
Dr Gallop: Of course you can.
Mr COURT: Why not at the same time?
Dr Gallop: Because it is a tactic to try to confuse the issue and to hold it back.
Mr COURT: Now we get to the hub of the matter. I applaud the Federal Government forallocating funds to educate the people of this country about the Constitution and oursystem of government. We have tried to do that with the Constitutional Committee,which has indicated that the people are hungry to learn more about the Constitution andour system of government. The fundamental issue, which has just been highlighted, isthat when educating people about the Constitution and the system of government, onemust accept that as they learn more they may not necessarily accept some of the thingsthat have been taking place. The member for Albany made that clear when talking abouttreaties, financial arrngements, the operation of the H1igh Court -
Dr Gallop: Put them on the agenda.
Mr COURT: That is exactly what we want to do. We want to put them together.
Dr Gallop: It is a typical Tory tactic to try to prevent a republic. We know what you areup to. You are committed to anything except a republic.
Mr COURT: The Constitutional Committee in this State has already indicated thatWestern Australians mutually identify themselves as Western Australians andAustralians, and they have indicated that the preservation of the federal system is of fargreater moment than the republican issues. That is the difference which membersopposite have not been prepared to accept. I see no difficulty in addressing all theseconstitutional issues at the same time.
Dr Gallop: You do not want a republic. That is your problem.
Mr COURT: If the people of this country want a particular change, I have no difficultyaccepting that change. I believe the people of this country will want a number of changesto the Constitution and the way in which it operates. The Deputy Leader of theOpposition may like some of those changes but not others.
Dr Gallop: That is democracy.
Mr COURT: The people on the side of the fence of the Deputy Leader of the Oppositionare committed centralists.
Dr Gallop interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order! The member for Victoria Park willcome to order.
Mr COURT: The discussion with Gareth Evans this week left no doubt about that.
Mr Taylor: That is his position.
Mr COURT: The Constitutional Committee demonstrated that the people of this Statewere more concerned about the centralisation of power within the federation, stemmingfrom issues such as the imbalance of financial powers.
Dr Gallop: I do not accept the judgment the committee made, but the issue raised isimportant.
Mr COURT: The committee said that restoring fiscal responsibility and independence ofthe State is of primary importance.
Mr Taylor: Answer my question about whether you support the Queen as the head ofstate.
Mr COURT: I will come to that. I accept that the position of the Deputy Leader of theOpposition on the republican issue is also important. We have a responsibility when wemove to make changes to the Constitution to make sure that the people have the
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opportunity to reach some form of consensus before referendums are held on these
issues, or they will never go through. If the matter is handled properly, we shall be able
to achieve that. There is a good system of government in this State. I think the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition will agree with that.

Dr Gallop: Much can be done to improve it.

Mr COURT: Does the Deputy Leader of the Opposition agree that it is a unique system?

Mr Graham interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: The member for Pilbara will not interject when he is not in
his seat.

Mr COURT: Does the Deputy Leader of the Opposition agree that our system of
government works?
Dr Gallop: I certainly agree that it works.

Dr Watson: It works better when we are on the Government's side of the House.

Mr COURT: Is that so? The system of government in this country is the envy of many
countries, but it could be improved.

Dr Gallop: Absolutely.

Mr COURT: It can always be improved, whether it be on the republican issue or the

operation of the federation. In answer to the question asked by the member for
Kagoorlie, I say that this country has a good' system of government which I fully

support. The people of this country may believe it would be improved by some changes -

I will not say what the changes may be because it is up to the people 'to put forward their
suggestions. If the people want a republic, that will achieve only a minimal change
because a greater change would completely throw out the unique Westminster system in
this country. In that case we would have no option but to adopt a system similar to that
in the United States, and I do not think the people would support such a major change.
We must have consensus on change, and any political party which tries to impose a
particular system will run into problems.

After 100 years of our Constitution, which by and large has been kind to this country, it is
appropriate that we assess the operation of the federation. It is quite appropriate that we
give the people the opportunity of and a forum for a people's convention. If members
opposite want to conduct a referendum on the republican issue, it is appropriate that
changes to treaties, financial arrangements, and other matters be put at the same time. If
consensus emerges and there is bipartisan support, those changes will be made as part of
the evolution of a unique and first class system of government in this country.

Amendment to Motion

I move -

That all words after "House" be deleted and the following be substituted -

suppots a democratic approach to the constitutional debate that
maximises participation by the people of Western Australia and allows
them to choose any changes they want to make to the current federal
system of government including a move to a republic.

MR COWAN (Merredin - Deputy Premier) [9.00 pm]: I have no difficulty in
supporting this amendment. One of the things I have been saying consistently is that the
time has come to question who will be the head of state of Australia. That is a matter we
must determine. That is a simple question. It is not a question that needs to be debated at

great length. People can make a decision on that very easily. Either one supports the

Queen as Queen of Australia or one supports an Australian as the head of state. That is a
simple question that does not need debate, because people are able easily to make that
decision.
Mr Graham: What is your opinion?
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Mr COWAN: I support an Australian being the head of state of this country.
Mr Graham: Why won't the Premier say whether he supports an Australian head of state
or the Queen?
Mr COWAN: The Premier is entitled to his point of view, and he is entitled to express it.
I do not have to state the Premier's point of view any more than I have to state the view
of the member for Pilbara. We have a simple question which is attracting media
attention. I do not know why because they should be concentrating on what
constitutional amendments should take place if the decision made by the people of
Australia is in the affirmative.
Dr Gallop: That has been done. The Deputy Premier should read the republican report
from Malcolm Turnbull.
Mr COWAN: I have not read the republican report by Malcolm Turnbull, and no doubt
one day when I get some time I will do so. I will certainly do so as this debate begins to
generate among the Australian people.
What I will reinforce, and what I have been saying for quite some time, is that I do not
think there would be many Australians who want to see a change to the system. They do
not want to see the powers that are conferred upon the present Governor General or
Governors of the respective States altered to any dramatic degree. I am sure that
members of the Opposition would argue that they would like to insert into the
Constitution, where it deals with the powers conferred upon the Governor General,
powers that prevent forever the Governor General from sacking or dismissing a
government - as is the proper term.
Mr Taylor This is a chicken-hearted amendment. The Opposition raised the issue of the
head of state and the Deputy Premier has avoided it because he has a difference of
opinion with his Premier.
Mr COWAN: I will complete what I had to say and come back to the member for
Kalgoorlie. A simple question is whether we want the Queen or an Australian citizen as
a head of state. That matter can be easily answered by individuals, but it must be
answered by individuals and not by me speaking for the people, not by the Speaker, or
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition; it is an individual choice and that is a question that
can be easily answered. The impact that has on the Constitution is another story and will
require a great deal of debate. Members will find that the majority of Australians will
say, "Change the head of state, but do not change the system."
Mr Graham: In 1986 when the Australia Act was passed the power of the Governors was
addressed and handled. Every State Parliament and the Federal Parliament agreed to it,
and all that happened was that the Australia Act stated that the powers of the Queen were
vested in the Governor. We fixed that nine years ago, and the same thing could happen
with the Governor General.
Mr COWAN: I do not think it is quite as simple as that.
Mr Graham: It was that simple in 1986.
Dr Gallop: Because there was the goodwill to do it.
Mr COWAN: Now we are getting into the area where the debate needs to take place.
Mr Graham: The debate took place nine years ago.
Mr COWAN: The member for Pilbara will find that he is wrong.
Mr Graham: I will give the Deputy Premier the second reading speech.
Mr COWAN: The member for Pilbara does not have to give me the second reading
speech because I know a bit about that Act. If that simple decision is taken, a great
number of amendments will be required to the Australian Constitution.
Mr Graham: What? To delete "Queen" and insert "President"?
Mr COWAN: There will be that, but there will be others. For example, the matter of
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referral of the representative of the Queen, and who that person is. A number of
amendments will have to be made. I am serious. The member for Pilbara has a tendency
to oversimplify matters.
Mr Thomas: It will easier than an amendment to the Road Traffic Act.
Mr COWAN: Even though it might be a simple exercise, a number of amendments will
be required to the. Constitution. That in itself requires a referendum, and the Government
supports that. We are not seeking in any way, shape or form to make any variation to
that. Any alterations to the existing system, such as what powers will be conferred upon
the head of state and the head of government, are matters for substantial, lengthy and
detailed debate. This amendment says that we support a democratic approach to the
constitutional debate. I have always maintained that the question of whether Australia is
a republic, whether we have the Queen or an Australian as head of state should be part of
a total debate on the constitution.
Dr Gallop: Why?
Mr COWAN: There are far more important matters in the Constitution that need to be
addressed.
Dr Gallop: If it is a simple thing to do on its own terms, why not just do it? Why do you
worry about it?
Mr COWAN: I do not worry about it.
Dr Gallop: Why are you trying to stop it happening ?
Mr COWAN: I am not trying to stop it happening. I am not worried about the question
that everyone thinks this issue focuses on; that is, who is our head of state. That is not
the issue. The issue that concerns me greatly is that we are becoming preoccupied with a
simple matter rather than concentrating on far more serious and complicated questions
such as what it is about the Constitution that we need to change to maintain the federation
as it was expected to be maintained.
Mr Graham: That is a question which must be dealt with before you deal with who
should be the head of state.
Mr COWAN: We are talking about the Constitution, and we have been talking about it
for three or four years. This debate began originally as a constitutional debate, funnily
enough.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COWAN: We used to have a constitution convention which met every second year.
As the member for Kalgoorlie said, the constitution convention did not achieve anything
other than some discussion. Out of that constitutional meeting - or whatever one may
care to call it - has come members of Parliament who support the Labor Party and, in
turn, support for the republican push -

Several members interjected.
Mr COWAN: I think the member for Pilbara said that he was a foundation member.
Mr Graham: There was a push for that in Australia in the 1890s and there has been a
continuing push ever since. .
Mr COWAN: The republican push has gathered momentum because people believe that
100 years. later we need to debate the Constitution. We should examine it and consider
ways to improve it. Unfortunately the debate about what we will do with the
Constitution 100 years later has focused on one simple matter, very much through the
efforts of the Prime Minister. That is the greatest disappointment to me. The second
greast disappointment is that everyone has been sucked in by debate and all that is
reported is whether people should support the Queen of Australia or the head of state
being an Australian citizen. That is nonsense.
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Dr Gallop: It is very important to many people in Australia.
Mr COWAN: I am sure it is, but it is a simple decision to make.
Dr Gallop: Why don't you allow the process to continue so that people can make that
decision?
Mr COWAN: I do not oppose the process. I suggest that the process should be focused
on issues of far greater importance.
Mr Kobelke: You cannot handle the simple question of whether to have an Australian
head of state. You shift the heat by taking on a range of other issues when you cannot
handle a simple one.
Mr COWAN: I have always held the view that comments by the member for Nollamara,
although easily heard, do not contain a great deal of substance.
Mr Kobelke: Answer the question if it is so easy.
Mr COWAN: That is another demonstration of the member's lack of substance. I have
answered the question no fewer than four times. I was asked the question by the member
for Pilbara and the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, and I have answered it a couple of
times. I believe in the old Chinese proverb that if a person says something 1 000 times,
he will catch two ears once. If the member for Nollamara had kept his mouth shut and
his eyes and ears open, he would have heard me say on four separate occasions that I
support an Australian being the head of state in this country. The member should not ask
me the question again!
Mr Kobelke: You are trying to scuttle the process.
Mr COWAN: We do not need a process to determine a question. It is a very simple
question and it will be answered by all individuals in Australia. We need a process
which allows us to debate the other matters of great significance relating to the
Constitution.
Mr Thomas: Let's do that!
Mr COWAN: This amendment allows us to do it. In the time allotted to me I will deal
with some of the constitutional changes and talk about what I see as being important.
Mrt Kobelke: You are very skilfully running with the hares and hunting with the hounds.
Mr COWAN: The member for Nollamara has just proved what I have been saying about
him. He has an IQ of 2 above plant life.
We must deal with the Constitution having some impact on the citizens of this State.
Perhaps the best example I can give in respect of commonwealth-state relations is what
has happened this year. If we look at the Commonwealth's taxing powers and exclude its
asset sales, we note that the revenue that has been generated Particularly by this State and
Queensland represents a very significant sum. It amounts to billions of dollars.
Mr Taylor: The Deputy Premier moved this amendment because it avoids the issue of
consultation statewide, the issue he said he supports. It avoids the head of state issue, the
issue he supports. It avoids the question because it is too hard for the Premier who has
refused to answer the question tonight. The Premier does not want to vote on the motion.
The Deputy Premier would, but because the Premier is not present the Deputy Premier
has had to defend this chicken-hearted amendment.
Mir COWAN: In case his eyesight has failed him, I remind the member for Kalgoorlie
that the amendment talks about a democratic approach to constitutional debate. The
Constitution provides for a head of state, and currently that head of state is the Queen.
The Queen is represented by the Governor General and the various governors in the
States. We are talking about the Constitution as a whole but it does not embrace the part
that deals with the head of state. The member should not tell me that I am backing out -
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order! The member for Kalgoorlie.
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Mr COWAN: I will return to the subject: We have some difficulties with our
Constitution, the way it is interpreted, and the way in which it has been applied,
particularly in the case of the financial resources that are generated by taxpayers or
corporate bodies, and paid either to the Commonwealth or to the States. There is an
imbalance, and that imbalance is growing. We need to address that when we talk about
constitutional debate. We should talk about commonwealth-state relationships, how the
States are to be funded, and how the Commonwealth will operate vis-a-vis the States.
None of that is addressed by the Labor Party agenda because the Labor Party is centralist
in its objectives; it would be very pleased to have one centralised Government. It
believes that by entering the constitutional debate it can ambush the issue - and the Press
has complied, as long as it can keep attention on the question of who will be the* head of
state it thinks it does not need to worry about the real issues, which are how we will get
the relationship between the Commonwealth and the States back into balance; how we
will deal with the issue of the High Court and how the High Court through its
interpretation of the Constitution and the law has turned the Constitution into a different
document. They are the important issues which should be debated, rather than who is the
head of state. Our head of state should be an Australian. It no longer should be the
Queen.
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [9.19 pm]: The
conservative parties in Western Australia have a real problem with this issue.
Mr Cowan: No; we don't.
Dr GALLOP: They have a problem for two reasons: The first is that a clear division
exists within the ranks of the conservative parties on whether we should have an
Australian citizen as the head of state of Australia. Some people within the conservative
parties think that we should have an Australian citizen as our head of state. Other people
within the conservative parties think we should maintain the system in which the Queen
of Great Britain is the head of state of Australia. There are monarchists and republicans
within the Liberal and National Parties. As a result of that, they find it very difficult to
work out a position on this subject.
Dr Turnbull inteijected.
Dr GALLOP: Does the member for Collie believe an Australian should be head of state?
Dr Turnbull: During the debate tonight who has told you that the Queen should continue
ad infinitum to be the head of Australia?
Dr GALLOP: The Premier did not give a position on that subject.
Dr Turnbull: I heard what he said.
Dr GALLOP: What does the member for Collie think?
Dr Turnbull: We have Australians who ame representatives of the Queen at the moment.
Many people who are citizens of this community do not like the way in which the Prime
Minister is running the agenda. They would like to be able to make up their own minds.
Dr GALLOP: That is not an interjection. It is obvious that when the member for Collie
gets in her car to go home after Parliament rises she goes via Dandaragan, because she
will not answer that very simple question! She merely confirms the proposition I am
putting forward.
Dr Turnbull inteijected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order!
Dr GALLOP: The second problem related to the conservative position can. be seen when
considering the attitude of the Premier of this State. The Premier is on the record many
times as indicating that he does not believe in a republic. He would prefer to continue
with the system we have now. That is also a position held by John Howard, the Laader
of the Opposition in the Federal Parliament. Neither of those two individuals wants a
republic. It offends all their deepest instincts and their inherent conservatism. However,
they have a problem; that is, it is becoming very clear that a majority of citizens in this
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country have moved on from that sycophantic position held by the Liberal and National
Parties over many years. They now want an Australian citizen as their head of state.
They also have a problem because other Liberal leaders throughout this nation have seen
the writing on the wall, that the tide has turned and we are moving in the direction of a
republic and they should join in. For people such as the Leader of the Opposition in
Canberra and the Premier of Western Australia there is only one agenda-, that is, how to
hold the line for as long as they can and, in the process, confuse the issue as much as they
can so that it may be the case that we do not get a republic. Their agenda is delay and
confusion. They hope that from that delay and confusion the path that seems to be set, to
create an Australian republic, will be confounded to the degree to which it will not
happen. They want to obfuscate and delay and in the process conserve the Queen of
Great Britain and her heirs and successors as the head of state of our nation.
Unfortunately those within the Liberal and National Parties in Western Australia who
have a different point of view have not been able to convince the Premier to follow that
point of view.
We have the extraordinary situation where those who wish to confuse the debate argue
that we should put on the agenda a range of other issues related to the way in which
government is conducted in our federation. I want everyone in this Chamber to think
back to what I call the first phase of the republican movement in Australian history. The
first phase was in the nineteenth century when the movement towards representative and
responsible government was gathering pace in Australia. The republicans at that time
said that we should take this move all the way and have a proper democratic republic in
Australia. There were the early figures of the republican movement such as John
Dunmore Lang. The second phase came in the 1950s and 1960s when a group of
Australian intellectuals felt oppressed by the extent to which the Australian establishment
was deferential towards British culture and traditions; indeed to everything British. Out
of this new emerging Australian nationalism camne a republican component Indeed,
much good came from that, such as the Australian national anthem and eventually the
Australia Act of 1986.
The third phase of Australian republicanism has come in the most recent years when it
has been made very clear that the move to a republic is not a radical step such as it would
have been in the nineteenth century. It is also not the radical step of those who were
opposed to the deferential approach of people such as Menzies, but is now seen as the
logical conclusion to many of the developments in our history. It is the last step that
must be taken. What characterised this third phase was that republicanism found itself on
the political agenda for the first time The first phase never saw it on the political agenda.
The second'phase helped in other issues, but did not get a republic onto the political
agenda. However, the third phase is fair dinkum, because now we can see it is possible
to achieve a republic.
What happened in the initial development of that debate? The opponents of
republicanism said, "We cannot allow this to happen because it will be the thin end of the
wedge of centralism. It will be the thin end of the wedge of some sort of socialist
Australia." It was also said by these opponents of republicanism, "We must stop this
terrible development that will lead to some overthrow of the Australian Constitution."
However, of course the republican movement, if I can use that expression, and the
Australian Labor Party at the federal level, supported by some of the minor parties, has
focused the debate on one issue; that is, whether an Australian citizen should be the head
of state. They have made it very clear that is the issue. They have not raised other
questions such as whether we should have a federal system of government.
Mr Trenorden: Who are "they"?
Dr GALLOP: It is those who have led the debate, such as the current Prime Minister.
Mr Trenorden: He's only one man.
Dr GALLOP: Indeed he is, but he happens to be the Prime Minister.
Mr Trenorden: He's still only one man.
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Dr GALLOP: He represents majority opinion in this nation.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order!
Dr GALLOP: It is interesting that when the Prime Minister focused the debate on the
issue of whether an Australian citizen should be the head of state, all of a sudden all the
opponents of republicanism, who for the past five or six years have been telling us that
we cannot have a broad debate because it will put issues such as centralism and
federalism on the agenda, changed the nature of their criticism of the push to have a
republic. The reason for that is that the Australian republic is getting very close to
achievement. Its opponents have run out of intellectual and moral argument; they have
run out of steam. All they can do is try to obfuscate and confuse the situation. The best
way they can do that is to bring in all these other issues and hope that in the morass that
will be created, the republican vote will finish up a no vote.
We have seen that tactic used many times in Australian history. They will not contest the
issues: They will not. tell us why we should have the Queen of Great Britain and her
heirs and successors as the head of state in this country because there is no argument for
it; they have lost the argument. No decent argument can be put up in support of that
proposition. They want to try to confuse the issue with all these other questions, and out
of that confusion they hope there will be a no vote when it finally gets to the people.
That is what the conservatives, including the Premier and Mr Howard, are all about; it
has nothing to do with trying to involve the people more in this debate.
Let us consider that concept of ."the people" - one of the most important concepts in
political philosophy and democratic ideology. When do the people take shape? In the
fullest sense -of that word they take shape, firstly, when they exercise a vote for or against
candidates and political parties in a general election; and, secondly, when they exercise a
vote for or against a particular proposition that is put to them in a referendum. Those two
features of our system, I am pleased to say, are contained within our Constitution. Our
Constitution says, firstly, that there. is representative democracy - and the High Court has
established and affirmed that in recent cases. Secondly, the Constitution of Australia
states that if the Constitution is to be changed, the people must vote on it. There are other
aspects of this concept of "the people", such as involvement in political parties; agitating
for and against particular propositions; and forming conventions to discuss particular
issues. However, these other aspects. of the meaning of "the people" do not have the
democratic significance of the vote that we exercise at a general election or a referendum.
It is interesting that this process of getting a vote to the people on a proposition that has
been put forward by the Prime Minister is the very thing the Leader of the Opposition in
Canberra and the Premier of Western Australia want to delay unnecessarily. They want
to deny the people the right to vote on that issue when it is reasonable for them to do that.
The reason they want to do that is to create a convention, the terms and conditions of
which have not been made clear. How can people in all honesty support Mr Howard's
position when he has not even made it clear who will be on this convention?
Mr Marlborough: Except that he will pick 50 per cent of them.
Dr GALLOP: Yes, 50 per cent will be chosen by the federal Leader of the Opposition,
and he is telling us that that will be the people.
Several members interjected.
The AC1ING SPEAKER: Order!
Dr GALLOP: What a fraud that concept is. Jeff Kennett summarised it brilliantly; he
said it was just another committee. John Howard has the audacity to tell us that he is
talking about the people. Let us get into a position where the people can exercise a vote,
but let us make it possible for those people to exercise that vote in a considered way. The
Prime Minister has said that we will wait for a couple of years before that vote is taken so
there can be a proper debate in the community. The Premier has the audacity to accuse
the Prime Minister of trying to hijack the debate when in fact what the Prime Minister
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has done can be defined in two importance senses. Firstly, what he has done is in accord
with the Australian Constitution; namely, that a proposition goes through the Parliament
and is put to the people for a vote through a referendum. Secondly, the Prime Minister
has said that we will not rush that; we will allow a proper debate about the subject and we
will vote on the question in 1998. It is the Prime Minister of Australia who is acting in
accord with the Constitution of Australia; it is the Prime Minister of Australia who is
showing respect for our democratic way of life in the position he has put forward. For
the first time in our history we are getting close to a position to exercise the most
important vote we will have exercised in our history; a vote which will make it the case
that an Australian citizen will be the head of state of this country.
Mr Trenorden: What a load of nonsense. The most important decision!
Dr GALLOP: An important decision will be made that goes to the very core of our
identity as a nation. In concluding, I will quote the Prime Minister because the speech he
gave will go down as one of the great speeches in Australia's history. I put it alongside
Curtin's speech in 1942 and the speeches that were given by Alfr-ed Deakin in the early
days of the Australian federation. It was a considered speech; it was inclusive and was
inspired by respect for all traditions and the arguments that have occurred in this debate.
One of the most remarkable sentences in the Prime Minister's speech was this: When we
vote on this question of whether or not we have an Australian citizen as our head of state,
we will put beyond doubt the answer to the perennial question of Australian identity.
Mr Lewis: Come on!
Dr GALLOP: That was the most magnificent sentence in that speech.
Mr Lewis: Are you saying that Australians do not have an identity?
Dr GALLOP: Of course Australians have an identity. However, the contradiction at the
heart of our political system must be resolved. If the member for Applecross and the
Premier and his supporters want to argue that that sentence by the Prime Minister of
Australia does not have significance and does not indicate where his soul is, let them
have that point of view because I know that the Prime Minister's soul on this question is
the soul of the people of Australia.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [9.40 pm]: The key question is why do members opposite
want the Government to vote on this motion when the referendum questions have not
been drafted. I understand that the referendum will take place in a few years' time.
Members heard an impassioned speech by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition on how
the Prime Minister has taken a bipartisan attitude to this issue.
Dr Gallop: Of course he has.
Mr TRENORDEN: I accept that, but the referendum will not be held for several years;
however, the Opposition is demanding an answer from the Government tonight. It is
absolute hypocrisy. The Opposition is trying to say that this is a minimum position and
the member for Pilbara said that only one change would be made to the Constitution.
Only a few days ago I read that the proposition put forward by the Prime Minister
requires 67 changes to the Constitution. Why cannot there be 68 or even 70 changes to
the Constitution? Why does it have to be 67 and no more? It is a ridiculous position that
the Opposition is putting forward. We just heard a dissertation of Australian history
according to the member for Victoria Park. What about the history of this State? What
happened in the 1930s when a referendum was held in this State because of the
discontent -

Dr Gallop: They were all let down very badly by the British Parliament. They relied on
it to solve their problems. Where were the Brits when the secessionists needed them?
Mr TRENORDEN: Does the member for Victoria Park want me to speak for five or 15
minutes?
Several members inteijected.
Mr TRENORDEN: In the 1930s there was a great deal of concern in this State about the
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way in which the Federation was operating. If members opposite have read the petition
which went to the British Parliament, they will know that most of the concerns have not
been resolved. If a poll were taken in Western Australia now, there would be a strong
feeling toward secession. I am not promoting it, but every week I hear people talking
about secession.
Mr Marlborough: You talk to yourself in the mirror every day. That is your problem.
Mr TRENORDEN: I constantly hear the'argument in favour of secession as I travel
around this State. Why do members opposite want to ignore the feelings of Western
Australians? What about citizens initiated referenda? Why do members opposite think
there is a strong push throughout Australia for it? The answer is that many people are
discontented with the system and they want the people of Western Australia to have a
direct role in the system of Government.
Dr Gallop: You talk to the League of Rights too much.
Mr TRENORDEN: I have not said whether I support it. The truth of the matter is that
members opposite do not recognise that these people exist. They should consider how
many people attending the Commission on Government meetings which are being held
around the State are asking for CIR.
Mr Taylor: Of course they are, but they are in the- minority.
Mr TRENORDEN: People do want *it and that is the point I am making. One of the
things I find strange is that the Prime Minister keeps saying that one of the best things
Australia did was to get rid of the Privy Council.
Dr Gallop: Do you want to bring. it back?.
Mr TRENORDEN: No, I do not. The Prime Minister *said that getting rid of the Privy
Council released Australia. However, many commentators said that Australia had the
best High Court in the world when the Privy Council was operating. Since then, the High
Court has deteriorated and many people are questioning. the ability of the judges of the
High Court. The member for Pilbara said that if Governors make comments about the
political process, they should be elected to that office. Why should judges not be elected
to the High Court when they comment about the political process? I am trying to tell
members opposite that there is a point of view in the community which is being ignored.
Mr Taylor: Would you leave some time for the member for Cottesloe because I am sure
he is keen to speak?
Mr TRENORDEN: Some of my time has been taken up by interjections. A minimum
change will alter the political landscape in Australia, but it has been estimated that 67
changes are required to the Constitution to deal with the Prime Minister's position. It
should not involve so many changes. The change must be to the benefit of all
Australians and all Australians must be involved in the. debate. Why should the Prime
Minister be the only person who has the right to put his position?
Dr Gallop: Have you read the Constitution? There is no other way to do it.
Mr TRENORDEN: The Prime Minister believes in a nanny state and he does not believe
Australians are capable of making up their own minds and making a reasonable decision.
Mr Brown: He has the courage to put his point of view.
Mr TRENORDEN: So do I and so do a lot of people.
Dr Gallop: You have not put a point of view.
Mr TRENORDEN: I could speak for another 14 minutes.
Dr Gallop: This is private members' time.
Mr TRENORDEN: And I am a private member.
Australia has one of the -most stable political systems in the world and it was
implemented by Australians 90 years ago. I have total confidence in Australians making
a decision which will stand Australia in good stead for the next 100 years.
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MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [9.48 pm]: I support the motion moved by the Leader of
the Opposition and I oppose the amendment. I have come to a republican position
somewhat reluctantly and differently from my colleagues. Until the Prime Minister's
speech I would have described myself as a constitutional monarchist, which is quite
different from how a number of my colleagues would describe themselves. My reason
for taking that stand is quite simple: I believe the system we have works very well and
the system that replaces it should be as similar as possible.
The system is not perfect in one respect - the Prime Minister put his finger on it; that is,
the symbolism of the head of state. The head of state has symbolic functions both
internally and externally. In terms of the symbolic functions that should be performed
the constitutional monarchy which we now have fails quite markedly. Members need
look no further than at the book which they have in front of them. It says that the
Parliament of Western Australia consists of the Queen and the Legislative Assembly and
the Legislative Council. When members try to explain to people in Australia,
particularly those who are not from a British background, what it means, they find it
absurd. People are not able to identify with the Constitution we have in this country so
long as that continues to be the case. Members who talk to children at schools and try to
explain to them that the head of state of Australia* is the same person as the Queen of
Great Britain will find that the children's eyes glaze over because they regard it as an
absurdity. If we want people to identify with and understand the Constitution and
political system that governs the country, we will have a major impediment for so long as
the head of state of Australia is also the head of state of the United Kingdom.
The external symbolic functions are another important aspect because when Her Majesty
the Queen of Australia travels outside the United Kingdom to anywhere other than
Australia, she travels not as the Queen of Australia but as the Queen of the United
Kingdom, and that means that the person who is in practice the head of state of Australia,
the Governor General, is not accorded the status and standing which is the due of a head
of state but something less than that. Therefore, the possibility of using the head of state
as a diplomat or person who is able to represent Australia's point of view internationally
cannot be availed of because our head of state so-called is also the head of state of a
much larger country in terms of population, the United Kingdom, and is regarded
universally as such.
That was illustrated a number of years ago when I lead a delegation to the United States
and attended a diplomatic function in Ohio hosted by the then local congressman, Tom
Sawyer. During that dinner function, I proposed a toast to the head of state of the United
States, the then President, Ronald Reagan, and, as is usual in those circumstances, the
congressman responded by making a speech about what a wonderful place Australia was
and proceeded to toast Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II, and everyone looked at him as
though he had gone mad! I then had to explain to those people that the Queen of Great.
Britain was also the Queen of Australia because most of them did not know that was the
case until then and thought it was strange and absurd. It really is strange and absurd. We
are used to it, so it does not seem particularly strange to us. That is possible because of
the time in history at which the current Queen acceded to her position. But within our
lifetime Prince Charles will occupy the position of King of Australia unless the
Constitution is changed.
We believe the Prime Minister has adopted a correctly minimalist approach by setting in
place the machinery whereby we will have a smooth transition to an Australian head of
state - a situation which hopefully people of all political persuasions will support. The
Government has sought, in opposing this motion, to create a smokescreen. It has dragged
up all sorts of constitutional issues which are of concern to it. That is fine;'they may be
important issues which we should address. However, this is not the time to do it. We are
talking now about whether the head of state of Australia should also be the head of state
of the United Kingdom and many other places. Would the member for Melville seriously
go out in his electorate and say that he believes Prince Charles should one day be the
King of Australia? He- would not be game to do that because he'would be laughed out of
school.
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MR RI1PPER (Belmont) [9.57 pm]: The Opposition has offered the Government two
opportunities. We have given the Government the opportunity to vote for an Australian
head of state. We have given the Premier the opportunity to demonstrate some
leadership. The Government has failed on both of those issues. Given the opportunity to
demonstrate some leadership and to tell the community whether he supports an
Australian head of state, all the Premier can do is say, "I do not want to answer thatquestion. I do not want to vote on that question. I want to put before the House the
question of the House's support for democracy." What a way to squib the issue! What
can be more democratic than a referendum at which every person in Australia will have
the opportunity to vote? What can be mome democratic than a referendum that is initiated
by a vote of a democratically elected Parliament - a Parliament in which the Government
does not have a majority in both Houses? A referendum cannot be put before the
Australian people unless it is supported by both Houses of the Parliament, including the
Senate, in which it is highly unlikely any Government will have a majority. We already
have the greatest measure of democracy with regard to this issue that we can achieve: It
will be initiated, firstly, by a democratically elected Parliament, in which the Government
does not have a majority in both Houses, and, secondly, by a referendum in which all of
the people can vote.
What the Government has put before us represents a failure of leadership. Given the
opportunity to vote for an Australian head of state, the Premier said that he does not want
to answer that question. He does not want to offer any advice or leadership to the
Wester Ausrlan people. That is symptomatic of the approach of the Premier in recent
times, as summed up in The West Australian of 10 June by Stephen Loxley, when he
dealt with the question of a republic and said -

There is no reason to think that republican support has dropped since then, -
He is referring to a time about two years ago -

- so Mr Court opted for a non-position to try to prevent himself from becoming
central to the issue.
It is symptomatic of the Premier's sliding grip on the leadership reins in the past
couple of months.

That is an accurate comment, because on many issues the Premier has failed to assert
himself, to grasp the reins and to show leadership, and has seemingly been unaware of
significant developments within the community. We see that tonight on this question of
a republic, which is of great symbolic importance to the people of this country and State.
The Premier cannot say whether he supports an Australian to be head of state of Australia
or whether he supports a Western Australian to be head of state of Western Australia. He
cannot say what advice he will offer the people on this issue. All he can say is let us
have democracy and let us leave it up to the people.
It will be extremely interesting to see how the deputy leader of the Liberal Party votes in
the next few minutes because the words in the motion moved by the Opposition are a
direct quote from the words used by the deputy leader of the Liberal Party when he told
The West Australian that he supports a minimal change republic as an evolutionary stage
in Australia's development. Therefore, if the deputy leader votes for the Government's
amendment, he will vote to delete from the motion his own words. He will vote against
his own position. He will vote to support the wishy-washy leadership of the Premier on
this matter.
A& C.J. Barnett: This House should not express a view on the republic.
M~r RIPPER: It is extraordinary to say that this House, which is elected to represent and
to make political decisions on behalf of the people of this State, and which has the ability,
together with the other House, to change the State's Constitution, should not offer advice
to the people of Western Australia. If we are to be properly accountable to the people of
Western Australia, we should state our positions on important issues confronting the
nation. How can people choose for whom to vote if they do not know the positions that
those people adopt on significant issues confronting the State and the nation? We on this
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side of the House are prepared to put on the parliamentary record our support for a
minimal change republic and an Australian bead of state. We are prepared to say to the
people of Western Australia what is our position and that we are prepared to offer
leadership on this issue. On the other side of the House. we have people who shirk their
accountability by refusing to state their position, who refuse to offer leadership and who
resort to the tired old tactic of saying, "We do not want to vote on this or that question.
All we want to do is say that we support democracy." What a weak position.. No wonder
the Premier has slid in the Morgan poll from an approval rating of 61 per cent in
October-November last year to just 43 per cent in April-May, because to rate as a leader
one must demonstrate leadership. This Premier has not been able to demonstrate
leadership on a whole range of issues and has not done that in conspicuous fashion in.
recent months.
We will vote against this attempt by the Government to delete our support for an
Australian head of state from the motion before the House. The Government has
squibbed the issue and failed to demonstrate leadership. We will not dignify that futile
effort by the Government with support for its amendment.
Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (28)
Mr Ainsworth Mr House Mr Shave
Mr CJ. Barnett Mr Johnson M~r W. Smith
Mr Blaikie Mr Lewis Mr Strickland
Mr Board Mr McNee Mr Trenorden
Mr Bradshaw Mr Nicholls Mr Tubby
Dr Constable Mir Omodei Mrs van de Klashorst
Mr Court Mr Osborne Mr Wiese
Mr Cowan Mrs Parker Mr Bloffwitch (Teller)
Mr Day Mr Pendal
Mrs Edwardes Mr Prince

Noes (19)

Mr Kv Barnett Mrs Henderson Mr Taylor
Mr Brown Mr Kobelke Mr Thomas
Mr Catania Mr Marlborough Ms Warnock
Dr Edwards Mr Riebeling Dr Watson
Dr Gallop Mr Ripper Mr ay (Teller)
Mr Grahamn Mrs Roberts
Mrs Hallahan Mr D.L. Smith

Dr Turnbull Mr Bridge
Mr Kierath MrGrill
Mr Minson Mr McGinty
Mr Marshall Mr Cunningham

Amendment thus passed.
Motion, as Amended

Motion, as amended, put and passed.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Resumed from 25 May.
MR MARLBOROUGH (Peel) [10.09 pm]: The Opposition is happy to support this
Bill for a number of reasons that I will enunciate. I want to put a couple of issues on the
record in indicating our support for the Bill, which simply facilitates the Western
Australian Municipal Association's proceeding with its proposal to provide part of a
three-part approach to the insurance needs of local government. This Bill deals with
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covering workers or employees for workers' compensation purposes. There are 11 500
local government employees in Western Austalia and this legislation will allow WAMA,
in conjunction with Jardine Australian Insurance Brokers Pty Ltd, to put in place a
municipal work care scheme.
If there is a downside to this, it is not within the legislation but more within the history
surrounding the need for it. For a number of years local government authorities have
been paying maximum premium costs to what has tradfitionally been its single insurer -
SGIO Insurance Limited My understanding from discussions with Mr Tim Shanahan of
the Wester Australian Municipal Association is that throughout those years from time to
time WAMA has had causeto go toSGIO and request it todotwo important things:
First to look at the premiums being charged for the total insurance cover required by
local government, the liability schemes and the workers' compensation schemes, and the
normal insurance services scheme for providing insurance of office equipment,
purchasing of vehicles and so on.
The SGIO has had a history of reluctance to accede to the request to look at premiums
from the SGIO. That has meant higher premiums with the net result being that the higher
premiums have been paid by the ratepayers. Because the cost has been factored into the
annual budgets of each of the local government authorities it must be recouped. I am a
little saddened that the S010 was not able to see the writing on the wall in terms of how
serious WAMA was in pursuing its request to. reduce the cost to its affiliates. The past 12
or 18 months have exacerbated its position because we have seen extraordinary increases
in the insurance premiums traditionally charged by the SGIO. For example, the SGIO
increased its public liability premiums to local government authorities throughout
Western Australia by 43 per cent last year. That is an astronomical increase by any
measure. That is the approach of the SGIO to the $2b industry of providing insurance for
local government that has frustrated local government to the point where it has had to
look at other sources through which it can offer appropriate coverage for the three arms
of insurance policies that are required by local government and in so doing, to offer a
lower premium and better service.
This Bill covers workers' compensation. I will put on the record some figures and some
improvements which will come from this self-insurance proposal. Eleven thousand
people ane employed in local government authorities in Western Australia.
Mr Omodei: I think it is 12 000.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I have been advised by WAMA that the figure is 11500,
although I amn not tied to that figure. WAMA has also advised that from those 11500
employees within local government, 2 500 claims per annumn are made for workers'
compensation. That is, one in five people in local government are applying for workers'
compensation. It is an extraordinarily high figure and not one that any organisation
should be proud of. That figure must be reduced.
As members of Parliament we should be concerned that that level of claim has been
made by injured workers, who at the end of the day are our constituents. We should also
be concerned that the cost of that coverage is picked up by the ratepayers within our
electorates. In its first yea this scheme will see a reduction of premiums by 10 per cent,
and in some instances more, for the Workcover scheme. More importantly, by WAMA
entering into an arrangement with Jardine Australian Insurance Brokers Pty Ltd there will
be a management scheme across all of local government that will provide councils with
the ability to assess the problem areas for workers' compensation claims. Once they
assess where the injuries occur, they can quickly put in place management strategies to
address, in conjunction with the workers and unions, how to overcome those problems in
future. They will also have a program which will see injured workers rehabilitated back
into the work force as quickly as possible. It is one of the strong reasons we are happy to
support this Bill. It allows for the establishment of a workers' compensation arrangement
in conjunction with WAMA that will see those sorts of management tools being put in
place which will be of assistance to all of those who have been injured, not only to get
them properly trained and back into the work force but also where possible to take on
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other tasks. Obviously we are supportive of that. This scheme is not new to local
government, although it is new in Western Australia. As the Minister and my colleagues
on this side of the House are aware, it is a scheme that has been in place in South
Australia for some time.
Mr Omodei: And other States.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I think it has been in place in South Australia in this
comprehensive form. -In my discussions with Mr Shanahan of WAMA yesterday, I was
ad vised that it has not progressed to the degree of liability coverage, workers'
compensation coverage and property coverage being put in place here in the other States,
but it is heading in the right direction at varying speeds. We are heartened by the fact
that the people who have been responsible for managing the scheme in South Australia,
Jardine Insurance Brokers, are involved with WAMA.
This Bill is necessary because the only way WAMA can introduce the municipal work
carm scheme to its constituent councils is to have the imprimatur of the Government's
workers' compensation body, Workcover. This legislation simply allows the total
package to be put to Workcover. Workcover has in place a number of guidelines which
will be required to be met, not the least of which is that Workcover will require that the
municipal scheme has a bank guarantee of $6m to cover the workers' compensation
component. Workcover will also apply 14 other conditions which WAMA must meet
before such a scheme can go ahead.
Members should also be heartened by the fact that of the 142 councils in Western
Australia, 90 have made formal application to join the scheme. A further 15 have given
informal but progressive indications about joining. The 105 councils which have
indicated a willingness to join, or have joined, the scheme represent 85 per cent of the
premium pool presently paid by local government for insurance in Western Australia.
Eighteen councils have said no to the scheme. It is important to recognise that this
scheme is voluntary. No local government authority will be forced to enter into it. There
are a couple of exceptions and I am advised by the Western Australian Municipal
Association that it is keen to have those couple of large councils involved.
I understand that the Fremantle City Council has indicated that at this time it is not
interested in joining the scheme. I also understand that Stirling City Council, a large
municipality in the metropolitan area, has indicated that at this time it is not interested in
joining the scheme. I say that to have on the record that this is a voluntary scheme with
no compulsion for local government bodies to join. If there is a concern about the
proposal it is not so much within the legislation. There is concern among some of my
colleagues, it may be on both sides of the House, as to whether this scheme being a self-
funded scheme will be fair and just to workers. Some of my colleagues might want to
make more of this point: There is a view and some evidence coming through that in self-
insurance schemes a fair bit of pressure is put on workers who are involved in the scheme
where they are injured to get back to work sooner than they normally would. Because it
is a self-insurance scheme the keeping of records on appropriate injuries may not be as
precise as they might A view among self-insurance companies is that there is a
propensity to want to write down a worker who may have broken a leg while working as
a tradesperson in a workplace, so that the worker with a broken leg can later come back
to work in a wheel chair and do some clerical work, and not to recognise the worker as
having a broken leg and therefore be off the scheme and in gainful employment. Those
are some of our concerns about self-insurance schemes.
We are also concerned with self-insurance schemes with a rehabilitation program. We
are pleased to see a rehabilitation program in place. We are advised by the Western
Australian Municipal Association that it has *not historically been the case and provided
by SGIO as the key insurer. Where rehabilitation is in place it is to look after the injured
worker and to concentrate on the need to have the worker right and properly ready for
work rather than on the method by which paper shuffling might be carried out to get the
worker off one side of the ledger and onto the other side as someone who is fit for work.
Having spoken to WAMA and Jardines about further difficulties, I took it upon myself to
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contact the trade union movement in South Australia. I have had letters fromrepresentatives in South Australia indicating their support for the scheme and how well it
is working in South Australia with the rehabilitation of workers back into the workplace
and, importantly, the significant downturn in work caused injuries within local
authorities. When we look at the evidence of how the scheme will work, there is nothing
to compare it with in local government in Western Australia. Some 15 self-insurance
schemes operate in Western Australia covered by BP, Alcoa, BHiP and a number of iron
ore companies. When we look at local government we need to look at South Australia.
The evidence we have so far indicates that the trade union movement, local government
authorities and government in general are more than happy with the way it has been
operating. I should have said earlier that behind what WAMA has put in place is a board
of management headed by people with expertise in local government as well as expertise
in running self-insurance schemes and accountancy. I will not say the names of the
members of the board.
Mr Omodei: T'here are two boards, one for Workcover and one for the municipal
liability.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Each of the three arms of the scheme will have separate boards
of management. T7he specific board is in place for the municipal Workcover scheme
board. Suffice it to say, there is a board which will be answerable to Parliament. In
particular, where financial decisions are made by the board which do not accord with the
independent actuarial decisions, they will be recorded in an annual report of the scheme.
Obviously on the basis that it is within the annual report it becomes a part of public
knowledge and background. We can see where those decisions have been made.
Obviously the Government will be able to have some input into those decisions.
Mr Omodei: Through Workcover.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Yes, if we are not satisfied about the decisions they have made.
In conclusion, we are happy to support the initiative taken by WAMA. We wish the
scheme all success. Obviously it will be in its infancy and will be new to WesternAustralia. We will be keeping a close watch on the scheme and looking for any
problems. I am aware of the need for this legislation to pass very quickly, because we
are at the end of the 1995 financial year. This scheme needs to be up and running from
the beginning of the new financial year on I July, which is only three weeks away. I am
aware that even passing this Bill tonight will not enable the scheme to come into
operation, because it requires the agreement of government bodies, and guidelines of
Workcover must be met. I urn aware from WAMA that it will not necessarily be up and

rnigfrom 1 July, but it has in place a bridging mechanism which will be there for
loca uthorities to use until such time as the proper process has been entered into and
they have been able to meet the guidelines which are laid down by Workcover. Those 13
or 14 guidelines apply to every other self-insurer in the State. With those few words I
want to convey to the Minister the support of this side of the House of this legislation. I
hope to see the scheme up and running and as successful as it should be and as the
Western Australian Municipal Association deserves it to be because of the hard work and
dedicated services it has put into getting this scheme for the benefit of its constituent
members.
MR BROWN (Morley) [10.30 pm]: The member for Peel has outlined the
Opposition's position on this Bill and I join with his remarks. I would like to raise some
matters to which the Minister may care to respondi. It is not the Opposition's intention to
go into Committee on this Bill. Therefore, I will touch on matters that would have been
raised in Comnmittee. The first is the viability of the scheme. A briefing was kindly
provided to us by M-r Shanahan and Mr Leon Lawrence. We were also given a very
professionally produced publication which outlines the scheme. The scheme has been
actuarially assessed and the detail has been examined independently and professionally.
I wonder whether those calculations have been looked at by the government actuary. It is
crucial that the actuarial assessments are correct. What happens in schemes of this nature
is that, if the actuarial assessment that has been carried out is not correct and the
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inaccuracy involves an underassessment of the premiums which should be paid, the
viability of the scheme will be affected as will the premiums that council employers are
required to pay immediately and in the medium term. It can also affect the manner in
which those who manage the scheme deal with claims and particularly their propensity to
accept claims that would otherwise be legitimate; for example, where those managing the
scheme seek to save on meeting payments. Therefore, it -is important that the actuarial
assessment is correct in every way. I am sure that, with the degree of professionalism
that has taken place in the establishment of the scheme - the Western Australian
Municipal Association and Jardine Australian Insurance Brokers Pty Ltd have been
exceptionally careful - the assessment will be correct.
However, I had an experience some years ago with actuaries. Like people in the legal
and accounting professions, actuaries do not always agree. They do not always use the
same assumptions and do not always arrive at the same conclusion. For example, when
discussions were taking place some years ago ,on the government employees
superannuation scheme, actuarial advice from two leading Western Australian actuaries
was obtained and it differed. That provided an opportunity for some negotiations to take
place on the final formulation of that scheme. I wonder whether the Government has
confirmed that because we all know of the significant problems that have been caused in
the past for insuring employers and for employees covered by those arrangements when
insurers have undercalculated and gone into liquidation.
Self-insurance is nothing new although in this State it has been limited to large employers
or a large conglomerate with a number of subsidiary companies or operations. However,
grouping together a number of small independent employees seems to be something new.
There is nothing wrong with it. However, it appears to be innovative although no more
so than that which has been tried through joint employer initiatives such as the group
training schemes and other arrangements that have been put in place to try to achieve
objectives when a single employer does not have the financial capacity or is not prepared
to take the risk associated with one employer going it alone. As we all know, all
insurance arrangements operate on the basis of trying to spread the risk. That is why it
would be most unwise for councils to take on their own self-insurance. Eighty or 90 of
them should contribute on the basis that, if one has a bad year or a bad couple of years,
the claims experience over time will mean those bad years will pass and others will get
their turn. In relation to cost, the couple of bad years will be offset by everyone going
into a pool system.
The approach being used to try to minimise the costs is interesting because, whenever a
self-insurance scheme or any scheme which seeks to minimise costs is proposed, it is
important to consider the fundamentals because if less is going in, less will be coming
out, certainly with insurance. That can be done easily in the commercial world because
the benefits offered are limited. However, under workers' compensation, the benefits
provided are statutory benefits. Therefore, the statutory benefits cannot be avoided other
than by a company or organisation taking a very stringent line in interpreting the Act and
taking issue with every claim about which there is a prospect for a dispute and the claim
being denied. That approach would be negative. However, I am assured it is not the
approach to be taken in this scheme.
It is interesting to consider how the savings will be made. These are contained in the
publication. It is envisaged that savings will be made in three ways: Firstly, by
insurance company costs and profits being factored out of -the scheme. That is a
legitimate exercise. Obviously, insurers do not operate as benevolent societies and they
take a profit and require to be paid for their operating expenses. Clearly, it is thought by
those promoting the scheme that they will be able to administer it in a less costly manner.
They may be right; they will not have offices in St George's Terrace, they will employ
different staff and may do a variety of things which minimise operational expenses.
Secondly, they will not need to contribute to the overall profit take of an insurer, so the
profit take can be channelled into reduced premiums to the councils. I notice that
interestingly, it mentions that not only will there be a saving on insurance company costs
and profits, but also a saving on various taxes. I hope the Government is not promoting
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any form of scheme which is designed as a tax minimisation arrangement. I note that it
refers to various taxes not being paid under the intended arrangement. I am not sure what
taxes are involved, and I am sure it is all quite legitimate. They are obviously entitled to
look at taxes and at what accountants call tax efficiency - for want of some other words.
Listed in the publication are two other ways in which savings will be made, relating to
the investment of surplus revenues. Certainly the view is expressed in the publication
that by operating as a self-insurer, the surplus revenues paid into the pool can be more
astutely invested than might be the case with some other insurers. Perhaps, more
correctly, any investment made of such revenues and the income it generates Will flow
back into the scheme, rather than flow into the insurance company operations. It is also
stated that another benefit to be derived is the provision of preventive services and
rehabilitation services. That is particularly interesting because it takes a three pronged
approach which is often advocated by those who take a holistic view of reducing
accidents in the workplace. The brochure advocates a three pronged approach, the first
being accident prevention and the need to provide a safe workplace. All too often, no
relationship is seen between the cost of premiums and the cost of investing in safe
practices. Even under the occupational health and safety legislation, preventive measures
are unfortunately seen as a cost rather than an up-front investment which can result in
considerable savings in human and financial terms. It is important that the scheme
envisages a three pronged approach, and members on this side of. the House when talking
about occupational health and safety and workers' compensation have placed
considerable emphasis on the first prong of the attack which is accident prevention. To
the extent that this new arrangement seeks to enforce that approach, it is supported by the
Opposition.
Opposition members were told in the briefing that it was intended that the scheme take
up and implement the South Australian model, notwithstanding the fact that the South
Australian model operates under more stringent legislation in relation to both
occupational health and safety and workers' compensation. It will be interesting to see
the degree to which that applies in practice, but the Opposition has been assured that the
scheme will be implemented in a similar way to that which operates in South Australia.
The other matter raised in the briefing by the two'gentlemen I named earlier, is whether
there will be a different attitude towards claims when people move to a self-insurer. We
debated this with the Leader of the House in relation to changes to the occupational
health and safety legislation for the mining industry. He may recall that there are a
number of self-insurers in that industry, and it has been the practice for some of them to
return their employees to work perhaps before they are able to carry out any productive
work. The accident statistics graph shows that to all intents and purposes the industry or
that company has a low accident rate and a low lost time rate. However, that graph does
not reflect the number of employees who are doing fairly menial tasks, and are simply at
the employer's premises all day rather than at home. Although I support proper
rehabilitation programs, which assist people to get back to work and take up their own
tasks or other tasks after their injury, there is a stark difference between those proper
rehabilitation arrangements on the one hand and, on the other hand, putting pressure on
people by bringing them back to work too early.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you not agree with lighter duties?
Mr BROWN: I do not disagree with them, but I do not agree with the practice of people
returning to work, when there is effectively nothing for them to do. They are driven
almost to distraction coming to work every day and hanging around. It puts subtle
pressure on the employee to quit the job.
Mr Omodei: At the same time 2 300-odd claims from a work force of 11 500 is a large
proportion of claims in the current system in local government.
hMr BROWN: I am not saying there is no room for improvement. Obviously there is, and
all the statistics in the health and safety area indicate that for some years the rate per
10 000 employees has fallen. I have no doubt that local government industry should be
part of the trend of falling rates. Certainly, as the workplace becomes safer, with the
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benefit of technology and greater expertise in the way in which we work, that should be
the case.
Some negatives have been experienced, not across the board, but with some self-insurers.
That matter was raised in the course of the discussions today with the two representatives
I named earlier, and we were assured that the scheme would not operate in that way. We
were assured that the scheme would operate ethically and in the interests of all
concerned. Although essentially it was designed to save money, it was also designed to
minimise accidents and to put in place proper rehabilitation arrangements. By doing all
of those things it would be of benefit to everyone in the industry. Obviously the
proponents of the scheme had given the matter some consideration, and in a small
meeting were prepared to commit themselves to the manner in which the scheme would
operate. With those assurances I feel comfortable with what is being proposed, and I join
with the member for Peel in that regard.
I ask the Minister to respond to my concerns about the drafting of the Bill in clause 3
which begins with "WAMA shall . . .". Why was the mandatory "shall" used and not the
optional "may"? For example, at some later point some constituent authorities of the
association may decide to go the other way, but it appears that they must continue with
the scheme in any event.
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie) [10.52 pm]: I have some particular feeling for the State
Government Insurance Office, because it started in my electorate of Kalgoorlie many
decades ago. Today's SGIO is a private organisation in every sense. In many respects
this legislation undermines the position the Government put forward on the SGlO a
couple of years ago. That position, set out clearly in the legislation and the prospectus, is
that shareholders would be protected for two years from any takeovers. In order to do
that there was a requirement in relation to the percentage of shareholdings, so that groups
could not grab hold of that organisation and take it offshore or to the Eastern States.
Although protection of the ownership of the SGIO did not follow through on major
contracts held by the SGO, this Bill substantially. undermines the financial position that
shareholders could have expected in relation to that organisation. There is no doubt that
the relationship of the SGIO with local government in Western Australia has been
important to the financial success of that organisation. By allowing this to take place in
such a fashion the Government has undermined the position of those shareholders who
took a position in the SGIO some two years ago.
I accept that the SGIO is competing in a strong marketplace and must measure up to all
sorts of competition. This Bill is an unusual situation which requires a conscious
decision by the Government and the Parliament of Western Australia to allow
competition in the form of the Western Australian Municipal Association being able to
put forward this self-insurance proposition. My concern goes further than that and I
have drawn the attention of the municipal association today to my concern about the sort
of operation that it is setting up. Although I will support the legislation, what I have to
say is in line with warning bells that have already been rung in local government on this
proposal. Not enough local government authorities in Western Australia have sought
sufficient independent advice on this proposition to be able to make a proper decision to
go into this proposal. Many question marks exist over the nature of the proposal that has
been put forward and whether it is in the best interests of local authorities in Western
Australia to be part of this operation. Will the commercial operations of this organisation
be subject to exactly the same solvency guidelines that would normally be established for
an insurance organisation? Will guidelines for the municipal association scheme be
subject to the degree of comfort that councils should feel when taking out insurance?
That degree of comfort has normally been forthcoming from statutory requirements, but I
do not know whether that is the case with this proposal. It is also of some concern that
the workers' compensation assessment in relation to this scheme makes an assumption of
a 10 per cent reduction in claim costs from day one. That is an enormous reduction by
any standards. It makes some heroic assumptions on the nature of claims and based on
what we have been told today, they have been made on what people consider to be
incorrect information on the current claim figures, and the figures may be greater. I do
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not know whether those sorts of things can be assumed. I know that the municipal
association has received actuarial advice on these issues and other people who are in the
business have put forward similar advice. To go into this sort of scheme on the basis of
an assumption of a 10 per cent reduction in claim costs on the first day is of some
concern to me. That may not be supportable on day one or even in the long term. It is an
assumption being made on supposedly incorrect figures on existing claims in this area. It
is also a failure of the municipal association to indicate clearly what will be the optimum
situation in terms of stop-loss reinsurance arrangements. That matter was raised today
also. I do not know whether this new scheme will have the necessary reinsurance
arrangement in place. I will come back to that later because there are shortfalls in
reinsurance.
I amn told that the increase in liability premium costs in 1994-95 was due to a 50 per cent
cost increase in claims and cost re-insurance in 1993-94. That has been associated with
an increase in exposure resulting in the Nagle decision, a very important insurance
decision. In dollar terms the proposal before us tonight allows only one potential serious
personal injury claim a year involving paraplegia and quadriplegia. Local government
pays only about -$5m for liability protection in Western Australia. I am advised that
currently the SGIO is handling five claims against local government authorities involving
paraplegia or quadriplegia. It may be that the forecast by the actuaries in this instance for
this scheme is less than appropriate according to the claims already being placed, and in
some cases paid out by local government. I am told the scheme's forecast of claims cost
for 1995-96 is $1.4m. Once the scheme is under way this year the claim costs in relation
to liabilities will be at most $1.4m. I repeat that already the SGlO is handling five claims
for quadriplegia and paraplegia, and they are major claims on liability insurance; that is,
when people dive off a rock, break their neck, and claim that the local authority should
have erected warning signs. People have been successful with claims of that sort. My
advice is that, based on existing claim costs, the claims will amount to at least $3m in
1995-96, which could result in the scheme running at a loss and not at the profit forecast
in the information provided to the Municipal Association.
Mr Bradshaw: Were those five claims in. one year?
Wr TAYLOR: No, they were over a couple of years. I understand that $1.4m has been

put aside for claims, and that could be for one claim which could result in a person
receiving twice that amount. One never knows what the outcome might be because it
depends on the age of the person injured, and the injury. A multitude of issues could
affect that. If the SGIO is already dealing with five claims, one could assume there might
be only one claim in 1995-96 but that would be a heroic assumption. That assumption
was made with the support of an actuary, but one doubts whether that will be the case.
The most important implication for local authorities is that the proposal for excesses of
$2m for liability and $500 000 for workers' compensation are to be borne by the
councils. By comparison, insurance companies are able to expose only 3 per cent of their
capital for claims costs associated with one accident. Of the total capital of insurance
companies, the normal provision for claims cost liability in this area is no more than 3
per cent; and to carry a $2m excess, as planned in this proposal, an insurance company
would require approximately $70m in capital to comply with the solvency requirements
issued by the Insurance Commission.
This proposed scheme starts with nil capital, and even if it achieves its capital growth in
five years it will still be able to carry only $300 000 in excess in 1999 under the solvency
requirements established by the Insurance Commission. There is a great difference
between that situation and the scheme about to be entered by the Municipal Association.
Councils must recognise that in accepting this proposal they are agreeing to participate,
and they must recognise that as councils they will be jointly and severally liable to carry
$500 000 in workers' compensation and $2m in liability excess. They will face that
excess on the first day they enter the scheme, and that raises a range of questions for
councils. T7hey must decide whether to include in their accounts a contingency liability,
and whether they must assess on a regular basis their potential financial exposure.
Councils must face a range of issues as a result of entering this scheme. I do not want to
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damn the scheme by raising these problems. The company supporting the association is
a reputable insurance group. The actuary it uses is reputable. That actuary does work for
the SGIC. AU these matters have been considered. As I said to the association today,
experience shows that there is no such thing as cheap insurance. More often than not
cheap insurance has conditions and problems associated with it. Unless a person is very
lucky, in the end he is exposed.
I hope that this scheme does not run into any problems. I hope it does not find itself
facing major claims in the first couple of years. If it does, the Municipal Association will
have problems explaining itself to member authorities who have entered the scheme, I
presume with their eyes open. I understand that a number of councils have decided to
take a second look at the scheme. In doing that, some benefits have been gained, in sonmc
cases where the SGIO has become sharper in offering premiums to local authorities.
Even if the scheme comes to nothing over the next few months, it still will have been a
major benefit to a range of local authorities because of the premium costs which have
been put in place. There has -been tough and realistic competition in the market place.
That sort of competition has not been faced for quite a while. For a short time (HO
provided some competition, because the City of Kalgoorlie-Boulder insured with that
company a few years ago but returned to the SGIO. Benefits have been gained already
by local authorities in Western Australia, but there are some worrying issues relating to
unfunded liabilities and the standing of the scheme. I hope that the Minister for Local
Government is aware of those matters and is sufficiently convinced about the real
benefits this scheme will bring to local authorities. If the scheme crashes, it will be at
great cost to the ratepayers -of Western Australia; it will also be a cost to the State.
Government because the Minister brought this scheme before the House. I do wish the
Bill well, but it is important to raise these concerns here because they have been raised
with me. They have been addressed only in part during discussions today with the
Municipal Association.
MR OMODET (Warren - Minister for Local Government) [11.10 pm]: I thank
members opposite for their cooperation in getting this Bill through the House. As the
member for Peel indicated, it needs. to pass through the House by the end of the financial
year to become operative. I will attempt to answer all of the questions that have been
posed in this debate. It is obvious that the Opposition has been very well briefed by the
Western Australian Municipal Association.
As members opposite have indicated, the advent of this scheme will bring about a 20 per
cent reduction in premiums. Over 80 per cent of the councils have indicated that they
will take part in the scheme. WAMA is not setting up the scheme. It will have a
coordinating role in the self-managed scheme. Jardine Australian Insurance Brokers Pty
Ltd which has been running the self-managed scheme in South Australia will be running
it here. There are three sections: The municipal work care section; the municipal
brokerage section; and the municipal liability section.
In respect of gearing target net assets, I am told that the recommendations by the actuary
are double the minimum required for an insurer to be authorised wnder the
Commonwealth Insurance Act 1973. On the question of actuarial advice raised by the
member for Morley - the. member for Kalgoorlie also touched on this - an independent
consultant was commissioned by WAMA and Jardines to look at the scheme. Richard
Cumpston of Tillinghast reported on the historical data, using the actual claims data
obtained direct from each of the underwriters, together with premium details provided by
all of the councils. That was willingly provided. Richard Cumpston is an actuary for
SGIC. Mr Cumpston attended several meetings to discuss his findings with WAMA.
They were also discussed with the senior officers from the S010, and the managing
director of the SGIO stated that the findings were consistent with those of its actuaries. I
think that should placate the concerns of the member for Morley.
Mr Brown: Did you have them checked?
Mr OMODEI: No, the Government did not. This actuary is the, person normally used by
our own insurance company, SQIC. On that basis he came highly reputed. As the
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managing director of SOIC agreed with the findings, we believed that was sufficient to
satisfy any concerns. It will be an ongoing function of the boards of management, upon
advice from an independent actuary, to finalise the determination of the most appropriate
levels of stop-loss cover each year with regard to the number of participating councils
and the overall premiums pool and claims history of those participants. It is anticipated
that the level of stop-loss cover will be set at a point which would render the prospect of
a supplementary call upon members virtually inconceivable.
They art some of the issues that I feel are imaportant to the debate. If members have any
other concerns, we can address them between now and when the legislation is debated in
the Legislative Council. The member for Kalgoorlie has obviously posed some of those
questions to WAMA. I do not pretend to be an expert on insurance or self-insurance for

lclgovernment authorities; however, I understand that Jardines has been working very
scesfully in South Australia and other schemes have been started in Victoria,

Qensland and New South Wales. WAMA is committed to the scheme. It is travelling
around the, State talking to, individual l iocal government authorities and questions of
underwriting have been raised at those meetings.
WAMA will not be getting any exemption. It will be treated the same as everybody else
along the lines of the Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Act. It will have to
provide its reports every year and there will be ample opportunity to ensure that the stop-
gap insurance will protect local government authorities around the State. Rather than
continuing, once again I thank members opposite for their cooperation. If they have any
concerns to raise with me after this debate, between now and when the legislation goes
through the Legislative Council, I will be more than happy to take up those concerns with
the appropriate body to ensure that they are satisfied.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time, proceeded through remaining stages, and transmitted to the
Council.

PERTH MARKET AMENDMENT BILL
R eturned

Bill returned from the Council without amendment.
House adjourned at 11.17pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

DISABIL]TY SERVICES COMMISSION - CONFERENCE AT VINES RESORT
234. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:

(1) How much did the recent staff conference at the Vines Resort cost the
Disability Services Commission?

(2) Who attended this conference?
(3) On what dates was it conducted?
(4) What were the outcomes of the conference?
(5) Did the Minister attend the conference?
(6) If yes, for what purpose?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) $3741.25.
(2) The Corporate Executive of the Disability Services Commission, two

support staff and a planning facilitator.
(3) 20 and 21 February 1995.
(4) A range of operational outcomes were determined, the most significant of

which was the decisions to -
(a) reduce the number of central directorates from five to four to

achieve administrative savings; and
(b) amalgamate the south east metropolitan region with the south west

metropolitan region.
(5) No.
(6) Not applicable.

DISABILIT SERVICES - BRAND CENTRE, FUNDING
439. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:

(1) How much money has been committed to the Brand Centre or
accommodation and respite services following the parent protest last
week?

(2) Is the money committed or has it been provided?
(3) How much of the money is from the State?
(4) How much of the money is from the Commonwealth?
(5) From which budget and which year's budget is it committedprovided?
(6) How many people will this allocation ensure services for?
(7) Does the allocation take into account the accommodation and respite

needs of Brand Centre clients not 18 until next year?
(8) How many such clients are there?
(9) What medium and longer term plans does the Government have to ensure

that young adults who have cerebral palsy will have access to appropriate
supported accommodation and respite (not geriatric nursing homes and
not with parents who are unable to care for them)?

Mr MINSON replied: .
I am advised by the Chief Executive Officer of the Disability Services
Commission -
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(1) Tle Cerebral Palsy Association has been given an in principle
commitment by the DSC to additional funds for accommodation and
respite services, pending the outcome of the 1995-96 Budget process. The
amount is subject to negotiation.

(2) No funds have been provided as yet
(3) The amount to be contributed will depend on the 1995-96 state Budget.
(4) I am advised that the Comnmonwealth Government has not made any

commitment.
(5) 1995-96 Disability Services Commission budget.
(6) Allocation of services is dependent on the outcome of the 1995-96 state

Budget.
(7) No.
(8) Five, but there are also additional, school leavers expected who will be 17

years old.
(9) A five year business plan which would continue to develop

accommodation and other services for people with cerebral palsy and
other disabilities is under consideration by Cabinet.

SCHOOLS - BUCKLAND HILL PRIMARY
Future

827. Dr WATSON to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for
Education:
(1) Is the future of the Buckland Hill School in Mosman Park assured as a

school for children with disabilities?
(2) If so, has this information been disseminated to those with an interest?
(3) If not, why not?
(4) What action is being considered or taken to close it?
Mr TUBBY replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) No decisi on has been made on the future of the school.
(2) Information on the current situ ation was provided to a meeting with

stakeholders on 14 December 1994.
(3) Not applicable.
(4) None at the present time.

SCHOOLS - CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES
Therapy Services Policy; Rome Based Services Policy

828. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:
(1) What is the policy for providing various therapy services at school to

school children who are registered with -

(a) Disability Services Commission;
(b) Cerebral Palsy Association;
(c) Rocky Bay;
(d) Spina Bifida Association;
(e) and others?

(2) What is the policy for providing home based services to children
registered with each of these organisations?
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(3) Is fragmentation of services a consequence of these policies?
(4) How can such fragmentation be avoided?
hr MINSON replied:
(1) (a) The Disability Services Commission provides occupational

therapy, physiotherapy and speech pathology services through the
School Age Therapy Services program for school age childien in
years I to 12 who are -
registered with the DSC, and/or
enrolled in a state government education support facility, or
enrolled in a government, non-government school or participates
in a home tuition program who -

have an intellectual and/or physical disability that is permanent
or likely to be permanent, or autism,
are in receipt of or eligible to receive the child disability
allowance or disability support pension, and
will learn new skills, join in family school or community
activities, and maximise abilities by receiving therapy services.

Children registered with other agencies, for example Cerebral
Palsy Association, Rocky Bay, community health centres and
public hospitals, receive therapy services from these agencies and
may receive supplementary services from the School Age Therapy
Services program.

(b) CPA provides therapy services for children with cerebral Palsy. A
set number of places is available.

(c) Rocky Bay Inc provides therapy services for children with
neuromuscular disorders. SATS provides supplementary services
for children registered with. Rocky Bay whose families require a
local base service.

(d) Spina Bifida Association - children with spina bifida are eligible to
receive services from SATS. PMH also provides therapy services
for children with spina bifida.

(2) A review of therapy and health services in 1991-92 recommended that
service coordination be improved, one department hold responsibility for
delivery of government therapy services for school age children with
disability. In 1993, the soon to be formed Disability Services
Commission, was chosen to be the organisation best suited to provide
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(4) Not appicale
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DISABILITY SERVICES COMMISSION - DE PAUL CENTRE, FUNDING
1018. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Community Services:

Have the De Paul Centre and the De Paul Community Support Service received
any financial assistance from the Disability Services Commission in any of the
years 1993, 1994 or 1995?
Mr NICHOLLS replied.
The De Paul Community Support Service has been funded as the De Paul Centre
and received f-rm the Disability Services Commission as follows. The $28 365
identified below is a portion of the $69 000 allocated in 1993 under the
Accommodation Support Funding Round.

1993-94 $11 802
1994-95 $16563

CORRECTIVE SERVICES, DEPARTMENT OF -BUILDING SERVICE
DIVISION INQUIRY

1027. Mr BROWN to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice:
(1) Have all enquiries and investigations into the building service division of

the former Department of Corctive Services been concluded?
(2) If not, what investigations are continuing?
(3) Is it possible that any continuing investigations could lead to further

charges being laid?
(4) When is it anticipated that the inquiry/investigation will conclude?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1)-(4) These matters are currently with the Director of Public Prosecutions for

consideration.
WESTRAIL - HENSHAW, BARRY, EMPLOYMENT

1190. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
(1) Between what dates was Mr Barry Henshaw employed as an officer by

Westrail?
(2) On what date did he cease to be an employee of Westrail?
(3) Did he at any time receive any form of severance package?
(4) If yes, what are the details of that package?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response
(1)-(2) Mr Henshaw was employed as an officer by Westrail from 7 May 1990 to

31 July 1993 inclusive.
(3) No.
(4) Not applicable.

JUSTICE, MINSTRY OF - DIRECTOR, PRISONS OPERATIONS,
APPOINTMENT

1228. Mr BROWN to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice:
(1) Did a recent advertisement invite suitable applicants to apply to fill the

position of Director, Prison Operations, Ministry of Justice in a temporary
capacity until that position could be filled?

(2) Ifso -
(a) -how many applicants were there for the position;
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(b) did any applicant withdraw prior to selection;
(c) was any pressure placed on any applicant to withdraw their

application?
(3) What were the circumstances which caused the vacancy in the position of

Director, Prison Operations?
(4) Were any of the applicants for the vacancy involved in any way in the

vacancy occurring?
(5) If so, in what way?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) .(a) Four.

(b) Two.
(c) No.

(3) The previous incumbent accepted a transfer to another position.
(4) No.
(5) Not applicable.

FREMANTLE BOAT LIFTERS SITE - REZONING
1288. Mr McGINTY to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

Has the Department of Transport and/or the Executive Director of the Departmentof Transport (Maritime Division), any statutory or legal authority or role to playin the process of the changing of the zoning of the Fremantle Boat Lifters sitewhich is contained in Crown reserve No 32382?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -
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HOSPITALS - BUNBURY REGIONAL, NEW
St John of God Hospital Agreement

1302. Mr D.L. SMITH to the Minister for Health:
(1) Has the State Government concluded any agreement with the St John ofGod Hospital for St John's participation in the hospital project atBunbury?
(2) If yes, what are the terms of that agreement?
(3) If no -

(a) what is holding up such agreement being reached-,
(b) when does the Minister expect an agreement to be concluded?

(4) When does the Minister expect work to begin on the government hospital
component of the project?

(5) As the Minister has referred in Parliament to St John's seeking five kindsof assistance from the Government in consideration of it participating inthe project under each category -
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(a) how much in money value has St John's asked for,
(b) how much has the Government offered to St John's?

(6) Is the Government or any of its committees, boards, departments or
consultants negotiating with any other private service or supply providers
to provide public health services or supplies in Bunbwry?

(7) If yes to (6) above-
(a) who arm the private service or supply providers;

(b) what public health services or suppliers are involved-,
(c) if any agreements have been concluded -

(i) who are the private contractors or suppliers;
(ii) what is the value of the contract and what services or

suppliers are involved,
(iii) what is the period of the contract?

Mr KIERATH -replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) (a) Discussions with St John of God representatives are proceeding

satisfactorily, no delays are being experienced.

(b) It is expected that agreement in principle will be concluded by
August 1995;*

(4) Planning has commenced on the government component of the project,
building work is expected to commence early in 1996.

(5) The "five kinds of assistance" I referred to related to past history, namely
St John's operations at Subiaco.
(a) No specific amount has been asked for. St John's has presented a

tentative option using preliminary data to initiate discussions with
the Government. This was done to demonstrate the methodology
of its model rather than to present a final figure.

(b) No offer has been made by the Government to St John's.

(6) Yes.
(7) (a) See (c).

(b) Linen cleaning services.
(c) This information is considered commercially confidential as

negotiations have not been finalised
The member would be aware that as part of the negotiation process with
St John's there may be some services provided by other bodies on behalf
of St John's and the Government under the collocation agreement.

MAIN ROADS DEPARTMENT - SOUTH WEST, JOB LOSSES

1305. Mr DiL. SMITH to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) Is there any proposal to down-size the staff and employees of the Main
Roads Department based in the south west?

(2) If yes, how many staff are involved at each centre and what categories are
they employed in?

(3) When will these job losses take effect?
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Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -
(1)-(3) 1 have recently appointed Mr Ross Kelly to review the operation of MainRoads Western Austrlia. It would be prudent to await his report before

speculating on such matters.

HOSPITALS - BRAINS REMOVAL
1347. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Health:

By using the authority of section 28(l) and/or (2) of the Human Tissue andTransplant Act 1982 -
(a) How many brains have been removed from people who have died at Royal

Perth Hospital during -

Gi) 1991;
00i 1992;
(iii) 1993;
(iv) .1994;
(v) 1995 to date?

(b) How many brains have been removed from people who have died atFremantle Hospital during -

(i) 1991;
(ii) 1992;
(iii) 1993;
(iv) 1994;
(v) 1995 to date?

(c) How many brains have been removed from people who have died at Sir
Charles Gairdner Hospital during -

(i) 1991;
(ii) 1992;
(iii) 1993;
(iv) 1994;
(v) 1995 to date?

(d) How many brains have been removed from people who have died atPrincess Margaret Hospital during -
(i) 1991;
(ii) 1992;
(iii) 1993;
(iv) 1994;
(v) 1995 to date?

Mr KIERATH replied:
(a) (i) 153.

(ii) 112.
(iii) 110.
(iv) 148.
(v) 40.
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(b) (i) 46.
(ii) 35.
(iii) 17
(iv) 24.
(v) 1.

(c) (i) 116.
(ii) 110.
(iii) 142.
(iv) 127.
(v) 14.

(d) C(i) 19.
(ii) 18.
(iii) 18.
(iv) 13.
(v) 12.

DISABILITY SERVICES COMMISSION -HOSTEL ACCOMMODATION
1362. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:

(1) Is any of the Disability Services Commission hostel
accommodation substandard?

(2) If yes, which hostels are substandard?
(3) Which hostels are in current need of repair and maintenance work?
(4) What is the government policy for routine maintenance?
(5) How are maintenance jobs contracted?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Further definition of the term "substandard" is required
(2) Not applicable.
(3) All hostels require ongoing repairs and maintenance.
(4) Disability Services Commission utilises the Building Management

Authority for undertaking routine maintenance on the Disability Services
Commission buildings. Routine maintenance is undertaken on a cyclic
basis, with at least one inspection/service undertaken each year. Routine
maintenance is required to maintain efficient operation and extend life of
equipment and building components.

(5) Building Management Authority contracts and provides maintenance.

DISABILIlTY SERVICES COMMISSION - CLIENTS, DATA COLLECTION
1395. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:

(1) For what purposes does the Disability Services Commission collect data
about clients of disability services?

(2) Is the same data collection format used for all individuals and all
agencies?

(3) What information is provided by the State to the Commonwealth?

(4) Is any identifying information sought by -
(a) the Commonwealth;
(b) the State,
and does either jurisdiction obtain such information?

(5) Is individual informed consent obtained?
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(6) If not, why not?
(7) What safeguards are in place to protect individual interests?
(8) To what use is data about individuals put?
(9) Does the commission use nationally agreed data items and response

categories for its surveys?
(10) If not, why not?
(11) Is Western Australia derived data, or will WA data, be consistent and

compatible with the national data set?
(12) If not, why not?
(13) And how does it differ?
(14) Has the commission established an ethics committee to examine and

advise on data?
(15) If not, why not?
(16) If so, who are its members and when was it established?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1 )-( 13)

I refer the member to the publication "National Minimum Data Set:Report on the Full-Scale Piot Test", Australian Institute of Health andWelfare, Welfare Division Working Paper, 21 April 1995, which provideda detailed and authoritative account of the information which the member
has requested.

(14)-( 16)
The commission has a confidentiality and research committee whichexamines and advises on data. Members of this committee currently are -Director, Medical and Specialist Services;y
Principal Consultant, Psychology; and
Manager, -Performance Reporting and Evaluation.

CATTLE - LIVE SHIPMENTS, SOUTH WEST; SLAUGHTER STATISTICS;
NUMBERS

1399. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister for Primary Industry:
(1) How many live cattle have been shipped from the south west in the last six

months?
(2) How many cattle have been killed at abattoirs in the south west in the last

six months?
(3) What have been the cattle numbers in Western Austr-alia, for each year at a

given census time for the last five years?
(4) Is the number of live cattle shipped from the south west increasing?
Mr HOUSE replied:
(1) Exports from the ports of Fremantle, Geraldton and Bunbury from

November 1994 to April 1995 were 49 594.
(2) 214 000 for the same period.
(3) At 31 March Number

1990 1672000
1991 1566000
1992 1649000
1993 1648000
1994 1806000
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(4) Exports have increased in 1995 compared to 1994 -
1995 1994

January 12812 2366
February 12248 3 342
March 9565 1329
April 4491 1469
May 5 055 727
Totals 44171 9233

Industry sources advise that few, if any, shipments of slaughter/feeder cattle are
expected from June until at least October 1995.

YEAR OF THE FAMILY - PROMOTIONS
1420. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for the Family:

(1) What Year of the Family promotions are planned for this year and what is
the estimated cost for each?

(2) What projects are receiving ongoing funding through the 1995 calendar
year and how much will each project expend this calendar year?

(3) How are the funds delegated to such projects?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) Opening of the Year of the Family Artwork in Kings Park; estimate cost

$660.
(2). None.
(3) Not applicable.

CONSULTANTS - ENGAGED BY GOVERNMENT REPORT
Duncan, Stephen and Mercer, Coo gee Heritage Study

1521. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Commerce and Trade:
(1) Further to the Government's consultants' report for the six months ending

31 December 1994,. what were the results of the heritage study done by
Duncan, Stephen and Mercer on Coogee?

(2) What was the purpose of the study?
(3) Will the Minister table the report, and if not, why not?

(4) How will the study be used?
(5) How did Duncan, Stephen & Mercer secure the consultancy?

Mr COWAN replied:
(1) The Duncan Stephen and Mercer heritage study concluded that the South

Fremantle power station did not justify inclusion on the Heritage
Council's register and, therefore, that no statutory heritage obligations
applied.

(2) The purpose of the study was to determine whether the South Fremantle
power station had any significant heritage value.

(3) Yes.
(4) The study has been used to assist the Government in determining the most

appropriate future option for the power station building. The Coogee
Implementation Committee, which includes the City of Cockburn, has
recommended demolition of the building to create additional public open
space along the foreshore.

(5) The consultancy was selected by the Heritage Council and funded by the
Department of Comm erce and Trade.

[See paper No 319.]
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RAILWAYS - NORTH OF PERTH-GERALDTON SERVICES, CHANGES

1537. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
(1) Will existing scheduled rail services north of Perth to Geraldton continue

after 30 June 1995?
(2) If no, what changes are proposed?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -
(1)-(2) There are no proposals to withdraw any of the existing scheduled rail

services to Geraldton after 30 June 1995. Services will be scheduled in
accordance with client requirements.

HOSPITALS - BUNBURY REGIONAL, NEW
Dockrill, Len, Collocation Discussions

1558. Mr D.L. SMITH to the Minister for Health:
(1) Is Mr Len Dockrill the person responsible for discussing collocation of theBunbury Regional Hospital and St John of God Hospital in Bunbury?
(2) Is he doing so on behalf of -

(a) the Government; and/or
(b) the board of management of the Bunbury Health Service; and/or
(c) the project management team for the new hospital?

(3) Is Mr Dockrill a private consultant?
(4) Where does Mr Dockrill -

(a) reside;
(b) have his business office?

(5) How many times and where has Mr Dockrill met with representatives ofSt John's and in relation to each meeting who else was present at these
discussions. from -

(i) the board of management of the Bunbury Health Service;
(ii) the State Government; the project management committee;
(iii) St John's?

(6) On what dates has -

(a) a Minister,
(b) a representative of the State Government;
(c) the Bunbury Health Service;
(d) the project management committee;
(e) Mr Dockrill or his firm,
sent letters to or written to or sent written or printed material to St John'srelating to the new Bunbury Regional Hospital project or collocation?

(7) On what dates has St John's sent to -

(a) a Minister,
(b) a representative of the State Government;
(c) the Bunbury Health Service;
(d) the project management committee;
(e) Mr Dockrill or his firm,
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any letters or written or printed material relating to the collocation
proposal or to the new Bunbury Regional Hospital?

(8) How much has Mr Dockrill been paid to date for -

(a) his collocation negotiations with St John's;

(b) the other aspects of the new Bunbury Hospital project?

(9) Is Mr Dockrill or anyone else authorised to -

(a) offer financial inducements to St John's;

(b) infer that if St John's do not agree to relocate to a collocated site
with the Government hospital, that they will be forced out of town
because the Government will get another private operator in?

Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) Mr Dockrill is a member of a panel of persons formed for this purpose.

(2) The panel is acting on behalf of the board of management of Bunbury
Health Service.

(3) Yes.
(4) Sydney.
(5)-(7) There have been a variety of meetings and correspondence sent

concerning the possible collocation of the new Bunbury hospital. I
believe it would be more useful for the member to receive further briefing
from Mr Dockrill and Health Department officers on this proposal and I
would be happy to arrange this if he wishes.

(8) $24 000.
(9) (a) No, however Mr Dockrill has the authority as part of his

negotiations with'St John of God Hospital, Bunbury to canvass all
possible financial implications of a collocation.

(b) No and the member's inference of such a suggestion is totally
rejected.

ROADS - KWINANA FREEWAY, DUAL USE PATH NEAR CLOISTER
AVENUE BRIDGE, COMO, REALIGNMENT FUNDING

1575. Mr PENDAL to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) Does he recall a commitment given early in 1994 to provide funding to
realign the Kwinana Freeway dual use path in the vicinity of the Cloister
Avenue bridge in Como?

(2) Was such funding made available in the current year's program?

(3) If not, why not?

(4) If not, will he give a commitment to include such an allocation in the
1995-96 Budget and give a likely commencement date for the project?

Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1)-(2) Yes.
(3) Not applicable.

(4) The project has been delayed due to a request by the Swan River Trust for
the design to be amended to minimise any effect on the nearby boat ramp.
The Cyclists Action Group has requested an alternative alignment for the
dual use path.- Negotiations between Main Roads, Swan River Trust and
the Cyclist Action Group which will affect the final design are continuing.
As soon as these issues are resolved the work can commence.
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WATER - IRRIGATION USE IMPROVEMENT
1607. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for Primary Industry:

(1) Has the Minister set up a program to improve irrigation practices to make
better use of water?

(2) If so, what are the main elements of this program?
(3) Has the Minister targeted areas which need to have their water and

irrigation use improved, and if so, what are the areas?
Mr HOUSE replied:
(1) Improving irrigation practice to efficiently use water and minimise the

environmental impacts of irrigation is an ongoing component of research,
development and extension, both within the Department of Agriculture
and in collaboration with the Water Authority and Geological Survey
Branch of WA. Under the program structure being established in the
Department of Agriculture, irrigation practices and water use efficiency
will be an integral part of programs such as the dairy and other animal
products program, the horticultural products program and the sustainable
rural development program.

(2) The major projects established to improve irrigation practice include.-
identifying areas where there are suitable soils and sufficient water to
support irrigation;
determining the nutrient and water requirements of various crops;
developing irrigation methods which effectively and efficiently deliver the
required water and which are sustainable in the long term
providing growers with techniques to measure soil water status and thus
efficiently schedule irrigation; and
monitoring the environmental impacts of irrigation.

(3) Areas being targeted include the sandy soils of the Swan coastal plain, the
flood irrigation areas from Waroona to Waterloo, the Darling Scarp fruit
growing areas, Carnarvon and the Ord irrigation area.

HUSSEY, ROGER - GOVERNMENT PAYMENTS
1640. Mr McGINTY to the Minister for Primary Industry:

In reference to my question without notice on 28 March 1995 where I asked the
Premier about payments to former Liberal Party endorsed candidate Roger
Hussey, can the Minister now confirm that Mr Hussey is being paid $1 200 per
day for his consultancy services as part of the implementation of the Agriculture
Department review?
Mr HOUSE replied:
The rate for Mr Hussey's participation in the implementation phase is $1 200 per
day, which was established by reference to standard commercial rates for this
type of work. Mr Hussey's participation may vary from nil to a maximum of two
days per week, as required.

ROADS - CANNING HIGHWAY, SOUTH TERRACE-COMO, UPGRADING
"No Right Turn" Sign, South Terrace; Traffic Volume Increase

1693. Mr PENDAL to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
(1) In reference to the recent upgrading of Canning Highway between South

Terrace, Como and points south, and the increasing traffic volumes being
carried on this highway -

(a) at peak periods, does a "no right turn" apply to highway drivers
seeking to turn into South Terrace,
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(b) is he aware of parents' concern that at such hours, but particularly
in morning peak periods, many motorists appear to be turning off
the highway, into local streets such as Hobbs and Monash in order
to avoid the "no right turn" sign at South Terrace;

(c) is he further aware that this significant increase in traffic volume is
having an impact on the Collier Primary School, located between
Hobbs and Monash, raising parental fears of a potential accident?

(2) Will the Minister investigate the possibility of installing "right-hand
arrows" at the intersection of South Terrace and Canning Highway?

Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -
(1) (a) Yes.

(b)-(c) No, but I will arrange for Main Roads to monitor both situations.
(2) I am advised that the current signal arrangement provides a reasonable

balance between the needs of all road users and the operating efficiency of
the intersection. It is therefore considered that the installation of arrows
would not be appropriate at this stage. However, Main Roads will
continue to monitor this location closely and make signal adjustments
necessary to ensure any delays are kept to a minimum.

DISABILITY SERVICES - "ACQUIRED BRAIN INJURY ACCOMMODATION
AND SUPPORT NEEDS" BY JO STANTON

1704. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:
(1) What is the Minister's response to each of the 21 recommendations of Ms

Stanton's report into the accommodation and support needs for people
with acquired brain injury?

(2) What are the Government's priorities for people with ABI who have high
support needs?

(3) Does the Government accept the projections of 600 per year for predicted
new cases of ABI?

(4) What action is being taken to -
(a) reduce that number,
(b) deal with existing cases with unmet needs;
(c) deal with the new cases?

Mr MINSON replied:
(1) All 21 recommendations have been referred to an implementation

committee to either implement the recommendations or identify
mechanisms by which they can be implemented. The committee, which is
chaired by the member for Darling Range, met for the first time on 25
May 1995. The committee includes membership of the following
representatives: State Head Injury Unit; Homes of Peace; Head Injured
Society of WA (Inc); Royal Perth (Rehabilitation) Hospital; Health
Department of Western Australia; the Department of Human Services and
Health; Commonwealth Rehabilitation Service; the Ministers Advisory
Council for Disability; a parent representative; and the Disability Services
Commission. It is anticipated that the committee will complete its work in
approximately six months. DSC official journal "Update" contains a
concise summary of the report and copies of the report "Acquired Brain
Injury; Accommodation and Support Needs" is available to the public on
loan from the commission's library at 53 Ord Street, West Perth. In
addition to implementing the recommendations the committee has been
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requested to develop a state policy on acquired brain injury which is
consistent with the national policy on acquired brain injury and other
relevant policies.

(2) The highest priorities in terms of the Stanton report recommendations are
to do with accommodation issues mainly for young people with acquired
brain injury who have either challenging behaviours and/or high support
needs and those young people inappropriately located in nursing homes
designed primarily for the aged. Joint funding of $200 000 by the
Disability Services Commission and the Health Department has been
provided for a residential facility for three young people with high support
needs. Negotiations continue between the Minister for Health and myself
concerning suitable funding arrangements to allow for better
accommodation options for young people inappropriately placed in
nursing homes.

(3) Yes.
(4) The prevention of acquired brain injury requires among other strategies

ongoing community education programs. This issue will be addressed by
the implementation committee as well as identifying individuals with
unmet needs and the identification of better models of care that should be
pursued.

DISABILITY SERVICES - SUPPORTED ACCOMMODATION
Waiting Lists, Cities-Towns

1705. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:
How many people are known to be waiting for supported accommodation in -
(a) Kalgoorlie;
(b) Bunbury;
(c) Busselton;
(d) Albany;
(e) Geraldton;
(f) Port Hedland;
(g) Northam?
Mr MINSON replied:
The following statistics are of people known to the Disability Services
Commission for the cities/towns noted and who meet the criteria of critical need
for supported accommodation and have submitted plans for funding. It does not
include people represented by another agency which has not approached the
Disability Services Commission for funding.

Kalgoorlie 4
Bunbury 2
Busselton 4
Albany 0
Geraldton 0
Port Hedland 0
Northam 0

HEALTH SERVICES - SPECIALIST MEDICAL SERVICES, METROPOLITAN
AREA

175 1. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Health:
(1) What specialist medical services are available in the Perth metropolitan

area?
(2) Is there any fee other than the charge for services to access these services?
(3) If so, what is that fee?
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Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) Medical specialty services available within the metropolitan area -

Anaesthetics
Burns
Cardiology
Carliothoracic Surgery

Emergency Medicine
Dermatology
Developmental
Disability

Dialysis
Drug & Alcohol
Ear, Nose & Throat
Endocrinology
Gastroenterology
General Medicine
General Surgery
Geriatric Medicine

Gynaccology Orthopaedics
Haematology Paediatric Medicine
Immunology Paediatric Surgery
Medical Oncology Pathology
Mental Health/ Plastic Surgery

Psychiatry Psychogeriatrics
Microbiology Radiology
Neonatology Radiotherapy
Nephrology Rehabilitation
Neurology Respiratory Medicine
Neurosurgery Rheumatology
Nuclear Medicine Urology
Obstetrics Vascular Surgery
Oncology
Ophthalmology
Organ Transplantation
(adult heart & liver, cornea, bone marrow)

(2)
(3)

Highly focused services have been developed within or across many of the
above areas; for example, comprehensive epilepsy service, breast and
bone cancer clinics, asthma and allergy clinics, spinal surgery, brachial
plexus surgery,- renal dialysis, diabetes clinics, palliative care, pain clinics,
veneriology, trauma services, intensive care, hyperbaric medicine, oral
surgery, clinical microbiology, interventional radiology, vascular ulcer
clinic, respiratory sleep disorder, in-vitro fertilisation.
To my knowledge theme are no such fees for public patients.
Not applicable.

PATIENTS' ASSISTED TRAVEL SCHEME - FUNDING SUBM[ISSION
1752. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Health:

(1) Did the Minister make a submission to Cabinet seeking extra funding for
the patients' assisted travel scheme?

(2) If not, why not ?
(3) If so -

(a)
(b)

on what date was the submission made to Cabinet;
what was the result of the submission?

Mr KIERATH replied:
(1)
(2)

No.
Although several individual hospital and health servce boards were
concerned about growing PATS costs, it was felt that such costs could be
contained within their areas overall Health budget. Recent amendments to
the scheme will now also assist in this regard by providing the means for
patients to access some specialist services at their local level, rather than
suffer the disruption of having to travel to distant centres, such as Perth for
treatment.

(3) Not applicable.
PATIENTS' ASSISTED TRAVEL SCHEME - CHANGES

Country Hospital Boards' Council
1753. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Health:

(1) Who are the members of the Country Hospital Boards' Council of
Western Australia?
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(2) What organisations do the members of the council represent?
(3) On what date did the council receive formal proposals to make changes to

the patients' assisted travel scheme?
(4) From what organisation did such proposals originate?
(5) What was the name of the person who put the proposals formally before

the CHBC .
(6) On what date did the council adopt the formal proposals to change the

PAT scheme?
Mr KIERATH replied:
(l)-(2) The Country Hospital Boards' Council of Western Australia has an

executive of nine members -

J. Adams President, CHBC
Deputy President, Kojonup Hospital Board

I. Mills Deputy President, CHBC
Chairperson, Dalwallinu Hospital Board

P. Hasleby Deputy Chairperson, Northampton Hospital Board
B. Nomrsh Chairperson, Ravensthorpe Hospital Board
M. Smoker Chairperson, Kondinin District Hospital
R. Uphill Member, Cunderdin Hospital Board
C. Whitfield Chairperson, Wongan Hills Hospital
J. Young Chairperson, Beverley District Hospital
R. House Chairperson, Jerramungup Hospital Board
Members represent country hospital and health service boards of
management. This includes approximately 90 per cent of country boards.

(3) By letter dated 18 January 1995 sent to the chair of the Country Hospital
Boards' Council. The CHBC met on 8 February 1995 and supported the
proposed changes. The ministerial health committee met with the CHBC
on 6 April 1995 and the CHBC restated their support for the proposed
changes.

(4) The request for changes originated from the council to the Health
Department. The CHBC in their meeting with the Minister for Health in
November 1994 again reinforced the need for changes to be made to
PATS to focus on the delivery of additional local services rather than the
existing focus of transporting people to existing services. The Health
Department in turn responded with proposals, and consulted with key
stakeholders. On the basis of this information the Minister for Health
approved changes to the scheme in April 1995.

(5) The proposals were presented to the CHBC by Mr Jim Lee, senior
operations consultant on behalf of the Commissioner of Health and Mr
Kim Snowball, Director, Western Health Authority and Rural Health
Policy Unit.

(6) Support for the proposed changes was given by the CHBC at their 8
February 1995 meeting, and was again supported by the CHBC's
representative as a member of the rural health reference group at their 25
February 1995 meeting.

PATIENTS' ASSISTED TRAVEL SCHEME - CHANGES
Ministerial Health Commiuttee

1755. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Health:
(1) Who are the members of the Ministerial Health Committee?
(2) What organisations do the members of the committee represent?
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(3) On what date did the committee receive formal proposals to make changes
to the patients' assisted travel scheme?

(4) From what organisation did such proposals originate?
(5) What was the name of the person who put the proposals formally before

the MHC?
(6) On what date did the committee adopt the formal proposals to change the

PAT scheme?
Mr KIERATH replied:
(1)-(2) The Ministerial Health Committee consists of -

Chairman Hon Bruce Donaldson, MLC
Committee members Hon Murray Nixon, MLC

Hon Murray Criddle, MLC
Hon Kim Chance, MLC

The Ministerial Health Committee provides advice to the Minister for
Health on the impact of government policy on rural health services.

(3) A letter outlining the proposals was sent to the chair of the ministerial
committee and dated 18 January 1995. The MHC met to discuss the
proposals on Thursday, 16 February 1995. There was in pinciple support
from government members on the committee for the proposed changes
provided that any resources saved were directed into additional specialist
services in rural WA.

(4) The request for changes originated from the Cou ntry Hospital Boards'
Council to the Health Department. The CHBC in their meeting with the
Minister for Health in November 1994 again reinforced the need for
changes to be made to PATS to focus on the delivery of additional local
services rather than the existing focus of transporting people to existing
services. The Health Department, in turn responded with proposals and
consulted with key stakeholders. On the basis of this information the
Minister for Health approved changes to the scheme in April 1995.

(5) The proposals were presented to the MHC by MW Jim Lee, senior
operations consultant on behalf of the Commissioner of Health.

(6) Three members of the committee expressed support for the changes at
their 16 February 1995 meeting. Hon Kim Chance expressed informally
that in his opinion the* reduction of the mileage criteria and reduction of
the payment per kilometre were reasonable and could be managed, but the
introduction of a contribution for health card holders would not be
sustainable.
PATIENTS' ASSISTED TRAVEL SCHEME - CHANGES

* ural Health Group
1756. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Health:

(1) Who are the members of the Rural Health Group?
(2) What organisations do the members of the group represent?
(3) On what date did the group receive formal proposals to make changes to

the patients' assisted travel scheme?
(4) From what organisation did such proposals originate?
(5) What was the name of the person who put the proposals formally before

the RHG?
(6) On what date did the group adopt the formal proposals to change the PAT

scheme?
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Mr KIERATH replied:
It is presumed that the member means the Rural Health Reference Group.
(1)-(2) The Rural Health Reference Group is composed of members from a range

of key rural groups. These include -

K. Cook
E. Burrell
R. Nagel
3. Lee
Dr C. Chapman
P. Aylward
Dr R. Kirk
Dr R. Power
I. Muls
Dr B. Williams
K. Pech
B. Dinnie
J. Sharpe
WA State Branch
Officer
Country member
Dr3. Parry
Ex officio members of the reference group include -

K. Snowball

P. Totino

Combined Allied Health Association
Health Consumers Council
Australian Association of Rural Nurses
Office of the Commissioner of Health
President, Rural Doctors Association
General Manager, Northern Goldfields Health Service
Country representative Australian Medical Association
WA Centre for Remote and Rural Medicine
Vice President, Country Hospital Boards Council
WA Centre for Remote and Rural Medicine
Country Shires Council Association
Country Women's Association
Council of Remote Area Nurses of Australia

Department of Human Services and Health
Australian Nursing Federation
Chairman, Wheatbelt Development Commission

Assistant Director, Rural Health Policy Unit
Director, Western Australan Health Authority and
Rural Health Policy Unit and convenor of the
reference group
Executive officer to the reference group and
policy officer, Rural Health Policy Unit

(3) Reference group members received by letter notification of proposed
changes in mid-February 1995. The Patients' Assisted Travel Scheme
proposals were formally presented at the 25 February reference group
meeting.

(4) The request for changes originated from the Country Hospital Boards
Council to the Health Department. The CHBC in its meeting with the
Minister for Health in November 1994 again reinforced the need for
changes to be made to PATS to focus on the delivery of additional local
services rather than the existing focus of transporting people to existing
services. The Health Department in turn responded with proposals, and
consulted with key stakeholders. On the basis of this information the
Minister for Health approved changes to the scheme in April 1995.

(5) The proposals were presented to the reference group by Mr Jim Lee,
senior operations consultant on behalf of the Commissioner of Health and
Mr Kim Snowball, Director, Western Health Authority and Rural Health
Policy Unit

(6) The Rural Health Reference Group expressed its support of the proposals.
PATIENTS' ASSISTED TRAVEL SCHEME - CHANGES, CONSULTATIONS

1757. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Health:
(1) Who was consulted over the recently announced changes to the patients'

assisted travel scheme?
(2) Over what period did the consultations take place?
(3) Who carried out the consultations?
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Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) Those consulted over the proposed changes to PATS before it was

endorsed and approved by the Minister for Health included Rural Health
Reference Group; Ministerial Health Committee; Regional Development
Council; and Country Hospital Boards Council.

(2) January to late March 1995.
(3) Mr Jim Lee, Senior Operations Consultant, Commissioner of Health's

office and Mr Kim Snowball, Director, Western Health Authority and
Rural Health Policy Unit.

HOSPITALS - BUNBURY REGIONAL
Medical Staff Employment

1765. Wr D.L. SMITH to the Minister for Health:
(1) How many medical staff are employed at the Bunbury Regional Hospital

and what are their positions?
(2) When were medical staff first so employed at the hospital?
(3) For each year since they were first employed including 1994-95 to date,

what were the costs associated with these staff?
(4) What shifts do the staff work?
(5) How many are on duty on each shift?
Mr KJERATH replied:
(1) One salaried medical officer, medical supervisor

four resident medical officers on rotation from Royal Perth Hospital;
two surgical interns on rotation from Royal Perth Hospital;
one surgical registrar on rotation from Royal Perth Hospital; and
one orthopaedic registrar not filled since January 1995.

(2) October 1992.
(3) 1992-93 $238 180

1993-94 $416 121
1994 to March 1995 $455301

(4) Residents provide 24 hour cover, seven days a week;
interns provide six day cover for surgical patients - 152 hours on a four-
week cycle; and medical supervisor - 150 hours on a four-week cycle.

(5) Residents may work with medical supervisor once per week;
interns - one per day x six days; and
registrars - one per day x five days.

HOSPITALS - BUNBURY REGIONAL
Autopsies

1766. Mr D.L. SMITH to, the Minister for Health:
(1) Where and by whom. are autopsies of people who die within the Bunbury

Regional Hospital catchment area performed at present?
(2) Has this always been the case?
(3) If no, what caused the change and when did the change occur?
Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) Autopsies on patients from within the Bunbury Regional Hospital area are

performed at the mortuary of PathCentre at the Queen Elizabeth HI
Medical Centre, .Nedlands. All these are coroner autopsies and are
performed by the PathCentre pathologists employed to do the coronial
work.
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(2) No.
(3) The immediate cause was the departure of Dr F. Hughes from Bunbury in

April 1994 and the lack of success in finding a replacement despite
advertising Australia wide. The opportunity to carry out autopsies at the
mortuary in the Bunbury Regional Hospital was offered to a private
pathologist in Bunbury, but this offer was declined.

HOSPITALS - BUNBURY REGIONAL
Medical Practitioners

1767. Mr D.L. SMITH to the Minister for Health:
(1) What was the total number of general medical practitioners who were

approved or certified as being eligible to practise at the Bunbwry Regional
Hospital in each of 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1994 and at present?

(2) What are the names oif those who are currently so approved?
(3) Have any medical practitioners been refused approval in any of these

years?
(4) What was the total number of specialist medical practitioners who were

approved or certified as being eligible to practice in the Bunbury Regional
Hospital in each of 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1994 and at present?

(5) What are the names and specialty or specialties of those who are currently
so approved?

Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) Total number of general medical practitioners eligible to practise at

Bunbury Regional Hospital
1995 38
1994 38
1993 37
1992 35
1991 33
1990 unavailable

(2) General medical practitioners as at 30 May 1995 -
D. Foster R.D. Mason D. Hugo
S.P.J. Woods P. Bairstow Z.N. Dorkhomn
S. McGregor 1. Humphries E.C. Manea
M. Levi G. Minchamn L. Bowyer
M. Munroe G.A. Travers H. Hall
J. Gliddon D. Spence L. Smith
M. Coopes M. Young M.A. Eaton
P. Reynolds K. Greenhill P.J. Pretorius
R.D. Chidgzey K.A. Howe J.S. Pearson
M. Koperska P. Hannay C. Thorne
C. Stathis H.L. Wu PD. Green
A. DeBoer S. Jacobs J. Meehan
A.G. Highamn D.H. Thompson

(3) Practitioners refused approval 1991-95 - five.
(4) Total number of specialist medical practitioners eligible to practise at

Bunbury Regional Hospital -

1995 39
1994 35
1993 26
1992 27
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1991 28
1990 unavailable

(5) Specialist medical practitioners as at 30 May 1995 -
LV. Lishman General Surgeon
W. HAil General Surgeon
R. Jewell Obstetrician

and Gynaccologist
C. Bucks ENT
S. NEaW Physician

J. Webster Radiologtist
R.1. Thomas Urologist

J. Shepherd
M. Bray
MiJ. Gibson
Shengfong Yu
R. 7hompson
0. Taylor
D. Adamnthwaite

i. Johnson
RJ. Bishop
J. Kemp
A. Quirn
P. Brettahl
J. Mander
J. Heywcod

0noogs
V/Radiologist
Radiologist
Radiologist
Orthopaedi Surgeon
Ophthalmologist
General Surgeon

General Surgeon
Oral Sugeon
Psychiatrist
Opthalmologist.
Radiologist
Urologist
Oncologist

S. Cartoon V/Radiologis
P. Morgan Radiologist
Mi. Fallon Radiologist
P.G. Smith Anaesthetis
C. Purser Anaesthetist
G. Fisher General

Surgeon
T. Cot Obstetrician

and
Gynaecolgist

L Hu Paediatician
MI. Reeve Physician
C. Townsend Ophthalmologist
0. Dale Anaesthetis
J.male Anaestbetist

P. England Urologist
A.R. Adams Respiratory

Diseases
R. Faris Radiologist
D. Foulner Radiologist
R.N. Wilkinson Radiologist
AMH. Beeley General Surgeon

visit/ast only - no
admitting

HOSPITAl-S - BUNBURY REGIONAL
Patients Transferred to Metropolitan Hospitals

1768. Mr D.. SMrITH to the Minister for Health:
(1) How many patients have been transferred from Bunbury Regional

Hospital to a metropolitan hospital by -

(a) air ambulance;
(b) road ambulance;
(c) private vehicle,
in each of the years 1990 to 1995 (to date)?

(2) In each case of those who have been so tken by air ambulance in 1994 or
1995 -

(a) what were the reason for the transfer,
(b) why was it not possible to treat this patient at Bunbwry?

(3) Wht was theolcost ofthe sfers ineah ofthese yew ndhow
much was paid by -
(a) the Bunbury Regional Hospital;
(b) the Health Ministry;
(c) other state hospitals;
(d) other sources?

A& KCIERATH repied.-
(1)-(2) This information is not available.
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(3) (a) 1989-90 $30 131
1990-91 $36279
1991-92 $40438
1992-93 $42 057
1993-94 $50 593
1994 to April 1995 $32 281

(b)-(d) This information is not readily available and I ami not prepared to
dedicate the necessary resources to have it researched.

HOSPITALS - BUNBURY REGIONAL
Payments; Services Contracted Out, Outsourced, Privatised

1769. 1r D.L. SMITH to the Minister for Health:
(1) In each of -

(a) 1991-92;
(b) 1992-93;
(c) 1993-94;
(d) 1994 to date;
what were the total payments made by the Bunbury Regional Hospital to -
(i) private general medicalI practitioners;
(ii) specialist medical practitioners;
(iii) private radiologists;
(iv) private pathologists;
(v) private pharmacists;
(vi) St John of God Hospital?

(2) In each of these years, were any decisions made to contract out, outsource,
or privatise any services previously provided by staff of the hospital?

(3) If yes to (2) above, in each year, what services were involved and what
has been- the annual cost of each of these services, for each year since they
were contracted out, outsourced or privatised?

(4) In each of these years, did -the hospital commence any new services that
were or are provided by private contractors or practitioners?

(5) If yes to (4) above, what services were involved and what was the amount
of such payments in each year since the service began?

Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) (i)-(ii) Payments to medical practioners -

Clinical Inpatients Clinical Outpatients
(a) 1991-92 1 709 391 247 692
(b) 1992-93 2 153 277 151 381
(c) 1993-94 2332611 12774
(d) 1994 to April 1995 1791177 5870
Note: Statistics are not kept on the classification of VMO.
(iii) Radiology payments -

Radiology Inpatients Radiology Inpatients
(a) 1991-92 68327 261
(b) 1992-93 104 791 735
(c) 1993-94 71 700 31 102
(d) 1994 to April 1995 54778 40279
(iv)-(vi)

This information is not readily available.
(2) No.
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(3) Not applicable.
(4) Yes.
(5) Medcal Imaging Service -

1993-94 31 102
1994 to date 40279

HEALTH DEPARTMENT - NURSES, FAMILY LEAVE PROVISIONS
1771. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Health:

(1) Is the Minister committed to research findings that work places that are
"family friendly" are more productive?

(2) If so, what is the motive in the offer to nurses to take accrued sick leave to
care for such family members?

(3) What are the family leave provisions for nurses in the Minister's offer?
(4) How much sick leave will nurses have per annumn if this offer is accepted?
Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) Yes, I am committed to providing an efficient and effective health service

to the community. Part of achieving this goal is the provision of a change
in working conditions by agreement between employees, unions and
employers. Research findings that "family friendly" workplaces are more
productive support my views in this area. Th1is is why additional and more
flexible leave arrangements have been proposed as part of the 10 per cent
pay offer which I made to public hospital nurses; for example, annual
leave is now available in single days, which will assist families with their
commitments. The utilisation of accrued sick leave is another entitlement
for the benefit of families.

(2) 1 believe that in order to provide an efficient and effective health service
to the community, employees must be provided with a "family friendly"
working environment, as well as other conditions of employment
conducive to efficient and productive employment. This proposal
legitimises a practice which is already prevalent botin the private and
public sector. Employees are often using sick leave to care for rnl
members of the family. If the package is accepted, this practice will
become legal.

(3) Five days sick benefit per year is to be allowed for family purposes,
available if the employee has a bank of accumulated sick leave.
Employees must have 10 days sick leave available for their own personal
use each year (WA Minimum Conditions of Employment Act). Up to five
days of the accumulated portion may be taken for family purposes. If
registered by the federal Industrial Relations Commission, the conditions
of the federal family leave test case would prevail, meaning that there is
no requirement at the federal level for sick leave to be accrued before it
may be used for family purposes. This provision is open to negotiation at
the hospital level.

(4) Should the pay offer to nurses be accepted, nurses will continue to have
available 10 days of sick leave per annum, which will accumulate from
yea to year. Of the accumulated sick leave, up to five days may be taken
for family leave purposes.

WESTRAIL - CENTRE
Child Care Centre

1777. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
(1) Does Westrail contribute to funding the operating costs of the child care

centre at Westrail Centre?
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(2) If yes, how much?
(3) Will Westrail's involvement with the child care centre be changed under

the Right Track proposals?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) There is no child care centre at Westrail Centre. The Department for
Community Development operates a child care centre on railway land
adjacent to the Westrail Centre. Westrail does not contribute to -the
operating costs of that child care centre.

(2) Not applicable.
(3) Westral has no involvement with the day care centre other than being the

lessor of the land on which it is situated. There will be no change to the
lease arrangement under Right Track proposals.

HEALTH DEPARTMENT - ASSOCIATION FOR PUBLIC HEALTH
AWARENESS, FUNDING

1781. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health:
(1) Does the State Government, through the health portfolio, provide any

funding to the Association for Public Health Awareness?
(2) If so, to what extent and when did this funding commence?
Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT - MINISTER'S POLICY
New Land for Industrial Sites, Assistance to Regional Towns

1803. Mr THOMAS to the Minister for Regional Development:
(1) What is the Minister's policy to promote regional development?
(2) Does this policy include a commitment to providing the necessary

infrastructure to attract industry to the area?
(3) What assistance is provided to regional towns to open up new land for

industrial sites?
Mr COWAN replied:
(1) I delivered a speech to the Developing the Regions conference in Albany

in May 1993. This speech outlined the principal elements of the
Government's regional development policy. Since that time the
Government has progressed, with the support of this House, the cnactmcent
of the Regional Development Commissions Act 1993. Since April 1993 I
have made several major statements - opening of the Regional Science
Association conference "Regional Development - Parameters and
Possibilities" held in Perth, December 1994; and Ministry of Planning
conference "Where Will Western Australians Live and Work in the 21st
Century" held in Perth, March 1995 - which have provided fur-ther
information about the Government's regional development policy
positions. Copies of these speeches are attached. In addition to specific
regional policies, the Government's policies across a range of portfolios
including Agriculture, Tourism, Resources Development and Transport
are all makcing, and will continue to make, contributions to regional
development in Western Australia. [See paper No 320.]

(2) Yes.
(3) Where industrial land is required, appropriate government agencies assist
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with the planning and development of industrial sites. The Government is
currently developing sites in a number of regions including the Wheatbelt,
(3oldflelds-Esperance, Pilbara and Md West.

CONSULTANTS - ENGAGED BY GOVERNMENT REPORT
J. McDonald & Associates

1804. Mr THOMAS to the Minister for Commerce and Trade:
(1) Further to the Government's consultancy report for the six months ending

31 December 1994, what regional profiles, economic conditions and cost
of living studies were produced by J. McDonald & Associates?

(2) Will the Minister table the data and the results produced for the study?
(3) If not, why not?
(4) What was the purpose of the study?
(5) What policies will be developed as a result of the work?
Mr COWAN replied.
(1) Mr Luke McDonald, of J. McDonald & Associates, was engaged by the

Goldflelds-Esperance Development Commission to review and update the
commission's goldfields regional profile and south east coast regional
profile as 'computer resident' documents, to review and update the
Goldfields-Esperance region "Economic Overview", and to undertake a
"Basket of Goods Survey".

(2) Yes. Copies of the regional profiles, economic overview and facts sheets
from the basket of goods survey are tabled herewith. [See paper No 321.]

(3) Not applicable.
(4) Regional profiles are considered by the board of the commission to be

valuable and concise documentation of the attributes of its region for use
by business, industry and governments alike as an aid to investment
decision making. The economic overview is produced to provide a"snapshot" of the current performance of the regional economy. This
document has attracted the attention of sections of private sector
investment interests - real estate and financial advisers - to the extent that
a number have been provided with customised versions carrying their own
logo, as well as that of the commission, at their cost. The basket of goods
survey was conducted to determine whether the commonly assumed high
cost of consumer goods in Kalgoorlie-Boulder. - household grocery items
particularly - was supported by an objective assessment. The commission
was surprised to learn that this was not the case. This information is used
by the commission to promote the City of Kalgoorlie-Boulder as a
desirable place in which to live and work.

(5) These projects were undertaken by the commission as one of the priorities
of the board. The manner in which the information may be used to
determine its policies in relation to any particular matter will be
determnined by the board of the commission.

AGRICULTURE PROTECTION BOARD - WEED CONTROL-SPRAY
OPERATION, CONTRACTING OUT

1806. Mrs HENDERSON to the Minister for Primary Industry:
(1) Is the Minister aware of aletter to the Premier fi-r the Shire of

'Woodanilling expressing its "strong disapproval" at the proposal to
contract out the weed control/spray operation currently undertaken by the
Agriculture Protection Board?
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(2) Will the Minister instruct the APB not to privatise this service?
Mr HOUSE replied:
(1) Yes. The letter was referred to my office for direct reply as the

information related especially to an agency under my portfolio
responsibility.

(2) No. Weed spraying is a service commonly available from private
enterprise in country areas.

HEALTH SERVICES - SENIORS, HEALTH PROMOTION AND PREVENTION
OF HEALTH PROBLEMS INITIATIVES

1829. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Health:
(1) What initiatives has the Minister undertaken to place greater emphasis on

both health promotion for seniors and prevention of health problems for
seniors?

(2) In particular, what promotion and prevention initiatives has the Minister
initiated with regard to -

(a) osteoporosis;
(b) arthritis;
(c) prostate cancer,
(d) oral health;
(e) injury prevention?

Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) Statewide Public Health Service -

Breast, and cervical cancer - emphasis is placed on promoting breast
cancer screening for women 50 to 69 years of age, and cervical screening
also covers seniors.
Smoking - currently targeting seniors in the Quit smoking campaign
which was launched on 24 May 1995. Resources include a booklet
"Now's the Time to Stop: Help for Older Smokers", as well as stickers and
resource order cards, promoted with extensive advertising in the electronic
and print media.
General health and lifestyle - initiatives and programs include -

A health through strength program: This program is based on a simila r
USA program which reduced the incidence of fractures and osteoporosis
through anaerobic exercise. This program is currently being investigated.
(Coastal and wheatbelt public health unit.)
Healthy Communities project: Although not specifically targeting seniors,
this scheme aims to encourage communities to improve their health. An
award will be made to the community judged the healthiest using a range
of parameters. These may include a measure of the health status of
seniors in that community. (Coastal and wheatbelt public health unit.
Gentle Gym program: Community nurses offer this program which has
been running since 1972. Topics include continence, nutrition, joint
preservation, management and prevention of osteoporosis, spectacle
subsidy, home security, dental care. (Goldfields public health service.)
Mind and *Matter program and an older women's health foru.
(Goldfields public health service.)
Workshops, seminars and sessions are held specifically for seniors on
health and lifestyle issues. Weekly press releases which focus on health
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for seniors are featured in local newspapers. (Southern health region
public health unit.)
Three community physiotherapists provide extensive exercise programs
for seniors, using the services of physiotherapists throughout the State.
The benefits of the various physiotherapy programs include delaying or
minimising the onset and extent of osteoporosis and osteoarthritis, as well
as the psychological and social effects which result from involvement. A
mobility day gala program is held annually which is attended by several
hundred seniors. In addition, the unit has initiated, in collaboration with
the Shire of Swan (and from this year the Shire of Bayswater), community
based 'Be Active Together' programs, which target the older population
as well as the young. (Inner city health service public and community
health unit.)

(2) (a) Osteoporosis
Metropolitan: Promotion and prevention strategies to lower the
incidence of osteoporosis are being addressed through an
osteoporosis project which is due to commence soon. This project
is an initiative of tfie Arthritis Foundation of WA and is funded by
Healthway. A member of the nutrition program of Health
Promotion Services, Health Department of WA, is represented on
the advisory committee to provide nutrition advice for the project.
The project aims to increase the awareness of osteoporosis among
women. Strategies include information leaflets, self-management
course, professional training workshops and general practitioner
seminars. 8 501 osteoporosis brochures and 10 862 menopause
brochures have been distributed from 1 July 1994 to 25 May 1995
and there have been 10 referrals to King Edward Memorial
Hospital.
Country: Public health units run nutrition programs as part of
clinical services for their region. Dietitians give advice to the
elderly and provide guidelines to help prevent osteoporosis.
Women's health forums are conducted to provide health
information for seniors. The Goldfields public health service has
management and prevention of osteoporosis sessions (Gentle
Gym) and has scheduled an older women's health forum in July. It
has a working party which Riaises with the Osteoporosis
Foundation. Its activities include a letterbox drop, a high calcium
breakfast, a walking program in June, and an education session in
August.

(b) Arthritis
Metropolitan: Ile Health Promotion Services branch of HDWA
provides assistance to the Arthritis Foundation to produce a range
of information and education resources.
Country: Initiatives for seniors by regional public health units
include: Self-management and awareness programs; regular
rheumatology consultative clinics; arthritis promotion weeks are
held quarterly which include newspaper and radio advertising;
client education, facilitation and coordination of regular specialist
services are provided by community health, Geraldton;
consultations with professional and community groups on
musculoskeletal diseases; one-on-one education and assessment
throughx community health nurse home visits are conducted at
Albany; and the goldfields community nurse specialist
rheumatology offers care and management plan.
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(c) Prostate cancer -At the current stage of knowledge and
technological development, there is no scientific rationale to
support a screening program for prostatic cancer. Wesfarmers in
Northanm wished to pursue prostate cancer screening but was
advised of the potential disadvantages. Accordingly it has
developed an alternative men's health awareness series of' seminars
in wheatbelt towns which will raise knowledge of health issues,
including prostate cancer. Regional health education officers at
Albany conduct forums which include this health issue. Staff
employed by the Cancer Foundation of Western Australia -are
accommodated in the public health offices in Albany and Bunbury.
Both offices receive assistance when running various campaigns.
November 1995 has been targeted as Prostate Cancer Awareness
Week across the region and will involve advertising via all media
outlets and the publication and distribution of a brochure.

(d) Oral health - The introduction of the commonwealth dental health
program has improved the accessibility and availability of dental
care for most seniors statewide.

(e) Injury prevention - Seniors have a higher morbidity and mortality
from falls than do other age groups. There are as yet no proven
interventions to reducing fall frequency. The HDWA has
contributed funding, expertise and accommodation for a controlled
trial being undertaken by the Injury Control Council of WA to
investigate the impact of home modification on fall frequency.
The HDWA has also initiated assessment of public policy options
in suicide prevention. Initiatives include -

Geraldton public health unit: Facilitating a community group;
promoting local injury initiatives; negotiating employment of a
project officer to focus solely on injury prevention for the northern
sector of Western Health Authority; data collection through
Geraldton Regional Hospital to identify where, how and to whom
injuries are occunring to allow specific prevention programs to be
developed.
Goldifields public health services: Community nursing input to
senior groups by Western Power safety unit, local security firm
advising on home security, Neighbourhood Watch, local policy on
car safety; appointment of an injury prevention officer in March
1995. Data is currently being collected to allow a strategic plan,
which will cover the development of prevention of injury to
seniors programs.
Public health unit, Albany: Two 'Falls in the Elderly' projects are
currently being implemented in the Vasse-Leeuwin and Peel health
districts with a three month program planned for the Donnybrook
area. A safety demonstration house will be established in Albany
in 1995-96. This will highlight safety issues of interest to people
of all asinluding the elderly. Injury surveillance systems are
being inroued in 18 hospitals in the region. The information
generated will be used to generate injury prevention programs in
the elderly.
Public and community health unit, inner city health service: A
health promotion officer dedicated to injury prevention programs
works closely with other agencies and organisations to identify and
address the principal causes of injury. Although this program is
directed principally towards children it also encompasses the
elderly.
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

REPUBLIC - HEAD OF STATE OF AUSTRALIA, PREMIER'S POSMON
245. Mr McGINTY to the Premier:

I refer to the widely reported remarks of the Deputy Leader of the Liberal party
that he would vote yes in a referendum to introduce an Australian head of state
and to the Deputy Premier's remarks last night on the ABC that he wants the head
of state of Australia to be an Australian citizen. Will the Premier display some
leadership and state whether he agrees with the reported positions of the Deputy
Premier and the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party that the next bead of state of
Australa ought to be an Australian citizen or will he remain an out of touch, old
fashioned monarchist who relies on his deputies to lead the Government?
Mr COURT replied:
Any change to our system of government will be made by the people and not by -
Mr McGinty: What do you think?
Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition has misjudged the public on a very
important issue. If there is to be change to our Constitution, as I have said every
time I have discussed this subject, I have no difficulty at all with change, contrary
to what was reported in the Press this morning. The Leader of the Opposition has
misjudged the people in that there is widespread support for some form of forum
such as a people's convention so that they can have a say in what change is to
occur. The attitude of the Leader of the Opposition is that if Prime Minister
Keating says, "This is the way to go," we will all go with him. The Leader of the
Opposition should not try to impose his point of view when it comes to this sort-
of change. He must accept -

Mr McGinty interjected.
Mrt COURT: I have made it quite clear: I1 have no difficulty at all with our
system's evolving and change taking place. However, what we are putting
forward is a proposal whereby -
Mrs Hallahan interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Annadale.
Mr COURT: - the people will have their say in this matter. That is where the
Leader of the Opposition has misjudged the mood of the public.

MIDLAND WORKSHOPS SITE -UNIVERSIT CAMPUS PLANS
246. Mrs van de KLASHORST to the Minister representing the Mnister for Lands:

The Midland community is concerned to find out about the progress towards the
establishment of the university campus at the Midland railway workshop site.
Will the Minister please advise of any headway being made towards achieving
that objective?
Mr LEWIS replied:
The Midland Workshops represents a vexing problem for the Government. The
area has withstood 100 years -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Pilbara.
Mr LEWIS: Thank you, Mr Speaker -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Pilbara.
Mr LEWIS: The site has been the subject of a considerable amount of industrial
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contamination over many years. It would be very easy to say that the site could
be used in various ways -

Several members interjected.
M~r LEWIS: The contamination was caused over 100 years. LandCorp has the
task of working through the problem with the Ministry for Planning, the Heritage
Commission of Western Australia and the Shire of Swan. We expect that a report
will be available in July this year. However, it should be noted that the
Government has approached the Federal Government regarding the establishment
of a university campus on the site, subject to federal funding and the ability of-the
site to be used for that purpose. The site is directly under the flight path of Perth
Airport, which creates considerable noise pollution, and those sorts of
considerations must be taken into account. We are working on that. The problem
cannot be solved in five minutes, and we are using the best offices of government
to solve the situation with the hope that, in the long term, a university campus can
be established there.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
M~r LEWIS: We hope that a campus of Curtin University can be established on
the site. I thank the member for Pilbara for his assistance in answering the
question!

REPUBLIC - QUESTION RULED OUT OF ORDER
247. Dr GALLOP to the Deputy Premier:

I refer to the Deputy Premier's astonishing backflip on the question of a republic
performed on ABC television last night. Was the Deputy Premier's conversion to
the republican cause caused by -

The SPEAKER: Order! The member will resume his seat. He should be aware
that this question must relate to National Party policy.
Dr GALLOP: Yes indeed. Was the Deputy Premier's and the National Party's
conversion to the republican cause caused by -

(1) his being struck by a bolt of lightning on the road to Narembeen;
(2) extensive exposure to sheep dip;
(3) a pay-back to the Premier for -

(a) making his National Party colleague, Hon Eric Charlton, look like
a fool over Stateships and then sidelining him;

(b) calling the Easton royal commission against National Party advice;
or

(4) his support for deputy Liberal Party leader Colin Barnett in his power
struggle with the Premier?

The SPEAKER: Order! The question has no relevance to National Party policy.
Therefore, it is out of order.

STATE DEBT - HISTORY
248. M~r JOHNSON to the Premier

(1) Is the Premier aware of a statement made yesterday by Trades and Labor
Council Secretary Tony Cooke that the Western Australian Government
has a fetish for paying off this State's outstanding debt?

(2) What is the recent history of debt growth in this State?
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M~r COURT replied:-
(1)-(2) 1 thank the member for some notice of this question. Last night Tony

Cooke went on the ABC News and said, 'They've got windfall gains that
they could be applying to constructive purposes rather than to their fetish
of debt reduction." For a start, there are no windfall, gains in the State's
revenues. On the contrary, we have only very modest growth in the state
revenues and we have a real reduction coming out of the Commonwealth
Government. It is a joke for him to talk about windfall gains.
It is important to understand the history of the debt. Under the former
Labor Government the state debt tripled. We all know the history of how
we not only lost our AAA rating but also stooped so low as to borrow
money to carry out school maintenance programs. The mentality of the
Labor Party was that if it did not have enough money, it would just borrow
more. In last year's Budget we were able to pay off $147m of debt.
Although that is only modest when talking about $8.5b in the State's net
debt, at least we are not increasing the debt by $ lb a year. We have
turned that situation around. Members opposite must understand this:
The debt as a percentage of the gross state product has been around 19 per
cent but in New South Wales it is 14.8 per cent and in Queensland 8.3 per
cent. Until we get our figure down to a lower percentage, closer to that of
New South Wales, we will not receive our AAA credit rating back.
Mr Cooke and the Labor Party also ignored the fact that in the
consolidated fund alone we are paying $300m. in interest payments on that
debt, and that does not cover the State's debt in the trading enterprises.
That $300mn is nearly the equivalent of the operating expenses of the
police service in any one year. That is not an insignificant part of the
Budget. The simple message is this: The Labor Party seems to be gung-
ho in going back to this debt mentality; however, as a Government, we are
committed to living within our means. The Labor Party continues to live
in the past and just wants to continue to borrow, borrow, borrow.

REPUBLIC - NATIONAL PARTY POLICY
249. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Commerce and Trade:

What is the National Party policy on the subject of the republic canvassed in my
previous question?
Dr Watson: Tell us about the roads of Narembeen.
Mr COWAN replied:
It is a very good road but not very often policed, but I would not want to put out a
challenge to my colleague the Minister for Police.
I can express very clearly the concern of most National Party members on the
Australian Constitution. By the year 2001 - that is, 100 years on from its
inception - we must look at how the Constitution impacts on commonwealth-state
relations and how the interpretations of the High Court of Australia have
imnpacted on the Constitution, notwithstanding any change to it through
referendumns. The National Party policy on the debate on the Constitution is that
more important issues are involved than whether Australia has as its head of state
an independent individual or citizen of Australia rather than the queen of another
country. Party members have divided views on that subject and I think members
opposite will find the party will split 50:50 on that question. However, the real
question, and the one that concerns members of the National Party, is that they
would not want to see the debate on a republic submerge the real issues about the
constitutional debate which are matters relating to commonwealth-state relations
and the impact of the High Court on the way in which we are governed under the
Constitution of this nation.
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HOSPITALS - OLD NORTHAM, ALTERNATIVE USES
250. Mr TRENORDEN to the Deputy Premier

Has the Minister examined the now vacant old Northam Hospital and does the
Minister consider that is a community asset?
Mr COWAN replied:
I thank the member for that question; it is very important. According to the
building code required of hospitals, it has been determined that the old Northam
Hospital was not suitable to operate as a hospital because it is in an earthquake
zone and it may not survive another earthquake. The consequence of that was
that a decision was made to build a new hospital in Northam. Now the old
hospital has no further use for that purpose.
I understand that the Government has had some reports through the Minister for
Services that the demolition of the hospital will cost $1.8m. I understand that that
building is still in very good condition and, although it does not meet the hospital
building code, it can certainly meet other requirements. We are now in the
process of identifying alternative uses for the old hospital. I met the Wheatbelt
Development Commission, and some members from the Avon Community
Development Foundation and we are exploring those opportunities. In time we
will put to the community of Northam and other businesses who have expressed
an interest in the use of the hospital, alternative options to that of demolition.

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT - LIBERAL, OVERSEAS TRIPS
251. Mrs ROBERTS to the Premier

I refer to the release this week of an index of parliamentary debates and to the fact
that between November and mid-March the newly elected member for Helena
made one speech in Parliament and asked one dorothy dixer. During the same
time the Premier promoted his factional colleague and good friend and granted
her two overseas trips at a cost of thousands of taxpayers' dollars to China, Hong
Kong, Singapore, Mauritius, South Africa and Zimbabwe.
Has he invoked a new rule to reward Liberal MWs with an overseas trip every time
they say something in Parliament?
Mr COURT replied:
What a nonsense question! The member for Helena is a very competent member
of Parliament. She won a safe Labor seat.
Several members inteijected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: If that is the best question members opposite can ask, they have
certainly lost their way.

STATESHIPS - SHIPS, CONSTRUCTION TENDERS; COSTS
252. Mr TRENORDEN to the Premier:

(1) Did the Dowding Government call tenders when the ships utilised by
Stateships were built?

(2) What were the construction costs of the ships?
(3) Who owns these ships?
Mr COURT replied:
(1)-(3) The tenders for the construction of the three vessels were called.
Several members inteijected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: Those people opposite yesterday wanted to debate the tender
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process. However, their Government did not accept the tender recommended by
the Stateships Commission.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Morley.
Mr COURT: I prefer the laugh. In fact, the Government settled on another
arrangement altogether with associated financial arrangements detrimental to the
State. The recommended tender was in the order of $34m, whereas the purchase

Vce under the tender accepted by the former Labor Government was around

Several members inteijected.*
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Morley.
Mr COURT: The charter arrangement was for a period of 10 years from 1990
with total charter payments amounting to in excess of $60m. These payments are
to be made in US dollars and have proved to be of considerable financial
detriment to the State.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: The vessels are owned by Westpac and chartered by Stateships, and
discussions are occurring at present to conclude this arrangement.

STATESHIPS - WINDING-UP COST
253. Mr McGINTY to the Premier:

Some four hours' notice of this question has been given. Will the Premier inform
the House of the estimated total cost involved in the winding up of Stateships,
particularly the -
(1) Compensation to the Buckeridge firm BAAC;
(2) Contractual payments with Westpac;
(3) Redundancy payments;
(4) New annual freight subsidy;
(5) Buy-out of other contractual arrangements; and
(6) Other costs?
Mr COURT replied:
I thank the member for some notice of this question.
(l)-(6) The overall answer is that the closure costs are yet to be finalised. It Will

be some time before we know what the costs will be. On the day we made
the announcement we outlined the estimated closure costs. If the member
bothered to read the announcement he would find out the list of those
costs and the contracts in place. The largest contracts to be worked
through are the Westpac leases. Treasury officers currently are
negotiating with Westpac. I cannot give a figure because it has yet to be
determined. A superannuation liability is outstanding. Its'current value is
in the vicinity of $20m.

Several members inteijected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: Further loans have accumulated over the years of approximately
$7.5m. There will be costs associated with redundancy which is currently being
negotiated with the parties involved. There are some other contractual
arrangements with, for example, Mediterranean Shipping.
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Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: If the members took an interest in the debate they would find out
that accountants were called in early this year to provide some details of the
overall cost of the closure. All of that has been made public. The Cabinet has
agreed to the payment of a freight subsidy of approximately $5m. This would
depend on the proposals put to the Government. Negotiations in relation to that
matter will take place over the next few weeks. We have provided resources to
both the Kimberley Development Commission and people involved with shipping
in the Kimberley. They will work out some proposals because they are the people
most affected by any change in coastal shipping.

WESTERN POWER - STORMS, PROCEDURES IMPROVEMUENT
254. Mr BOARD to the Minister for Energy:

Last week's storm s had the potential to cut power supplies to many commericial
and residential premises in the City of Perth, yet we did not see the disastrous
effects that occurred during the May storm in 1994. Is Western Power in a better
position now to deal with these potential threats?
Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:
The question from the member for Jandakot raises the comparison between die
storms of last week, which were fairly typical winter storms, and the
extraordinary storm of May last year. The situation last year was far more severe,
not only in wind speed, but also in duration. The comparison is that last week
there were some 1 500 faults in the power system; last year in the May storm
theme were something like 4 000 faults. The other interesting comparison is that
in the storms of last week 6 000 calls were made to Western Power, last year in
the May storm 35 000 calls were made. They are different situations, and last
year was particularly unusual. Nevertheless, following the storm of last year, I
appointed Major General Ken Taylor to review the way in which the then State
Energy Commission of Western Australia responded to the storm.
A number of procedures have been put in place which are working well. For
example, there is now a more sophisticated system of collecting information on
blackouts and damage and prioritising and programming the repair work. Thene
was a lot of wasted effort last year. An extensive program of information also
was put in place by which major industrial customers were alerted to the prospect
of a power blackout in advance so they would not suffer damage to their industry
and processes. Similarly, media bulletins were issued through the radio and
television networks throughout the storms; that improved matters. Extra
telephone operators at Western Power were put on call, and recorded messages
were available when the public rang in.
The other important change is that during the storm of last year it was estimated
that 80 per cent of all the faults were due to trees falling across power lines.
Since then Western Power and local government have conducted an extensive
program of tree pruning. It is not always a popular program, but the community
are far more accepting of the need to prune trees. Particularly in the hills area, the
daae= hs ies= much less because of that pruning. A lot has been learnt

fromthe ay sormlast year. There is still some way to go; however, the
situation has improved.

SHIPS AND SHIPPING - FREIGHT SUBSIDY, NORTH WEST
255. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Premier:

I refer the Premier to the disagreement between the Deputy Premier and the
Minister for Labour Relations over the $5m freight subsidy plan for the north
West.
(1) Does the Premier agree with his deputy that subsidised shipping assistance

will not be restricted to the Kimuberley region?
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(2) Does the Premier agree with his deputy that the subsidy will relate to a
shipping service?

(3) What will the Premier do to resolve this rift at the highest level of his
Government which has caused further uncertainty and insecurity in the
north west and threatens to cause more losses to industry?

Mr COURT replied.
(1)-(3) When the Government announced the closure of Stateships, it said that it

would consider any proposals presented to it on subsidies for coastal
shipping. A group from the Kimberley has put forwardi a proposal
because it is the party most affected. Other shipping arrangements will go
into the Pilbara, and since the announcement other companies, such as
Perktins Shipping Pty Ltd. have come to the Government saying that they
want to provide a service there. The Government's first priority has been
to ensure that the interests of the Kimberley people are protected because
they do not have the same opportunities as the rest of the State. The
Government's overall. policy is that any proposal presented to it will be
considered.

EMPLOYMENT - STATISTICS; YOUTH UNEMPLOYMENT RATES
256. Mr BOARD to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Employment and

Training:
The unemployment figures released last week indicate that Western Australia has
the lowest youth unemployment in Australia. This is particularly encouraging in
giving young people hope and direction. Are the retail and service areas showing
growth and absorbing these young people?
Mr TUBBY replied:
The Minister for Employment and Training has provided the following reply-
The Australian Bureau of Statistics labour force survey provides employment
statistics by industry and age categories on a quarterly basis. The latest available
industry-age employment statistics relate to the February 1995 quarter. Due to a
change in the ABS industry classification system the earliest comparative data
relates to the August 1994 quarter. From August 1994 to February 1995 the most
significant employment growth for 15 to 19 year olds has occurred in the
following industry sectors: Retail trade, which was the largest, with 4 411 jobs;
personal and other services, 1 538; wholesale trade, 1 298; agriculture-forestry-
fishing, 1020; manufacturing, 862; and finance and insurance, 813.
The following table outlines youth unemployment rates in the States and
Territories for May 1995 and it illustrates the significance of Western Australia's
performance -

State Youth Unemployment
Rate

Western Australia 17.0%
New South Wales 26.7%
Victoria 33.1%
Queensland 32.2%
South Australia 30.9%
Tasmania 36.9%
Northern Territory 25.0%
ACT 28.9%
Australia 28.6%

The Western Australian figure is well below the national average. With due
respect to our visiting colleague from Tasmania, that State has a youth
unemployment rate of 36.9 per cent, which is the highest in Australia.
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Mrs Hallahan: They need a change in government.
Mr.TUBBY: I visited Tasmania in February with the member for Armadale and Iknow that the present Government is trying very hard to repair the damage causedby the previous Labor Administration. It is taking longer than anticipated, but itis getting there. Victoria has the second highest youth unemployment rate of33.1 per cent, and Queensland comes next with 31.2 per cent. It is interesting tonote which party is in power in Queensland. The Northern Territory is the closestto Western Australia with a youth unemployment rate of 25 per cent.

FORESTS AND FORESTRY - TIMBER PLANTATIONS POLICY
257. Dr EDWARDS to the Premier:

I refer to the recent implementation by the New South Wales Government of itsforest policy involving the banning of logging in native forests and a movetoward relying exclusively on plantation timber resources. The Minister forResources Development previously stated his view that the State should movetowards reliance on plantation timber. Does the Premier agree with the NewSouth Wales' example and with his Minister for Resources Development that thisState should restrict logging and move toward a reliance on plantations for itstimber needs?
Mr COURT replied:
We have been moving in that direction for years. We actually had a policy thatwas working very well and had been agreed to and entered into by the formerPremier of this State. Last Christmas the Prime Minister threw all that out thewindow. The result is a lot of uncertainty and concern within the industry. Iunderstand the industry is recruiting over 100 people to help it in its assessment ofthe forests. The policy direction to which the member referred - that is, beingreliant on plantations - is exactly what this Government supports. That policy hasbeen in place for some years.
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