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THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko) took the Chair at 2.00 pm, and read prayers.
PETITION - PRISON TRANSPORT
DR WATSON (Kenwick) [2.03 pm]: I present the following petition -

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

We, the undermentioned people of Western Australia oppose:

1. any attempt to privatise Western Australia's prison system, especially Canning Vale Prison;

2. any attempt to privatise prisoner transport services to and from Western Australian prisons;
because of the real possibility of the decline in security standards and level of accountability.

Such a decline would place families who live close to prisons and all Western Australians at undue risk.

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 336 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 145.]

PETITION - SCHOOL STARTING AGE
MRS HENDERSON (Thornlie) [2.04 pm]: I present the following petition -

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

We, the undersigned, object strongly to the Minister for Education's proposals to change the school starting
age so that our children may not start their formal education until they turn the age of seven.

We object to delaying the start of formal education which we believe will impact on the quality of our
children's education.

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 236 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 146.]
PETITION - ROYAL FLYING DOCTOR SERVICE, CARNARVON BASE
MR LEAHY (Northern Rivers) [2.05 pm]: I present the following petition -

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

We the undersigned, call on the Parliament and the State Government to intervene to ensure that the Royal
Flying Doctor Service base remains in Carnarvon fully staffed and equipped.

Ifthe Royal Flying Doctor Service of Western Australia wish to provide a 24 hour service in the region then
such a service can be adequately provided by sharing resources between the Meekatharra and Carnarvon
bases.

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 531 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 147.]
PETITION - KEEP FIT CLASSES FOR OVER 60s, FUNDING
DR HAMES (Dianella) [2.06 pm]: I present the following petition -

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

We, the undersigned, strongly object to the proposed withdrawal of funding for over 60s "keep fit classes"
by the Federal Government, and call on the State Government to do everything within its power to ensure
that this valuable and worthwhile program continues.

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 17 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 148.]
PETITION - BREAST CANCER RESEARCH FUNDING
MRS van de KLASHORST (Swan Hills) [2.07 pm]: I present the following petition -

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

We the undersigned note:
BREAST CANCER: AN AUSTRALIAN EPIDEMIC

Breast cancer is the most serious malignancy affecting women. It is one of the most commonly diagnosed
cancers in Australian women today.

Breast cancer is one of the leading causes of death in women ages 35 to 60.

There is an average of 683 new cases of breast cancer annually in Western Australia. One in four women
with breast cancer dies within the first five years; 40% die within 10 years of contracting the disease.

The incidence of breast cancer among Australian women is rising each year at the rate of 33%. In 1960,
1 woman in 20 could expect to be diagnosed with breast cancer in a lifetime; today 1 in 13 faces that threat.

We do not know what causes breast cancer, how to cure it or what to do to prevent it. For two decades
underfunded research has focused on detection and treatment, rather than cause and prevention; and current
methods of detection, physical examination and mammography, are imperfect at best. Funds for research
are of an urgent need.

Depending on the quality, mammography fails to detect as much as 20% of all breast cancers, and recent
studies show that it may fail to detect as much as 40% of breast cancers in women under the age of fifty.

ALL WOMEN IN AUSTRALIA ARE AT RISK OF CONTRACTING BREAST CANCER

We therefore call upon the Legislative Assembly to ensure that the Western Australian State Government
to increase its contribution to Breast Cancer Research from $0 to $2 million per year for ten years to fight
against this disease. There are so many families already suffering from the effects of breast cancer, it is
imperative that the issue of research into the causes, prevention and cure be addressed with urgency.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest consideration.
The petition bears 21 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 149.]
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BILLS (2): ASSENT
Message from the Governor received and read notifying assent to the following Bills -
1. Reserves Bill.
2. Westpac Banking Corporation (Challenge Bank) Bill.
MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR LABOUR RELATIONS
Productivity WA 2000 Vision

MR KIERATH (Riverton - Minister for Labour Relations) [2.12 pm]: When this Government came to office three
and a half years ago it set productivity improvements as a priority and aimed to use them to drive economic growth
and employment. Asa Government we can set goals for all Western Australians and show people the benefits those
goals will provide. However, it is up to employers, employees and the community to take up the challenge to make
this State better and to improve their own standard of living through striving together for these goals.

With the launch of Productivity WA 2000 Vision, I have set some strong, but attainable, goals that I believe will set
the right framework to allow businesses and, more importantly, the individuals who are the producers of wealth, to
achieve their maximum potential. To get there we will use four plans which build on and reinforce each other - a
creativity and innovation plan, a rewards plan, the WorkSafe plan, and the globalisation and regionalisation plan.

Everybody knows that we must be more productive and work smarter - and nobody wants to miss out on the benefits
that greater productivity can provide. Our labour relations reforms are the tools with which Western Australian
businesses can make themselves into national and international leaders in whatever field they work in. However, it
will take a commitment.

We must improve, and then improve upon our improvements, by using world best practice. We must combine that
with our reputation as being great innovators. Every employer must work with all his or her staff and combine every
creative talent and innovative skill to produce things better, faster and to the clients' specifications. Our reputation
must be that of a country that produces impeccable quality - on time and on budget. In so doing, we will do it with
the safest workplaces in the world.

By achieving the targets we set, we will have an improved standard of living, quality of working life and employment
security. We will improve our competitiveness and have better return on capital and growth rates for employers.
The result will be improved quality and reduced prices for goods and services.

Cooperation is the key to success. This Government is committed to continuing reform that will assist in productivity
growth and wealth creation. A cooperative team effort across the State will provide us all with the opportunity of
rewards through productivity. I have here the booklet that will be released.

[Questions without notice taken.]
MOTION - TIME MANAGEMENT SESSIONAL ORDER (GUILLOTINE)
MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [2.45 pm]: I move -

That the following items of business be completed up to and including the stages specified at 5.30 pm on
Thursday, 26 September 1996 -

1. Financial Legislation Amendment Bill - all remaining stages;

2 State Enterprises (Commonwealth Tax Equivalents) Bill - all remaining stages;
3. Acts Amendment (Assemblies and Noise) Bill - all remaining stages; and

4 East Perth Redevelopment Amendment Bill - all remaining stages.

Four Bills are subject to time management this week. The Financial Legislation Amendment Bill contains a series
of amendments to the Financial Administration and Audit Act, most of which relate to the requirement that financial
statements be prepared on an accrual basis. The other financial legislation, the State Enterprises (Commonwealth
Tax Equivalents) Bill, provides for income tax and wholesale sales tax equivalent regimes for major Western
Australian trading enterprises. It is intended that both Bills will be dealt with this afternoon. We will then proceed
with, and try to complete debate on, the electoral legislation.

On Wednesday the assemblies and noise legislation - relating to control of rave parties - will be debated, and attention
will be given to the East Perth Redevelopment Amendment Bill. Itis a short Bill but it has the consequence of giving
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the East Perth Redevelopment Authority the power to manage the Northbridge urban renewal project. I hope that
debate will be concluded this week on Budget Bill No 3.

MR BROWN (Morley) [2.47 pm]: The Opposition opposes the guillotine motion for all the reasons it has
previously enunciated. It is the height of arrogance for the Government to move the guillotine motion simply as a
matter of form. The Bills that the Leader of the House proposes should be subject to the guillotine motion this week
are not substantial Bills. One would be hard pressed to say the Parliament needs all the time available to it this week
to debate those Bills.

Mr C.J. Barnett: We have the electoral legislation too.

Mr BROWN: I note the interjection by the Leader of the House. However, the guillotine motion does not speed up
in any way, shape or form debate on the electoral legislation, because the motion states only that the named Bills
will go through the Parliament, whether debated or not, at 5.30 pm on Thursday. Of course, the House usually rises
at 6.00 pm on Thursday. The motion to guillotine debate on Bills other than the electoral legislation will not
necessarily speed up the passage of that Bill. It does not put additional pressure on any member on this side of the
House to debate in a truncated way the various Bills listed by the Leader of the House. Indeed, bearing in mind the
substance of those Bills, I very much doubt that the House will debate them for an extensive period, certainly not until
5.30 pm on Thursday. Ifthat be the case, what is the purpose of the guillotine motion? We could deal with all these
Bills very comfortably.

Mr Strickland: If it were not moved, it might not happen.

Mr BROWN: Other devices are available to the Government. The purpose of moving the guillotine motion this
week is simply a matter of form. That is, it is not a matter of substance in that the Government believes these Bills
are so controversial or technical or are of such public importance that the Parliament cannot deal with them in time.
It is simply that the Government does not want to move from the practice it has established that it is in charge of this
House, it knows best, it alone can determine what is appropriate for the people of Western Australia, and other
members of this House do not have a role to play.

I certainly oppose the motion this week for its arrogance. It is amazing that on this occasion the Government
proposes a guillotine on a number of Bills which presumably could be dealt with by this place in a couple of days.
However, the Government introduced the Vocational Education and Training Bill, a significant issue for the future
of'this State, particularly for our young people, and relating to traineeships and apprenticeships, and allocated it seven
hours for debate.

Mr C.J. Barnett: You suspended standing orders to have a political debate.

Mr BROWN: We had a one-hour debate on the suspension of standing orders, yet the longest debate we have had
on the suspension of standing orders was the motion moved by the Government, which took most of a day. We see
not a desire to use the guillotine to facilitate the business of the House or the appropriate level of discussions based
on the relative importance of the various Bills, but a total arrogance on the part of Government. It will determine
in its time and fashion the Bills which will be rammed through this place as it sees fit. It is highly regressive that the
Government, as a matter of form not substance, moves the matters to be dealt with. If the Government is fortunate
enough to be re-elected at the next election, who knows what will be on the agenda next year or whether it will allow
time to debate very many Bills at all.

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [2.52 pm]: I support the remarks of the member for Morley. This is the anaesthetic motion
which, for practical purposes, will not bother the Parliament a great deal because the Bills placed on the guillotine
this week will be concluded earlier than the time set for the guillotine to come down; namely, at 5.30 pm on
Thursday. It is a drip feed anaesthetic. Week by week this motion is moved, and we are supposed to become used
to it and become bored with it. It is intended to discourage the Press from reporting it. A week will come when it
will deal with a matter of not only principle but also great practical importance for the Parliament.

A few weeks ago, the guillotine was applied to a matter of great practical importance when the significant Vocational
Education and Training Bill was severely guillotined - we could debate only four of its 72 clauses. It is true, as the
Leader of the House pointed out, that the Opposition chose to suspend standing orders to debate another matter of
importance. It took an hour to do so. Therefore, the Opposition cannot be held responsible in that manoeuvre for
so much of that Bill not being debated. In that same week, two competition policy Bills went through no Committee
debate at all. That is the problem with the motion moved by the Leader of the House. In many weeks it is anodyne
and has no impact on the practical operations of the Parliament. The Leader of the House moves the motion every
week so people think it is the norm, and when the Government wants to put through significant legislation in this way
the reaction is, "Ho hum, it is a guillotine motion."
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The Opposition will oppose this motion every week it is moved. In some weeks it will deal with important matters
and will restrict our right as members of Parliament to scrutinise properly the legislation put before the House. I hope
when we deal with the next most important piece of legislation on the parliamentary agenda - the gun control
legislation - the Leader of the House will not subject it to the guillotine motion. I will be happy to have him indicate
his position to the House. How does he propose to handle the gun control legislation? Will he expect on our return
from the parliamentary break that the legislation will be put through the House within the first week? Will he subject
it to the guillotine or, given its importance, will he release that legislation from the guillotine motion as he has done
with a number of other Bills, such as the electoral legislation?

Mr C.J. Barnett: I have not considered that matter. The legislation has not yet come to the Parliament. I understand
that the Opposition will support it.

Mr Cowan: It is my undertaking that if you move to adjourn it, I will support you!

Mr RIPPER: Perhaps it might be the case that the legislation is supported by the Opposition, but not by elements
of the Government! The Opposition supports the national gun control policy; however, it wants to ensure that the
State's laws will achieve the objectives set out in the national gun control agreement. It is important legislation and
we want to give it close scrutiny. We want to know, first, that the Government will deal with the agreement and,
secondly, that it will not rush it through the Parliament. I hope the Leader of the House can give us an undertaking
that it will not be subject to the guillotine motion.

Mr C.J. Barnett: I will not give an undertaking on a Bill which has not been introduced into the Parliament.
Mr RIPPER: A notice of motion seeking leave to introduce the Bill was given before question time today.

Mr C.J. Barnett: I do not know your attitude. If you give an undertaking that you will support the Bill's passage in
the first week, maybe it will not go under the guillotine - at the moment it is a pointless debate. I have said that all
budget Bills will not be subject to the guillotine motion, along with Bills dealing with social matters which are
particularly emotional, such as the mental health legislation.

Mr RIPPER: Such as gun control.

Mr C.J. Barnett: It may fit into that category. They are the Bills I have excluded from the guillotine under sessional
orders.

Mr RIPPER: Perhaps there will be an opportunity for discussion between the Opposition and the Government on this
matter. I am interested to hear that the Leader of the House wants the Bill through in the first week of the debate.

The Opposition is opposed in principle to the use of the guillotine as it is contrary to the traditions of this place and
the practices of all previous Governments. Also, it is contrary to the reform processes in which this Parliament should
be engaged.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (28)
Mr Ainsworth Mr Johnson Mr Shave
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr Lewis Mr W. Smith
Mr Blaikie Mr McNee Mr Strickland
Mr Board Mr Minson Mr Trenorden
Mr Bradshaw Mr Nicholls Mr Tubby
Mr Court Mr Osborne Dr Turnbull
Mr Cowan Mrs Parker Mrs van de Klashorst
Mr Day Mr Pendal Mr Wiese
Mrs Edwardes Mr Prince Mr Bloftwitch (Teller)
Dr Hames
Noes (20)
Ms Anwyl Mr Grill Mr Ripper
Mr M. Barnett Mrs Henderson Mrs Roberts
Mr Catania Mr Kobelke Mr D.L. Smith
Dr Constable Mr Leahy Mr Thomas
Dr Edwards Mr Marlborough Dr Watson
Dr Gallop Mr McGinty Ms Warnock (Teller)
Mr Graham Mr Riebeling
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Pairs
Mr Omodei Mrs Hallahan
Mr House Mr Bridge
Mr Marshall Mr Brown
Mr Kierath Mr Cunningham

Question thus passed.
FINANCIAL LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading
Resumed from 22 August.

MR McGINTY (Fremantle - Leader of the Opposition) [3.01 pm]: This Bill has our support. It contains a number
of amendments to the Financial Administration and Audit Act including, first, the requirement for departments to
prepare financial statements on an accrual basis; secondly, the transfer of a net appropriation upon the transfer of a
function from, or to, a department; thirdly, changes to the operation of the revenue equalisation account; fourthly,
strengthening the focus on internal control from an audit perspective; fifthly, extending to departments and
subdepartments the banking arrangements currently applicable to statutory authorities - that is, the operation of trust
accounts as though they are bank accounts with Treasury; and, sixthly, to have eligible net appropriation revenues
extended to apply to all revenues other than taxes, fines, royalties and other prescribed revenues.

This Bill is designed to tidy up definitions, to explain the financial position of the State and to correct terminology
which, over the past 20 to 30 years, has varied and as a result caused concern about a lack of clarity in the legislation.
As such, we see it quite simply as a housekeeping Bill that we are happy to support. There is also clear legal advice
that the consolidated fund should not run into deficit, which it often does, particularly in the new year period.

This Bill allows for net appropriations; that is, for departments to establish trust accounts with any savings or moneys
received from business activities being placed in that trust account, to use the terminology of the legislation, and for
those departments to spend that money in a subsequent financial year. We endorse this move. It should stop the end
of financial year spend-up that has become a feature of the operation of some departments. It allows departments
to keep the rewards of their business activities to be used to improve further the services and ultimately their service
to the public. Hopefully this process will be transparent by way of the Estimates Committee procedures of this
Parliament.

I will briefly refer to accrual accounting. This legislation, by Statute, now requires departments to adopt accrual
accounting. For some time now it has been a requirement imposed on all departments by way of Treasurer’s
Instructions. As such, we do not see any significant change other than of a tidying up, housekeeping nature.

Every authority and department requires internal audits; however, some departments are too small to justify an
internal audit function. This Bill enables departments to establish an internal control mechanism, rather than an
internal audit. Those departments to be excluded from the requirement of an internal audit will be small. The
Auditor General will be consulted prior to their being given this exemption, and the exemption will be done by way
of regulation and advertising. As such, we are happy that that meets the appropriate accountability requirements.

This legislation also contains a rewrite of the investment provisions under the FAA Act. Basically, this allows
statutory authorities to pool their money with government departments so the funds can be invested by Treasury under
prescribed guidelines. It allows for a greater return on money because the pool of money is larger. It appears to
make commonsense that that be done.

Finally, the Bill allows for moneys held from private individuals or companies to be deposited in private accounts
or institutions; for example, if a requirement of tendering is that a deposit be lodged, that deposit can be placed with
the tenderer’s preferred financial institution. As I have indicated, we see this as no more than routine housekeeping.
The Bill has the support of the Opposition and should be passed expeditiously.

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [3.06 pm]: 1 will briefly support the remarks of the Leader of the Opposition. The
Opposition had a briefing on this Bill, which is reasonably technical in its nature. The briefing led the Opposition
to the view that most of the amendments are of a housekeeping nature, some of them putting into legislation that
which is current practice. I will comment on a number of issues that emerged from the briefing.

In this legislation it is proposed to allow departments to have trust accounts that will be operating accounts. It is
hoped that this device will deal with the year end spending issue. As we all know, under previous arrangements
departments have had a financial incentive to spend in a rush before the financial year ends any moneys that had not
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been spent during the financial year. Once the financial year ends, unspent moneys must be returned to the
consolidated fund. Despite the fact that departments will deny they have been doing this, there is significant evidence
of this practice from accounts over the years. Many people know that in the past it has often been easier to get
computers and other pieces of marginally needed equipment in May and June of a financial year. Some of those
decisions have not been the wisest use of public moneys. If departments are legitimately able to retain some of those
moneys for more productive purposes and are not penalised because they may have made some unexpected savings
in a financial year, that is to the advantage of the public purse.

Our current system says to departments, “If you are efficient, if you save some money, you will lose out because next
year we will chop your budget and next year you will not have that same level of resources.” As we know, status in
the Public Service depends, to a certain extent, on the number of people who are responsible to the chief executive
officer and the proportion of the budget which is available to spend and which is under the control of the chief
executive officer of the department, and those incentives work against the effective and efficient spending of public
money.

Mr Bloffwitch: The dilemma is that if you do get sick of paying the money and it accumulates, you create another
monster at the other end. You have to be a bit careful that you curtail spending.

Mr RIPPER: Yes. There is no perfect solution to this question. A mistake might be made in the original estimates
where a department was given too much money; and it should not be allowed to carry that over. However, I believe
that in recent years we have leant to the other side of the dilemma, and I have known of people purchasing computers
and other things in a hurry at the end of the financial year just to make sure that the budget was exhausted.

Mr Bloffwitch: A good example is our stationery allowance. At the end of 12 months, if we have any money left,
we buy up big and get rid of the balance, because otherwise it will fall off at the end of the year.

Mr RIPPER: That s a perfect example of this phenomenon. Perhaps some consideration should be given to allowing
members of Parliament to carry over their stationery allowance to a limited extent.

This issue is linked, to a certain extent, to the system of net appropriations, because that system allows a department
to retain revenues which it receives for various purposes and to use them to provide its services, and some adjustment
is then made to the amount which is appropriated to the department from the consolidated fund. This is an interesting
issue, because the purpose of providing for net appropriations is to give departments some incentive to maximise their
revenue generation, and there have been many cases in the past where departments have known of ways in which to
maximise revenue generation but have not bothered to proceed with the planning, organisation and investment
required because once the revenue is received, it must be paid into the consolidated fund; therefore, there is no
institutional or organisational advantage for the department in generating that additional revenue. The system of net
appropriations should provide some incentives for departments to make decisions which will result in additional
revenue, if those decisions can be made.

There is a bit of a dilemma here also, because if departments do see a way of generating significant additional
revenues, that may bias their activities. After all, the purpose of government departments is to provide services to
the public and the State in a variety of ways, and it is possible to imagine a scenario where a very entrepreneurial and
ambitious chief executive officer saw a way of maximising the revenue that was generated by his department and
concentrated on that to the exclusion of other public purposes. One way in which this is dealt with in this scheme
is that if a department is doing very well in generating revenue, an adjustment is made to its consolidated fund
appropriation. However, if that adjustment is too severe, that will remove any incentive for that department to
improve its revenue generation and we will return to the system which we have experienced in the past.

One department where there may be some question about this revenue generation effect on its other activities is the
Department of Conservation and Land Management, which has both commercial and non-commercial activities. A
number of people are of the view that that department's commercial activities and concerns may prejudice its nature
conservation work. I would be interested in the Treasurer's view of whether departments may become tied up in
revenue generation to the exclusion of their other priorities.

Mr Minson: The answer is no.

Mr RIPPER: That is encouraging. How would the Minister deal with it, and does he think the net appropriation
system has an effect?

Mr Minson: It is not a problem because one does not personally benefit from the revenue that is generated. It is
simply a matter of the income generation and the nature conservation area supporting each other. The point that
everyone misses is that the individuals do not get a share of the money that they bring in; it all belongs to the big
entity called the department.
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Mr Thomas: There is an incentive, because they enhance their career.

Mr RIPPER: The nature of the incentive for the individual is the number of people whom they control and the
amount of expenditure for which they are responsible. Does the Minister think the system of net appropriations has
expanded the resources available for CALM? Is CALM spending more as a result of net appropriations than it would
if it was entirely reliant on the consolidated fund?

Mr Minson: It is spending in a more thoughtful and effective way, and also it has projects that it wants to achieve
in the environment area. One example - I took a bit of flak on this - is the provision of facilities in national parks.
If you tell the local people running the park that what they collect in fees can be spent in their park, you will find that
they will go to some lengths to make sure that people pay rather than just come through and not pay. There is an
incentive for them to make the money because they know that it will be spent on what is a favourite part of the world
for them.

Mr RIPPER: But if the Budget then reduced the consolidated fund appropriation for that park, it would defeat the
objective. There must be some balance in this area.

Mr Minson: You will find in national parks now that there is an exponential increase in the quality, which I must say
is badly needed, of the things that are made available in those parks.

Mr RIPPER: I agree that historically the standard of facilities in national parks has not been up to scratch and has
not been comparable with the facilities that are provided in national parks in other countries.

This legislation will also establish the practice of accrual accounting for all departments and agencies. I understand
that this is now current practice in agencies and that it has been implemented by way of Treasurer's Instructions. This
Bill will transfer the authority for accrual accounting from the Treasurer's Instructions to the principal Act. That is
a welcome development. The old cash based system of departmental accounting meant that Parliament was left in
ignorance of the true cost of many government programs, and quite often the public servants themselves were not
properly aware of the full impacts of some of the decisions that they were making over the long term. I hope this
development of accrual accounting for departments will improve the information available to Parliament, and also
the quality of management within public sector agencies, because in the past decisions have been made without
proper consideration of the long term consequences. One area that is particularly important is superannuation.
Accrual accounting does not take into account the full superannuation costs of applying staff to particular purposes.

Mr Bloffwitch: It would show the contingencies, and the accumulated or forecast liabilities.

Mr RIPPER: It would do that if the superannuation scheme was run by the department or agency concerned, but
when a public service superannuation scheme is run outside the department or agency, is covered by another Act of
Parliament and is an automatic appropriation rather than an appropriation for the particular agency, when we talk
about the costs of putting on additional police, nurses, teachers, public servants, or whatever, we do not take into
account the superannuation expense of putting on those people, because that is covered not in the agency's accounts
but in the accounts of another authority under another Act of Parliament. That may be a further development we
should make in our budgeting and accounting processes so that all costs to the Government are assembled in the one
set of accounts and we can properly assess the full impact of the decisions we make.

This legislation provides for all interest earned from the public bank account short term investments to be credited
to the consolidated fund in the year in which the interest is earned. That is a good provision. In the past, short term

interest earnings were used to manipulate the accounts to produce a constant surplus in the consolidated revenue
fund -

Several members interjected.

Mr RIPPER: All Governments have used that device. Despite the fact that moneys were borrowed for capital
expenditure, magically there was always a last minute surplus in the consolidated fund because arevenue equalisation
account took into account the earnings from the short term investments of the public bank account. Whatever was
required could be taken from that account to ensure that the consolidated fund was in surplus. It was a practice which
was not illuminated for the Parliament or the public. The only sensible arrangement is the one in this legislation:
If interest is earned in a particular year, it is taken into the consolidated fund that year.

On the face of it, another change sought by this legislation appears not to be a good one. I refer to the provision to
allow for an internal audit not to be required in all agencies. However, the Opposition was satisfied by the
information given by the officers at the briefing: It would be a waste of resources in some small agencies to have
an internal audit function. We are advised that, with proper internal controls, certain agencies can operate
satisfactorily without an internal audit function. The Bill does not provide the criteria by which agencies will be



5972 [ASSEMBLY]

chosen for exclusion from the requirement to have an internal audit function. We were advised that the criteria would
be applied by regulation, and that, for practical purposes, the views of the Auditor General would be an important
determinant of whether an agency would be excluded from the requirement to have an internal audit function.
Obviously the Auditor General has the power to audit any agency that he or she chooses, and can apply that power
if he or she is not satisfied with the internal audit function. I would like the Treasurer to talk about the criteria which
are likely to be specified in the regulation which will allow agencies to be exempt from the requirement to have an
internal audit function.

The Bill provides broader protection for the Auditor General from any legal action as a result of audit opinions
published by him. Why do we need to give the Auditor General such explicit protection? Everyone in the
community should be able to rely on the opinions of a person such as the Auditor General. In the private sector, if
auditors certify that a company is solvent and it turns out to be insolvent, the auditors can be sued by people who have
dealt with the company and have lost money by relying on the auditors' opinion. It appears that we are exempting
the Auditor General from that liability. If we can have legal protection from relying on opinions of private auditors,
we should be able to rely even more on the public sector's Auditor General. In other words the Auditor General, if
anything, has a higher reputation for integrity and competence than do the private sector auditors. If private sector
auditors can be subject to legal liability if they get it wrong, why is the Auditor General excluded? The Opposition
supports the legislation.

MR BROWN (Morley) [3.26 pm]: Parliament should support legislation which is designed to enhance the financial
obligations of the Government, particularly its financial reporting obligations. I look forward to the Treasurer's
response. I understand that many of the provisions contemplated in this Bill - accrual accounting, and so on - are in
operation. The Bill gives effect to what is, in many respects, common practice. However, the accounting
mechanisms of the Government must be further enhanced so that the Parliament can be informed about any financial
transactions that the Government is making.

Various provisions in this Bill seek to enhance the control and reporting mechanisms and the manner in which the
public accounts are kept. Given those improvements in the accounting system, I hope that as a result, when
information is sought in this House, it will be less difficult to receive answers to questions. I am keen to see the
accounts improved so that the reporting structures - particularly the reporting to members of this House - can be
enhanced without a significant cost to the Government in providing that information. Recently [ have asked a number
of financial questions, only to be advised that the Minister will not provide that information because, in the Minister's
view, it will require staff time to extract the information, and the Minister is not prepared to allocate staff time in
order to report to Parliament - after all, this is only the Parliament and why should the Minister allocate staff time
for that purpose? If the Bill seeks to improve the Government's accounting arrangements and to put in place accrual
accounting to make it easier to extract financial information, I hope that it will be possible for not only the Minister
but also the Parliament and the people of Western Australia to obtain that information. I instance a series of
questions that I asked about the recent Premiers' Conference at which, according to an answer from the Deputy
Premier, $87.5m was relinquished by the State. The Treasurer said in answers in this Parliament that some
$40m-worth of savings had been identified by the Government to partially meet that commitment to the
Commonwealth.

Mr Court: It was $60m in general revenue and $30m in specifics. It was $40m out of the $60m.

Mr BROWN: Yes. Despite repeated questions, it has not been identified where that $40m has been saved. I
appreciate that for political reasons the Treasurer may not wish to identify that; however, the Parliament and the
public of Western Australia have a right to know where those savings are being made. To every question I have
asked of representative Ministers I have received exactly the same answer. Each Minister has either taken advice
from the Treasurer on the way the question is to be answered or has come to the same conclusion, which is that he
or she will simply not provide the information. I am not sure whether that is because the information is not available
in the accounting system as it currently is, and as it is proposed to be once this Bill goes through Parliament, or
whether the information is available under the accounting system that is in place, but for political reasons the
Government has chosen not to report to this Parliament on what measures have been taken.

To the extent that the Treasurer or other Ministers seek to claim that the Government is accountable to the Parliament
and to the people of Western Australia and has taken a strong position in being accountable, the lack of answers to
those parliamentary questions shows that that is not the case. Is it the Treasurer's intention to disclose at some stage
to this Parliament and the people of Western Australia exactly in which departments those savings have been made
and how they were made, or is that a highly secretive matter?

Mr Court: Nothing is secretive. Every department handles it differently. In some cases they have cut back on travel;
for example, they have tightened up on people within the department travelling. In some cases they have deferred
some items of capital expenditure on equipment or whatever. That is how those savings have been able to be
achieved to date in the number of agencies across government.
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Mr BROWN: I understand that.

Mr Court: It is a nonsense if you want the Government to detail that in each department because its Budget is being
changed throughout the year. Because of the approach it takes, it must constantly get departments to redress their
situation. That is what budgeting is all about. The initial Budget that comes down gives the overall ballpark figures;
however, it is a constant exercise throughout the year to ensure that all departments are brought in.

Mr BROWN: The provision of general information on the types of measures being taken by agencies is not an
onerous task.

Mr Court: The Government has 150 different agencies, and you want me to report to you on what travel they are
cutting back on?

Mr BROWN: There is $60m - I know it does not sound much -
Mr Court: There is over $6b to be considered.

Mr BROWN: Thatisright. Inthe Government's first Budget in 1993 an allocation of $1m was made to long daycare
centre places for capital works. At the end of that year that allocation was not used and the following year an
allocation of $2.6m was made. At the end of that year that allocation was not used and the following year an
allocation of $4.3m was made. All that time the Government was telling the public of Western Australia that it was
doing a great job; that despite the financial pressures it allocated $1m, $2.6m and $4.3m - all to capital works for
child care. At the end of the next financial year, still nothing was allocated and this financial year the money has
gone. It has disappeared. We are seeing budget jiggery-pokery. This is the thimble and pea trick. It raises the
question of what the budget papers are all about. It appears that they are advisory documents that the Government
moves and shuffles around as it sees fit. That is why the Opposition asks the questions. If members consider the
spirit and intent of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters, they will
see, as you will be aware, Mr Deputy Speaker, that the royal commission said that it is the role of the Opposition to
probe government in relation to expenditures. The Opposition cannot force the Government to answer those
questions, and it certainly cannot get the information if the Government is not willing to give it. However, in the
interests of accountability the royal commission said that government should be an open book, unless it is in the
public interest for it not to be.

Mr Thomas: The Commission on Government expanded on that.

Mr BROWN: That is right. There is no reason the information I have sought from all Ministers - not just one - has
been refused.

Last week I raised in this place the contracting out of government services. One hopes that with the improved
accounts that are confirmed by this Bill it will be possible to identify what the costs and benefits have been of
contracting out various works and services to the private sector. The Opposition has had an extraordinarily difficult
job trying to make head or tail of government figures that are bandied around by various Ministers from time to time.
Just a few weeks ago the Minister for Services announced a contract to a Japanese company, as I understand it, for
the government payroll system. It was said that savings of around $180 000 a year - not an insignificant amount -
would be made by the Government through contracting out the payroll system. As I understand from an answer to
a parliamentary question, 28 government employees are involved in the delivery of that service, and about 25
employees are involved in the private sector with the Japanese company that has the contract. I asked what the
savings were and whether those savings were referred to in the media statement. They were. 1 then asked what
methodology was used to calculate the savings: Did the Government simply use a wheel with a lot of numbers and
determine the figure according to the point at which the wheel stopped spinning, or was any science involved? It is
not an unreasonable question.

When people sit down to do their weekly shopping and reconcile their bank accounts, they work out how they might
expend their money and what the savings might be. As weird as the logic might be, generally there is some logic.
The question about the methodology was not a difficult question. Most year 6 or year 7 primary school students
would understand the question, and most year 8 students would be able to answer it. However, we were told that we
could not have the methodology and that the savings could not be quantified. It is very much a "mirrors and smoke
exercise" because we do not know the figures. We are told by media releases that we are making savings, but when
we ask about the methodology, the cost input and cost savings, who is responsible for the contract negotiations and
for monitoring contract and performance standards and whether those costs are included, none of that information
is available. The Government is thumbing its nose at the recommendations of the Royal Commission into
Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters and saying, "Notwithstanding the royal commission's
recommendations, we do not accept that we should be open and accountable now that it is our turn in government."
It was all right when someone else was in government.
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Mr Thomas: That is the Foss school of thought.

Mr BROWN: Is that the view of Hon Peter Foss? It seems to be not only his view but also that of all Ministers.
These are not difficult questions. We are not asking for a complex theory that requires an academic to respond; we
are asking for some basic mathematical information and methodology.

To the extent that this Bill improves the accounting system for government, it is welcome. Based on the practice
in this place, we are not sure whether that improved accounting system and the information derived from it will be
shared with the Parliament and the people of Western Australia or whether it will be for the exclusive use of
government agencies and their operatives. If it is simply for the Government to determine what use will come out
of these refinements, it is of some value to the public of Western Australia. However, if the Government is simply
looking to improve its accounting system, but does not intend to share that information, as was recommended by the
Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters, the Commission on Government
and various other agencies who have commented on the openness of government, we must question the wisdom of
dotting the "i's" and crossing the "t's".

I was hoping to determine in this debate whether the changes made in the past few years and reflected in this Bill
mean that it will be easier to extract information from the records. I ask that question because time and time again
we receive advice from Ministers, not that information is not available, but that they will not extract it and provide
it. That applies in a variety of situations. For example, in answer to a question on notice the other day the Minister
for Water Resources refused to tell the Parliament the value of a range of assets sold by the Government and valued
at more than $100 000. When we asked how much money had been paid to chief executive officers whose contracts
had been terminated, the Minister for Public Sector Management, the Premier, told us we could not have that
information.

When we asked how the Government has implemented savings from the cuts to funds emanating from the agreement
between the Commonwealth and the State we were told that we could not have that information. When we asked
about the debt reduction strategy, the level of public assets, the amount raised from public assets and the amount used
for debt reduction we were told that we could not have that information. When we asked for information on contract
standards and prices we were told that we could not have that information. When we asked for information about
the methodology for determining cost savings as a result of contracting out work to the private sector we were told
that we could not have that information. Itis very difficult for members on this side of the House to comprehend how
changes have improved accountability. It seems that either the changes reflected in this Bill have not improved the
system - that the system will still not generate the information being asked for unless someone is given the task of
labouriously extracting the detail - or the system has improved and it will generate the detail being sought in this
Parliament, but the Government has made up its mind not to provide that detail, for whatever reason. I would like
to know from the Treasurer whether the system has improved to that extent. If it has, I hope the quality of the
answers to parliamentary questions seeking financial information will improve with the passage of this Bill.

MR COURT (Nedlands - Treasurer) [3.46 pm]: I thank members opposite for their support of the legislation. It
formalises the beginning of accrual accounting throughout the public sector. The Government is addressing the lack
of suitable accounting skills in most of the departments. We are considering recruiting more accountants with the
proper qualifications. It is not necessary to be highly qualified to handle a cash in, cash out accounting system.

Many accounting officers have come through the system but they do not all have formal qualifications in this area.

Mr Thomas: Bookkeepers?

Mr COURT: Yes. This lack of qualification has been identified as a problem and restructuring has just been
completed within Treasury. That will provide a body which can help a number of agencies. Another problem is that
many of the very large number of agencies are too small to warrant employing qualified accounting expertise. That
is why we believe some rationalisation of the number of departments is necessary. We still have some way to go to
ensure that the accounting skills are brought up to the level required to deal with accrual accounting. It involves, for
example, establishing a full list of assets including current valuations. That was already underway. It has meant that
we have had to put in place a proper, accurate property register.

Mr Brown: I understand why you need an assets register which includes the item values, but the Government does
not need it for the same reason as the corporate sector.

Mr COURT: An assets register identifies any idle assets.
Mr Brown: I agree with that.

Mr COURT: Atthe time everyone said that there should be an assets register. When the Government assumed office
it made inquiries about the property and assets register only to find there was not one. After 10 years, it had not been
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put in place. To Hon Max Evans' credit this Government has been working on it. Initially, the State Taxation
Department, the Department of Land Administration and the Valuer General's Office worked together to produce it.
We now have a reasonably accurate register. The same thing occurred with the legislation we will deal with
concerning trading enterprises. We will compare the performance of the government sector with the private sector,
and it is important that that is done.

The second issue raised was whether revenue generation would be done to the exclusion of the department's other
priorities. I understand the point the member made. To date, there have been nothing but positives flowing out of
this. The Department of Conservation and Land Management is a good example: If someone within CALM shows
a little innovation and works out how to make a particular attraction work and is successful and revenue flows from
it, but that revenue is grabbed and put into the consolidated fund, what incentive is there for the people within that
agency to bother coming up with ideas?

Mr Ripper: 1 actually support the principle. I was drawing your attention to the difficulties.

Mr COURT: Attitudes have changed. CALM is a very good example because when I visited the Valley of the Giants
a couple of years ago, I was not impressed with the way it was managed. The area attracted approximately 100 000
visitors a year and they were trampling through the forest and, as a consequence, the trees were dying. 1told the chief
executive officer that it was not on. I said that it is one of Western Australia's greatest tourist attractions and some
money must be spent on making it a properly managed attraction. The answer we used to get was, "You give us some
more money and we will fix it up." 1 do not know how many CEQO's have said that. The Government would like to
march out the door any CEO who says it now, because they have the flexibility within their operations to do
something.

With the Valley of the Giants, CALM came up with a unique proposal which initially cost money, but will pay for
itself very quickly. I am told that 1 000 visitors a day go through the Valley of the Giants at $5 a head. It is a nice
little earner, but the beauty is that people willingly pay because it is an outstanding attraction with a number of
different walks. No longer do people trample through the forest because it is properly managed with proper
walkways. I am sure there are plenty of examples like that.

Another positive initiative is the Government's allowing departments to carry over some of their unspent moneys at
the end of the financial year. It gives the departments an incentive to be efficient or get the timing of their
expenditure to the point that suits them. They do not have a big spend-up at the end of the financial year.

Mr Ripper: These are not unlimited rights, are they?
Mr COURT: No, they are tied to a certain percentage within a certain time frame.

The member for Morley asked whether the type of information is getting any better. The answer is yes. It is easy
for me to say, "Let's publish an annual contracting or travel report", but all these things require a system to be put
in place to provide the information. The Government is doing everything it can to achieve that aim. It is finding that
computers are assisting in identifying the problems associated with taxation issues. The Government is trying to get
rid of as many anomalies as possible in the tax system. The Government is continually improving the level of
information it provides. Government is a large scale operation and I would be the last to say it is perfect; it is far
from it. However, accrual accounting is making the agencies focus more on the assets for which they are responsible.

Mr Brown: I am concerned that your Ministers say they have entered into contract X which saves the taxpayers
$200m, but when I ask them to give me the figures and the methodology they tell me they cannot give me the
methodology and they will not give me the figures. It seems to me that what they say in their press releases is correct
and, if that is the case, there is some basis for it and they should disclose it.

Mr COURT: Obviously, the Opposition and the Government disagree on the concept of contracting out. It is one
way of making governments a lot more accountable. Contracts will fail or fall over and some of them will not
provide the service to the level required. As more contracting out occurs and there is better management in the
contracting out process, it will be part of the cut and thrust of getting good deals for the Government. Currently, if
the work is done in-house and it is mucked up, nobody knows about it. It simply disappears into the system. It is
amazing that if a building is required and it is constructed from within government, it could cost double the original
estimate and in one way or another that amount is swallowed up. Ifa contract is put out to tender and the successful
tender is for $1m the Government knows where it stands. It does not have any overruns on it. Members opposite
must get used to the idea that problems will be identified with contracts, even if they are properly managed.
However, when they were done in-house nobody knew what the final outcome was.

Members opposite are prepared to go along with the system in which it all happens within a great big government
body, whereas the Government does not have any difficulty in putting out the work to the private sector and making
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it accountable for the delivery of the service in a very competitive environment. Because it is a competitive
environment every now and again one of the contractors will fall over. That is what life is all about in the private
sector if contractors do not perform. It is like a Caucus: If one crosses the floor, one is out the door.

Mr Brown: Like yours last week.
Mr COURT: I should not have mentioned that!

Mr Brown: Putting the philosophical issue to one side, if the Minister tells the public of Western Australia that there
is a saving of $250 000, it is not unrealistic for him to say how it was calculated and to outline the costs. We must
know how this saving is calculated.

Mr COURT: Iunderstand what the member is saying and I will make inquiries of Treasury to find out what examples
can be given to indicate where savings can be made. [ understand the member wants the Government to identify what
are the current costs of the arrangement before it is put out to tender. I appreciate what the member said.

With reference to the question raised about the Auditor General I do, in many respects, agree with the member
opposite when it comes to that sort of indemnity. I am advised that we will never get an Auditor General unless that
proposal is in place. It comes down to the question of who audits the Auditor General. I am sure the Auditor General
makes mistakes, but [ appreciate the member's argument. It is an issue which was discussed by my party, but legal
reasons were given for this provision.

I thank members for their contribution to this debate.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time, proceeded through remaining stages without debate and transmitted to the Council.
STATE ENTERPRISES (COMMONWEALTH TAX EQUIVALENTS) BILL
Second Reading
Resumed from 22 August.

MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [4.00 pm]: I am pleased to indicate the Opposition's support for this legislation. I will
use this debate to comment on the Government's lack of performance in the area of accountability and government
trading enterprises.

This legislation is part of a great movement that has taken place in Australia over the past four or five years, among
other things, to introduce competition in areas that were hitherto the exclusive preserve of government and to ensure
that where government continues to participate in those areas, which the Oppositions supports, it does so on a level
playing field. This legislation will ensure that government trading enterprises pay the equivalent of commonwealth
taxes. It is fortunate for this jurisdiction that that equivalent will be paid to the State Government. That will mean
government trading enterprises will not have an unfair advantage over private companies that might be participating
in an industry. I hope the Government has the good grace to acknowledge that these reforms were commenced under
the Keating Government, and that the then Treasurer, John Dawkins, and assistant Treasurer, George Gear, were
responsible for overseeing the introduction of these processes at a commonwealth level.

It is good that these reforms have enjoyed the support of both sides of politics at both the state and commonwealth
levels. That led to the creation of the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission and the situation where
one of the most powerful men in Australia is Professor Allan Fels. The powers this organisation is assuming are
substantial and it is increasingly playing a role which will affect government trading enterprises as well the private
sector.

This Bill will impose on government trading enterprises the obligation to pay an equivalent of commonwealth tax
to the State Treasury and, hence, place them on a level playing field with competitors they might have in the private
sector. As the Treasurer's second reading speech indicates, a blanket provision will apply to all state government
trading enterprises. It has already come into effect for the Electricity Corporation - Western Power - and the Gas
Corporation, AlintaGas. The first annual reports of those organisations for a complete financial year indicate the
amounts those organisations have paid. We have some indication in advance of how those provisions will operate
in relation to government trading enterprises. For a number of reasons the operations of government trading
enterprises have been under consideration over the past four or five years. One reason was the matter to which I
referred earlier; that is, the reforms which began at a commonwealth level under the prime ministership of Paul
Keating and treasurership of John Dawkins and his assistant George Gear. The scope of what is perceived to be
wrongdoing by government and the necessity to ensure measures of accountability are in place so that wrongdoing
cannot be undertaken by government trading enterprises were also the subject of consideration during the Royal
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Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters. The reason for the general perception
that wrongdoing can take place in government enterprises is that in many cases they are free of the scrutiny of
Parliament and hence people are able to engage in activities in which they should not. Government trading
enterprises have different models. A government trading enterprise is neither fish nor fowl. It is neither a
government department, in the sense of a consolidated fund department that is providing services to the public and
operating under the consolidated revenue fund - for the most part, at least - nor a private sector company It is my
submission that it is owned by the public, which is entitled to satisfy itself it is being run in a prudent and proper
manner.

We have debated within this Parliament and elsewhere the way in which government trading enterprises should be
constituted and conduct themselves. One approach to this issue was a submission made to the Commission on
Government by Mr Malcolm McPherson, the Chairman of Western Power. His submission was that Western Power
should go completely to the private sector end of the spectrum and the Electricity Corporation Act should be repealed
and Western Power be constituted under the Corporations Law as with any other corporation.

Mr C.J. Barnett: I have a lot of respect for Mr McPherson.
Mr THOMAS: So have I.

Mr C.J. Barnett: That was an observation he made and I do not think you should infer it is the view of either the
board of Western Power or the Government.

Mr THOMAS: 1did not say that. I was illustrating the range of views which exist on the subject. I understand it
was Mr McPherson's point of view; it was not the view of the Minister for Energy or the Government. His
submission was a good read; however, I do not agree with it either. I believe the private sector comparison breaks
down because a discrete group of shareholders do not own Western Power, and therefore does not have a right to
ensure its affairs are conducted properly and prudently; it is owned by the public at large which has rights in that
trading enterprise. In my submission the public has rights to ensure that its affairs are conducted properly and
prudently. Those are not just academic matters, because, for the most part, the public stands behind government
trading enterprises in the form of government guarantees as to their operations and if they lose money, ultimately,
the taxpayers, the public of Western Australia, who are represented by members in this Parliament, must pick up the
tab.

We have only to look at the affairs of the State Energy Commission in the mid-1980s, when it was apparent at one
stage that the commission was faced with projected losses of $7b under the North West Shelf gas sales agreement.
As a consequence, taxpayer funded assistance was given to the State Energy Commission to enable it to satisfy its
obligations under that agreement.

It is my submission - I have raised this matter a number of times in this House, and I will continue to do so - that there
should be levels of accountability and systems of accountability for government trading enterprises. Not only should
they be paying taxes on the same basis as private sector companies, but they should also be answerable through this
Parliament to the shareholders, namely the public.

We in this State are very fortunate that this matter has been looked at by the Commission on Government as recently
as this year. It brought down a report on the operation of government trading enterprises and how they should be
accountable. I am pleased the Minister for Energy is here. Given that he is responsible for the two major government
trading enterprises, he might also be able to answer questions on the Government's policy concerning the
recommendations of the Commission on Government about government trading enterprises. The Commission on
Government made a comprehensive set of recommendations, which included that there be a government trading
enterprises Act, which would be a governing umbrella that included provisions that would apply to each organisation.
Whether the Government decides to act as it is here by having a piece of legislation that will apply to all government
business enterprises or whether it will amend each piece of enabling legislation, is neither here nor there; the
substance of the legislation is more important.

The first recommendation is that under the proposed commercial activities of government Act, government trading
enterprises should be completely accountable to the Minister; they should not have access to information to which
the Minister should not also have access. I presume the Government will have no problems with that.

Mr Court: Do you mean as far as access to all of the information goes?
Mr THOMAS: Yes.

Mr Court: I don’t have any difficulty with that.
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Mr THOMAS: The second recommendation is that the Minister should be answerable to the Parliament about that
information. Where information is sought in the Parliament, the Minister should provide it except where it is claimed
to be commercially confidential, in which case it should be made available to the Auditor General. That is a clear,
carefully thought out recommendation of the Commission on Government, something the Government should take
seriously. I ask the Treasurer what is his attitude towards that?

Mr Court: There will be always be commercially confidential information which you don’t want to make public in
a number of those organisations. Why would you want to give up a commercially confidential position if it is to
destroy the position of that corporation?

Mr THOMAS: Does that mean no?
Mr Court: That does mean no.

Mr THOMAS: Here we have a difference between the Government and the Opposition about the conduct of
government trading enterprises. The Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other
Matters, the Burt report on accountability and now the Commission on Government have all been very critical of the
position the Treasurer has just espoused. Governments frequently say that commercial confidentiality is to protect
the public interest or the commercial interest, and for that reason organisations should be able to stop members in
this Parliament having access to information which exists in the public sector and which we should otherwise be able
to access. Sir Francis Burt in his report on accountability, the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of
Government and Other Matters and now the Commission on Government have all said that that proposition is
invoked all too often. Itis invoked because organisations want to keep information to themselves, rather than because
it is necessary in the public interest.

I will give an example. Iasked a question in this House - perhaps last year, or maybe the year before - about the price
of'electricity that had been agreed to between Western Power and the Mission Energy-BP joint venture. The Minister
said that he was not able to make that information available because of the commercial confidentiality clause in the
agreement. [ cannot see a valid reason for that information not being made available to the public. Nothing has
convinced me, nor has anything convinced the Commission on Government since I made my submission to it about
government trading enterprises, that that information should not be made available. After the Commission on
Government criticised the Minister about that matter, there was a further reference, the one to which I am referring
now, to government trading enterprises where the Minister’s view and my view were put before the Commission on
Government. Ultimately the Commission on Government said that that information should be accessible to the
Parliament.

I will give another example. I would appreciate it if the Treasurer would follow this debate because I am raising
important matters about accountability in a substantial part of the private sector, for which he is ultimately
responsible.

Mr Court: I have just discussed it with the Minister and we both agree with what you are talking about. We are
listening.

Mr THOMAS: Iam pleased about that. My next example relates to a question I asked in this House of the Minister
for Energy some weeks ago about the operations of the hydroelectric plant on the Argyle Dam, the Ord hydro scheme.
There have been a few problems with that; in fact, it was not working for some time, and I am not sure whether it is
still not working. As a result the projected supply of electricity to the east Kimberley has not been forthcoming and
Western Power has had to continue to operate its generators. That was not anticipated. I presumed that in those
circumstances there would be some provision for compensation to Western Power for the added cost it would incur.
I ask the Minister whether provision was made for compensation and, if so, how much was involved? As a member
of Parliament, responsible to my constituents - we are all responsible to the people of Western Australia - it is
necessary to know about a publicly owned organisation which has at risk, if anything, public money and which in the
past has lost moneys to the extent it has and been given taxpayer assisted funding to bail it out of trouble. We should
be able to obtain that information legitimately to satisfy ourselves that it is prudent and has been properly managed
and there is no scope for mismanagement.

The Minister’s response to that question was that under the terms of the contract that exists between Ord Hydro Pty
Ltd and Western Power that information cannot be given. I ask the Treasurer how anybody can legitimately claim
that we in this Parliament should not be able to reassure ourselves that under a contract the public interest is satisfied
by reason of proper compensation payable by the contractor. We should have access to that information and satisfy
ourselves that is the case. Can the Treasurer give me any good reason why that should not be?

Mr Court: I do not know the detail, but I presume there is a commissioning period in relation to that project. That
would be part of the contractual arrangements and thereafter the company must make its contractual commitments;
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that is, a reliable supply of power. I can’t give the specific details about that contract. [ am prepared to find out more
detail.

Mr THOMAS: Perhaps the Minister for Energy can tell me: How can there be any reason that a company can
legitimately claim commercial confidentiality to prevent us from satisfying ourselves that where it does not meet the
terms of a contract -

Mr C.J. Barnett: It depends upon what you ask for in your question. One of the mistakes that you make is that you
ask questions which require commercially sensitive detail. If you asked questions that raised general matters of
principle about the nature of contracts, it would be easier to answer them. You ask for dollars and cents figures, and
they are not available.

Mr THOMAS: 1 ask questions which require the provision of information.

Mr C.J. Barnett: The information is not available; the principles can be answered.
Mr THOMAS: 1t is public dollars and cents that are required.

Mr C.J. Barnett: They are not public dollars and cents.

Mr THOMAS: They are public dollars and cents. In business, there is a tendency for people to want to keep
information commercially confidential. The reasons are, for the most part, that it is their own business and they want
to protect their privacy; and obviously if their competitors do not know what they are paying or being paid, that is
to their advantage. However, when they have contracted with the Government - with the public - it is a different
situation.

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is not.

Mr THOMAS: It is, and this is where the Minister for Energy, and I suspect the Treasurer too, have a mental block.
I suggest they read again the report of the Commission on Accountability, because Sir Francis Burt considered that
question. I concede that in areas such as where valuable intellectual property might be able to be inferred from the
revealing of information, people who contract or do business with government should have their intellectual property
protected. However, beyond that, I find it difficult to conceive of a circumstance where that information should not
be made available. To almost every question that I asked the Minister, I received the answer that it was commercially
confidential and I was not allowed to know the answer. I asked the Minister how much AlintaGas was paying for
the Fremantle Dockers sponsorship deal. The answer was that it was commercially confidential.

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, because that would damage the Dockers in raising sponsorship for the future. I was not
concerned about protecting the position of AlintaGas. I was concerned about protecting the position of the Dockers
football club.

Mr THOMAS: The Minister was not concerned about anything, according to the answer that he gave.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I do not know what the sponsorship deal was.
Mr THOMAS: The Minister cited a confidentiality clause in the agreement.

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, with regard to the sponsorship, but the group that would be damaged is the Dockers football
club.

Mr THOMAS: If the Minister wants to talk about protecting the public interest -
Mr Court: In the public interest, it should sponsor Claremont as well.

Mr THOMAS: Claremont does not appear to need sponsorship, but, if it did, the amount that was paid should be
made known to the people who were making that payment - the ordinary gas or electricity consumers, or whatever
the enterprise might be - who are the people of Western Australia. If the Health Department, for example, decided
to sponsor a football team, that information would, presumably, be able to be made known to the public.

When this matter was considered by the Burt Commission on Accountability, it said that people who wanted to do
business with government should accept that the information would be made available. The Commission on
Government considered the submissions that I made to it about commercial confidentiality in government, and also
the submissions that were made to it by the Minister for Energy. It said that the proposition that I was advancing was
correct. It did recognise that there were occasions when commercial confidentiality had some valid grounds -

Mr Court: We had a bet before this debate started that you would be off the State Enterprises (Commonwealth Tax
Equivalents) Bill pretty quickly and onto Western Power and AlintaGas!
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Mr THOMAS: Who won the bet?
Mr Court: We were both on the same side!

Mr THOMAS: I hope the odds were good! The Commission on Government made a comprehensive set of
recommendations - eight in total - but it also recommended some safeguards that would protect the interests of people
who did business with government; primarily, one would presume, the protection of their valuable intellectual
property. It recommended that the matter should go to the Auditor General, and ultimately that information should
be able to be obtained by a parliamentary committee, not by the open Parliament, and that parliamentary committee
would have the ultimate right or power to decide whether that information should be made public. That would
provide sufficient safeguards to ensure that the information which people who were doing business with government
might legitimately expect would be protected would not be revealed in the public arena frivolously or vexatiously
The Government says in a cavalier fashion that it will not do that. Is the Treasurer prepared to make any changes
with regard to the operations of its trading enterprises in this area of commercial confidentiality?

Mr Court: I will answer that later.

Mr THOMAS: In our view, an important principle is involved; namely, accountability to this Parliament. The way
in which trading enterprises are operating, particularly as they become more entrepreneurial and similar to the private
sector will remove them further and further, in many senses, from the Parliament and from the provisions of
accountability. In any other part of the public sector, we have a budget debate, we have appropriations committees,
we go through the allocations, and we call in the chief executive officers and ask them to justify how they spent the
money; so the Parliament is capable of subjecting that part of the public sector to rigorous scrutiny. However, with
regard to government trading enterprises, which involve substantial sums of money, there is virtually no capacity for

accountability to the Parliament. That is wrong.
For example, AlintaGas has debts of $1.3b. Ultimately, the public of Western Australia stands behind those debts.

Western Power has debts of some $2b. That is a substantial amount of money with regard to its potential impact on
the welfare of the people of Western Australia. On a number of occasions since this Government has been in power,
I have advocated the creation of a utilities committee, somewhat equivalent to the Public Accounts and Expenditure
Review Committee, which would oversee the operations of public utilities. I had in mind the energy utilities, and
perhaps also the Water Authority, but its scope could be widened to include authorities such as the port authorities.
When [ put that proposition, the Minister for Energy said, in a very cavalier manner, "I can understand why you
would want that; I argued for it passionately a couple of years ago." However, now that he is in government and has
been coopted by the culture of those organisations, which do not want to have their activities subjected to the same
scrutiny as every other part of the public sector, he has a very different point of view.

Earlier in the life of this Government when the Minister for Energy brought in the Electricity Corporation Act and
the Gas Corporations Act, we looked like having a greater degree of accountability than we had hitherto seen in this
area. That was to be expected because it was replacing the State Energy Commission of Western Australia, and
complaints had been made about the activities in SECWA which were beyond the scrutiny of Parliament. The
Premier, when Leader of the Opposition and before that when he had other roles in Opposition, was very critical of
events which occurred in SECWA, such as when it decided to purchase Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd. The then
Opposition jumped up and down and said it was a terrible decision.

Mr Court: It was not terrible; it was scandalous.

Mr THOMAS: It was wrong that such decisions should be able to be made beyond the scrutiny of Parliament. I sat
here day after day as the Premier and his colleagues argued that.

Mr Court: That decision was made with the scrutiny of Parliament. We made sure people knew about it.

Mr THOMAS: The point I am making is that there is not now a great deal more capacity for scrutiny. Does the
Premier adhere to the school of thought that says that the wrongs that were committed then occurred only because
of the nature of the people in power or because the system permitted it?

Mr Court: One of your former colleagues is in gaol as a result of that deal. I would be very careful, if I were you.

Mr THOMAS: I am very conscious of that. I am not trying to defend those events. We have learned the lessons of
the past. I am suggesting that the Premier has not because he is not prepared to put in place structures which would
ensure such things do not occur again. It would be possible for such decisions to be made now and for them to escape
the scrutiny of Parliament. The Commission on Government has made recommendations which would make it less
likely that it would happen; yet when I asked the Premier for his attitude to those recommendations of COG, he
blandly said that he was not prepared to implement them. Let me give one somewhat minor, but nonetheless
important, example. Under the Electricity Corporation Act one of the major mechanisms in the section on
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accountability is the provision of statements of corporate intent. Earlier I was discussing with the Minister the fact
that the statement of corporate intent is supposed to be provided to Parliament prior to the beginning of the financial
year in which it operates, so that the Parliament, and the public for that matter, can look at the operations of the
government trading enterprise and what it is proposing to do in the forthcoming financial year. We can then debate
whether the propositions are good or bad. Later on we can compare the statement of corporate intent with the annual
report and see how the enterprise performed. We applauded that provision and supported the legislation. We said
it was great and the sort of thing which should happen. We are now in the last week of September 1996 and the
statement of corporate intent for the financial year for 1996-97 has still not been produced. As a member of this
House with responsibility for energy policy I am interested in the energy tariff policy. The Minister will know a
considerable amount of debate about the future of the uniform tariff has taken place in regional areas.

Mr C.J. Barnett: Stirred up by the Labor Party in large part.

Mr THOMAS: Not necessarily. The point was brought up by a government trading enterprise which looked like
it would have its power disconnected because it was not able to reach agreement with Western Power.

One of the major mechanisms for accountability under that legislation has not been observed. That leads to the point
that this Government has a very cavalier attitude to accountability. I return to the point I made and will continue to
make; that is, there is no reason that the operations of government trading enterprises should not be as accountable
to the Parliament as are those of normal consolidated revenue fund departments. Public money is being spent and
is atrisk. The public is exposed if the enterprise fails or is unable to meet its obligations. For that reason, as elected
representatives of the Parliament, we must be able to satisfy ourselves that such an enterprise is operating properly
and prudently. A substantial number of smaller government trading enterprises will be found in the departmental
operations to which this Bill will apply. We have seen the effect of this legislation because it has been set out in three
Bills. We have seen that there is not a great deal more provision for accountability now than there was in the old
State Energy Commission of Western Australia legislation.

Mr C.J. Barnett: You seem to have overlooked the fact that the board of directors of Western Power is subject in
the full sense to the liabilities and responsibilities of company directors. That is a fundamental change. The whole
thrust of corporatisation is to make the board responsible for decision making and to make people truly personally
accountable. If the Minister or the Government of the day keeps intervening in that process, we will lose that
accountability. You cannot have one model with a bit of the other; it has to be one or the other.

Mr THOMAS: This is where the Minister's mental block comes into effect and he adopts an incorrect position. The
responsibilities of directors provision which exists in the Electricity Corporation Act and the Gas Corporations Act
and which last week we put into general provisions, governs the operations of private companies constituted under
the Corporations Law. Not only do those private companies have all those responsibilities, which are policed by the
Anti-Corruption Commission or whatever, but also, under the companies' constitutions, the directors have
responsibility ultimately to the shareholders. The shareholders have powers and rights and can affect the direction
in which the company operates, make decisions and access information.

Mr C.J. Barnett: In reality they cannot; that is the truth. I put it to you that technically shareholders might cause a
ruckus at an annual general meeting of a large listed company, but that is about all. The difference is that a State
trading enterprise has a higher level of accountability. It is subject to the Minister, who probably has all the relevant
details of its operations, and it is subject to legislation by the Parliament, which is a further constraint.

Mr THOMAS: It is subject to the Minister, but if the Minister does not want to know how the enterprise is acting,
which seems to be the Minister's approach to AlintaGas and Western Power, or, alternatively, chooses not to pass
on the information to Parliament, that does not help. The shareholders will not be in a position to know what is
occurring.

Mr C.J. Barnett: They are in the same position as is any other shareholder. The information is available in detail
in an annual report. That is the same situation as the standards in the private sector. That is the reporting mechanism.

Mr THOMAS: What prevents my knowing the terms of compensation of Western Power when Ord Hydro is unable
to operate? Ord Hydro cannot claim that that would create a situation where valuable intellectual property could be
inferred. There are no other competitors wanting to do business -

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes there are.
Mr THOMAS: The number of opportunities to build hydroelectric power stations in Western Australia -

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected.
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Mr THOMAS: What is the difference between that and the Government's buying a car and being obliged to publish
the successful tender? When the Government buys a car from Titan Ford and the price of that successful tender is
published in the Government Gazette every other car dealer knows what the Government is paying. Does that put
the Government at a disadvantage?

Mr C.J. Barnett: You will never get me to argue by anecdote or analogy. You can argue the merit.

Mr THOMAS: One might not want to argue by analogy; that of itself does not prove a case. However, one must be
able to abstract, talk about general principles and apply them.

Mr C.J. Barnett: If you asked questions about general principles I would be freer to answer. You asked for detail,
which I am not free to give.

Mr THOMAS: Let us consider the general principles and the approach taken by Sir Francis Burt, who said that if
one wants to do business with government one should accept that the information involved for the most part will be
available in the public domain. To illustrate the general principle I drew a comparison using retailers of cars. Ifa
private citizen wants to buy a car and asks what the Minister for Energy, in his private capacity, paid for a car the
dealer concerned would tell him to mind his own business. If he knew what the dealer was prepared to ask from the
Minister he would know how low he could push in his negotiations. The dealer would want to protect his interests
by saying that that information was between the Minister in his private capacity and the dealer. However, when car
dealers sell cars to the Government - and the Government is the biggest purchaser of cars - they are obliged to make
that information publicly available. Every other car retailer in Perth can pick up the Government Gazette and find
out what Titan Ford charged the Government for cars last week. No-one suggests that is against the public interest.
It is probably against the company's interests, but that is the price it must pay if it wants to do business with the
Government.

The Minister cited the example of the Fremantle Football Club. I am the last person to want to do anything to
damage the interests of the Fremantle Football Club but, if it wants to be sponsored by a government organisation,
part of the price should be that information about the arrangement will be in the public domain. The gas consumers
of Western Australia are entitled to know what percentage of the gas tariff is being used to sponsor sports. It is a
public policy area. They are entitled to know how much of the organisation's money is being spent on corporate self
aggrandisement as opposed to the promotion of gas and making useful information available publicly. Thatis anareca
we should be able to debate.

I am approached in my capacity as shadow Minister for Energy by people concerned about conserving energy and
who believe that, contrary to the Government's and my policy, we should be trying to discourage consumption of
energy, which is for the public good.

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected.

Mr THOMAS: I would like to debate that, but even drawing the longest bow we cannot do that in relation to this
Bill

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected.

Mr THOMAS: People make representations to me - and no doubt to the Minister - saying that instead of trying to
promote sales of gas and electricity we should be trying to minimise its use. They also suggest that the government
organisations promoting that increased use should be reined in. Whether or not the Minister agrees, that view is quite
widely and legitimately held. I respond to those representations by suggesting that we find out how much those
organisations spend on advertising, and how much of that advertising provides useful information about the merits
of gas and how much is simply corporate self aggrandisement. When I ask for that information I find that it is not
publicly available.

Sir Francis Burt’s report on accountability states that there is no legitimate reason for that; there is no intellectual
property or commercial interest that needs protecting in the sense that it is the commercial interests of the public or
the Government that are being protected. It may well protect the commercial interests of the party with whom the
Government is doing business, but it is not our business to protect those commercial interests. It is our business to
protect the public interest and that may well be quite contrary to the interests of the parties with whom the
Government does business. That point has been recognised.

Commercial confidentiality exists in the private sector because of the interests of the contracting party. In this case,
the private sector analogy breaks down. However, the Minister is right: Under the electricity and gas corporation
legislation, responsibilities are cast upon the members of boards in the same terms as those on directors in the private
sector. The comparison breaks down because the relationship between the shareholders and directors in the private
sector does not exist in the public sector. It is not sufficient for the Minister to say that the board members are
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answerable to him and that he is in some sense representing the shareholders, because he represents only one section
of the community. We on this side, who represent another section of the community, should have equal access to
that information through the parliamentary process. To say otherwise is to say that one group of shareholders of a
private sector organisation has access to information that others do not.

The Commission on Government made a set of comprehensive recommendations on government trading enterprises.
Those recommendations deal with not only commercial confidentiality but also the relationship that should exist
between the Minister and a board and the way in which directions should be given to a board. The Government for
the most part has adopted policies that are consistent with those recommendations. It is only in relation to
accountability to the Parliament that these recommendations do not seem to have been followed.

The Commission on Government was created by this Government in the wake of the recommendations of the Royal
Commission into the Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters. The Government was late in creating
that body when one considers the enthusiasm it should have had following the elections. However, the Commission
on Government was eventually appointed and it brought down a comprehensive set of recommendations which
followed the Burt report on accountability and the comments which were made on that subject by the Royal
Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters. I thought it would be incumbent on the
Government, having received a report as authoritative as that from the Commission on Government on a matter as
important as the operations of government trading enterprises, to adopt a comprehensive position. That position has
not been adopted by the Government. Nor has the Premier in his capacity as Minister for Public Sector Management
or the Minister for Energy in his capacity as Minister responsible for the two major government trading enterprises
explained why the Government did not agree with the considered recommendations of the Commission on
Government. All we have had is a piecemeal approach. We have had legislation which goes to the liability of
directors and we now have legislation which deals with commonwealth tax equivalents, both of which we support.
However, these are only one part of a comprehensive picture. That picture has government enterprises which are
competitive and are subject to the same rigours of the market as are the private sector companies, but which differ
from private sector companies in that they should be accountable to the public. If the Government is not prepared
to adopt the recommendations of the Commission on Government, I would like to see a comprehensive explanation
of'its reasons for not doing so. All we have had is cavalier statements by the Minister for Energy for the most part
dismissing them with no explanation of why that is the case. It is not good enough. That is compounded by the fact
that the accountability mechanisms which the Government has put in place are not being observed.

MR COURT (Nedlands - Treasurer) [4.53 pm]: I thank the member for Cockburn for his cooperation in allowing
me to -

Mr Thomas: Ambassador from where?

Mr COURT: The Consul General from Germany. A senior Minister is coming here shortly. He had to delay his
visit.

I thank the member for his support of the legislation. In the first five minutes of the member's address he offered that
support. However, he got onto the key subject that he wanted to discuss. I want to comment on that. It has not been
all that easy to get the different government trading enterprises to compare apples with apples and to make them
account for all the different taxes that the State must pay. Many of the agencies, particularly the smaller ones, have
sought assurances that they will not be worse off financially. We understand that. If they are to start paying tax
equivalents to the Government, they want a revenue neutral position while they settle into those new policies.
Interestingly, once they have overcome the initial hurdle, they have been prepared to see themselves as truly
competitive organisations to be compared with operations in the private sector. However, I do not want people to
get the impression that this has been readily agreed to by a number of these trading enterprises, because it has not.

I agree with a number of the concerns that the member expressed about the accountability of government trading
enterprises. We have never seen this as an easy area. One example of that was the R&I Bank, now BankWest. That
government trading enterprise was, in effect, fully owned by the Government. However, the only decisions in which
the Government had a say was who became a member of the board and the dividend payable to the Government. The
bank could run amok in its day to day management - many of them did - and the Government had to cop the
responsibility for what happened. We were comfortable with preparing BankWest for sale. With the management
being able to act autonomously, but with the Government as the backstop, the Government was relieved when it was
sold. Its management now must accept the responsibility for running it and the different commercial risks that it
takes.

There is a grey area in corporatising bodies such as the Water Authority, Western Power or AlintaGas. On the one
hand, we are asking the board and the management to be responsible for the decisions it makes with the same legal
responsibilities and the like as a corporation in the private sector. On the other hand, the shareholder is still the
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Government and political considerations must be taken into account. It may be in the corporation's best interest
commercially to go down a certain path. However, the Government may not consider that to be in the State's best
interest politically. It is not an easy situation. I like the idea of corporatising some bodies, but only for a short period
and then selling them to the private sector fully corporatised. However, many of these agencies will never be sold
off because there will always be a reason for government being involved in certain activities. The dilemma for a
Government is that it asks corporatised bodies to act independently and responsibly. However, at the same time, the
Government knows that if that body runs amok, the buck stops with the Government of the day. That is why it is
absolutely critical to attract top calibre people to run these operations. Some of them, including Western Power and
AlintaGas are very large businesses. I can appreciate the concerns raised by the member, and the Government
accepts some of those concerns. On the positive side, it is also a good feeling to know that the board is strong and
that it is meeting its obligations and its responsibilities, and is often doing things in a way different from that if it were
being run as a government department. I understand the point the member made about grey areas.

Corporations in the private sector often run off the rails. A strong CEO may be able to influence a board causing the
corporation to go off the rails. In a government context, that is part of overall financial management responsibilities.
The Minister must keep a pretty close watch on what is going on in these corporations. I am sure that, from time to
time, problems will arise in some of these corporations. I recognise the point being made. More experience will be
gained with some of the corporatised bodies and, of course, parts of them may be sold off when it becomes
commercially viable to do so. The State Government Insurance Commission was left with a bundle of problems but,
with a good board, it has quietly worked its way through those problems. I am not directly responsible for that body,
but I keep in touch with the key issues and the way in which they are being handled. The Government has a litigation
subcommittee group and much of its work has involved the SGIC actions. That board has methodically worked its
way through those difficult areas, to the benefit of Western Australian taxpayers. Good things are being done but
I recognise that any corporate body can go off the rails and we must monitor the situation.

Mr Thomas: What about access to information?

Mr COURT: That is a grey area because their competitive position must be protected. It is in a corporation's
interests to provide as much information as it can without affecting its commercial position. It will vary from agency
to agency and from chief executive officer to chief executive officer.

Mr Thomas: I am talking about something as basic as the price paid for electricity supplied to the State for 25 years.
Surely the public is entitled to know that?

Mr COURT: Is the member for Cockburn talking about the hydro scheme?
Mr Thomas: Or the Mission Energy-BP project. There are two of them.
Mr COURT: I suggest that the member ask the Minister that question.

Mr Thomas: I have.

Mr COURT: The member will be aware that corporations will not enter into some investments unless they include
a long term contractual arrangement. These projects involve big investments.

Mr C.J. Barnett: I provided comparative measures for the cost of electricity to Western Power and the cost of
electricity from different sources. I gave the member for Cockburn that information last year.

Mr Thomas: You gave a ballpark figure.

Mr C.J. Barnett: Because it is difficult to compare different contracts that have different conditions. They were the
best comparisons I could provide.

Mr Thomas: The Leader of the House might be happy with them but the Opposition wants more information.
Mr COURT: Be that as it may. I thank members opposite for their support of the legislation.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time, proceeded through remaining stages without debate and transmitted to the Council.
ELECTORAL LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL
Committee

Resumed from 19 September. The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr Day) in the Chair; Mr Shave (Parliamentary
Secretary) in charge of the Bill.
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Clause 9: Section 81 repealed and a section substituted -
Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered.

Dr GALLORP: It is about time we got down to brass tacks. It is about time the Parliamentary Secretary told the truth
to the Parliament about this clause; that is, the Government of Western Australia deliberately wants to restrict the
rights of independent candidates and smaller political parties to participate in the electoral process. I want the
Parliamentary Secretary to indicate why this change is being made to the Electoral Act, and why people who wish
to participate in the political process will be asked to pay more than $100 to nominate for an election. That has been
the tradition in Western Australia and, as a result, this State is seen to encourage people to participate in politics.
I acknowledge that the original proposal of a $500 nomination fee has been amended to $250. However, it is
incumbent on the Parliamentary Secretary to indicate the reason for this change. It is not being made because the
Government of the day has an interest in the political process; it is being made because the Government of the day
is trying to restrict the rights of Independents and small parties in Western Australia. There is no way the Opposition
will accept this amendment.

Mr Bloffwitch: Surely if someone is to run for Parliament and he cannot find $250, he will find it difficult to run an
effective campaign.

Dr GALLOP: Thatindicates the ignorance of the member for Geraldton about the difficulty most people have raising
money to fight political campaigns. There is no doubt that the increased nomination fee is designed to restrict the
rights of people to participate in politics. I want the Parliamentary Secretary to indicate the reason for this clause;
I want none of the mucking around or the false reasons. Until we get the truth about this matter, the Opposition will
continue to insist in this place that the political and democratic process must be protected against the policy of this
Government to restrict democracy rather than expand it.

Mr KOBELKE: This provision goes further than the increase from $100 to $250 in the nomination fee as it will also
change the mechanism involved. Although that changed mechanism may appear to be a small technicality, it opens
up a new understanding of this Government. This clause will amend section 81, which currently places within
paragraph (b) of the Act a requirement for a deposit of $100. Therefore, the only way a nomination fee can be
increased, to $500, $1 000 or whatever, is through an amendment passed in both Houses of Parliament.

Mr Tubby: I will go along with the $1 000!

Mr KOBELKE: The member for Roleystone should keep in mind that this threshold relates to a deposit which is
returned to the candidate following the election whether or not the candidate is successful in the election, provided
he or she gains a certain vote threshold. A candidate for a major party will achieve the threshold and will have the
deposit returned, but the situation is totally different for minor parties and Independents. They know that they could
be at risk of losing that deposit, which would be a large disincentive for those contemplating running for Parliament.

Mr Strickland: You pay your own deposit, do you not?

Mr KOBELKE: Of course. For the major parties the $250 or $1 000 deposit is not a big issue as it will be returned.
As members of the Labor and Liberal Parties, we can be assured of obtaining the threshold whether or not the seat
is won. For Independents and small parties, that is not the case. They would carefully consider whether the money
will be lost because they may not meet the threshold. The technical change in this provision will have considerable
consequence. The Government's proposed new section 81(2), following amendment, reads -

Unless a greater amount is prescribed, $250 is the "required deposit" for the purposes of subsection (1)(b).
Clearly, the Minister of the day could introduce a change by regulation under such a provision.
Mr Bloffwitch: Excellent idea!
Mr KOBELKE: Is the member for Geraldton part of the scam and arrangement to give that power to the Minister?
Mr Bloffwitch: No. I am being responsible.

Mr KOBELKE: I suspect it will leave open the possibility of a scam. The Minister of the day could, after the
passage of this legislation, introduce a regulation to require the nomination fee to be $1 000 or $2 000. The
Parliament could be prorogued a matter of days after that regulation was made and, even if a disallowance motion
had been moved, that regulation would stand for the following election.

Mr Bloffwitch: It would not. You don’t understand the procedure in the upper House. If the House is prorogued,
that regulation is disallowed. You need to understanding how the system works.

Mr KOBELKE: Is that how it works in the Council?
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Mr Bloffwitch: If it has been disallowed, it is disallowed.

Mr KOBELKE: Ifa motion to disallow is on the Notice Paper, and Parliament is prorogued, I understand that the
figure contained in the regulation would be the nomination fee to apply at the election. After the election, it would
be possible, if the number of days in the procedure had not expired, to seek to have the regulation disallowed. I am
not certain of the situation, and I would be happy to receive advice on that point. However, it would be a messy legal
situation. It appears that the Government would not hesitate to embark on such a procedure, given its precedents with
the deproclamation of a law.

Mr RIPPER: The rationale given by the Government for increasing the nominee fee from $100 to $500 under version
one, and $250 under version two, is to deter frivolous candidates.

Dr Gallop: It assumes that that is happening.

Mr RIPPER: Indeed. IfI may put words in the Parliamentary Secretary's mouth, the claim is that a large number
of candidates are frivolous and that this makes the conduct of elections difficult. I have considered the figures from
the last election in this regard. The member for Roleystone would not want to fix a problem if a problem does not
exist. The figures from the last election indicate that in my electorate of Belmont, three candidates stood who did
not represent major parties. A Labor and Liberal candidate stood along with three other candidates. That does not
reveal any frivolous candidates causing an inconvenience.

Mr Shave: It may be more next time - you're pretty marginal now.
Mr RIPPER: Is the Parliamentary Secretary suggesting that his party will organise a few dummy candidates?
Mr Shave: You may have to do a Sam Piantadosi, like in Glendalough, and hire a candidate!

Mr RIPPER: Does the Parliamentary Secretary think I would hire a dummy candidate? He does not understand my
electorate, and he must concentrate on his own electorate now that a real Liberal is standing against him.

Letus return to the problem, which the Government says exists, of frivolous candidates inconveniencing the electoral
process. I have referred to the seat of Belmont, so let us consider some other seats. In Cottesloe, the seat of the
Leader of the House, only two candidates other than those of the major parties stood at the last election - an
Australian Democrats and a Greens (WA).

Mr C.J. Barnett: There might be a few more this time.

Mr RIPPER: Yes, but last time there were only two. Interestingly, the Greens candidate was one of the few Greens
who retained his deposit.

Mr C.J. Barnett: That was the Labor vote.
Mr RIPPER: He did well enough to retain the deposit.
Mr C.J. Barnett: He did better than the Labor Party, I think.

Mr RIPPER: Let us look at Armadale, which had six minor party candidates. That was among the seats with the
highest number of minor parties.

Mr Shave: Can you tell me what happened in Melville - just to refresh my memory?

Mr RIPPER: I will come to that in a moment. Six minor party or independent candidates stood in the seat of Murray,
if the National Party is included as a minor party - as it did not do very well, it should be counted as a minor party.
Also, only six minor party or independent candidates stood in the seat of Perth.

Mr Shave: What do you mean "only six"? How many votes did they get between them?

Mr RIPPER: I am dealing with those seats with the most minor party and Independent candidates. The most I can
find which stood for any seat at the last election is eight in the seat of Fremantle; namely, a Green, a Democrat and
six other candidates. Surely no-one would argue that eight candidates, apart from the major parties candidates, was
a serious inconvenience to the electoral process. Does the Parliamentary Secretary argue that this was a threat to
democracy? Very few other seats had significant numbers of such candidates - Mandurah had five; Morley had five;
and Armadale and Perth had six each. The Government is trying to fix a problem which does not exist, and in so
doing it is discouraging people from standing for election.

Mr SHAVE: We seem to be covering ground that has been covered previously. Last week, when the same issue was
debated, I explained to the member for Belmont that in 1973 the Tonkin Government increased the fee by 100 per
cent, from $50 to $100. In financial terms, the situation at that time was similar to current circumstances. The
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member spoke about frivolous candidates. That is an important issue. It was important and particularly disturbing
for the Government that Hon Sam Piantadosi stated that he had found an Independent candidate at the behest of the
ALP in 1994 for the Glendalough by-clection. If that was not bad enough, he stated also that he paid that person's
deposit. It is outrageous for members opposite to be hypocritical and to criticise the Government when one of their
own has said that he has been involved in convincing frivolous candidates to stand. Not only did he do that, but also
he paid -

Mr Ripper: Has he been re-endorsed?
Mr SHAVE: That is irrelevant.
Mr Ripper: Has the party endorsed that person's behaviour?

Mr SHAVE: The point is that a Labor member sought frivolous candidates at the behest of the ALP. Not only did
he convince that person to stand but also he paid that person's deposit. It is outrageous that I must listen to this drivel
by members opposite regarding the increase being excessive, while they are aware that their political party has been
involved in the exercise of getting Independents to stand at an election -

Dr Gallop: Is this to stop people running? You are contradicting yourself. You say on the one hand that it is, and
on the other hand it is not. Tell the truth!

Mr SHAVE: It is outrageous -
Dr Gallop: Tell the truth. You are contradicting yourself.

Mr SHAVE: It would not be so bad if it were an Independent who genuinely had a concern about the fee who was
saying this! Members opposite would like the fee to remain at $100 so that their supporters - people such as Hon
Sam Piantadosi - can hire dummy candidates, as was the case during the Glendalough by-election in 1994 -

Dr Gallop interjected.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr SHAVE: Hon Sam Piantadosi said not only that he went out and did it, but also that it was at the behest of the
ALP. The three members opposite are like parrots. The member for Victoria Park was a senior member of the
previous Government, yet he says it is outrageous, knowing very well that his political party has been involved in
what I call "an unfortunate practice". He said that members opposite would oppose this on the basis of democracy!
In 1973 the fee was increased by 100 per cent! Considering all the other regulations which have been increased over
the past 23 years, this is a minimal increase. Had it been increased in line with inflation over those years, it would
now be more than $500. Members should not be ridiculous. They say that $250 is excessive. It is not excessive;
it is very fair.

Dr Gallop: Ifitis not excessive, why did you mention that the Labor Party's running candidates is the reason for it?
You cannot have it both ways.

Mr SHAVE: I did not say that was the reason. The member is choosing my words. I said it was hypocritical to
imply that frivolous candidates were not running when in fact members opposite have been up to their necks in it,
hiring candidates and paying their fees.

Mr Cunningham interjected.

Mr SHAVE: That is not what Hon Sam Piantadosi said. I am prepared to listen to these arguments. Members can
talk in circles and behave like parrots. They are not dinkum. The Government will retain the fee at $250.

Dr Gallop: Why are you doing it?

Mr SHAVE: To discourage frivolous candidates from nominating.

Mr RIPPER: We do not have a parrot problem. We have a galah problem.

Mr Shave: I am prepared to accept that you are galahs. I do not care whether you are galahs or parrots.

Mr RIPPER: Either this fee will not discourage candidates from nominating or it will discourage them! The
Parliamentary Secretary has attempted to argue both points of view. He has suggested that the Labor Party has put
up dummy candidates and that this provision will stop that. It is not true, because if a major party wants to put up
dummy candidates, it will have the financial resources to pay the deposit and to lose it. Is the Parliamentary Secretary
telling us that the Liberal Party could not afford $250 to encourage an Independent candidate to nominate? Of course
the Liberal Party has the resources to do that if it chooses! The member for Roleystone would have us believe that
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the Liberal Party has no money. He should look at the returns on donations at the federal level, which indicate that
the Liberal Party had millions of dollars in excess of the moneys available to the Labor Party. The federal treasurer
of the Liberal Party collected $45m, I think, from the corporate sector. That is an enormous amount of money.
Therefore, it will not be the case that this proposed change will have any impact on the ability of major parties if they
choose to finance the deposits of Independents. If the Parliamentary Secretary believes that practice should not be
allowed, why does he not introduce an amendment to the Electoral Act to prohibit the practice and to make it an
offence? That is the way to deal with that problem.

Mr Johnson: Does your party pay your nomination fee?

Mr RIPPER: Ipay it. Icollect the refund as well, because there is no danger of the Labor Party losing its deposit
in my electorate. It is not an issue that impacts on major parties.

Mr Johnson: Are you concerned that if the Labor Party runs dummy candidates, it will have to pay $250 that it will
not get back?

Mr RIPPER: I am concerned about Independents and the minor party candidates. They are the people who will be
affected because most of them will lose their deposit. The voting figures should make that plain enough: Last
election, the statewide vote for the Greens was 4.13 per cent of valid votes; for the Australian Democrats it was 2.3
per cent; and all other independent candidates combined received 5.11 per cent of the valid vote. However, the last
figure was inflated by the defeat of the Liberal Party in the seat of Floreat by an Independent. A winning Independent
has biased the result. However, on those voting figures, how can we expect any but a handful of Greens or Democrats
or Independent candidates to retain their deposit? The Government will tax these people $250 for participating in
the democratic process -

Mr Johnson: The last increase was in 1973. Are you saying that there should never be an increase? If not, when will
it be - in 50 years?

Mr RIPPER: Ifthere is a problem with frivolous nominations, if the electoral process starts to clog up with irrelevant
and unnecessary candidates who have no chance of success, we could look at it. However, the figures today show
that there is no problem that needs to be fixed.

Mr Johnson: Why did the Tonkin Government increase the fee?
Mr RIPPER: I am not sure. It was a long time ago. There is no need to do it now.

Mr KOBELKE: I hope the Parliamentary Secretary will provide an explanation of the scenario I raised earlier and
will indicate what use will be made of regulation to change the prescribed amount. I can understand that
Governments in general would want to be able to change these amounts by regulation. It makes sense when dealing
with a form of taxation - a charge that puts money into the coffers - not to bring a Bill back to Parliament every time
the charge is changed to keep it up with the rate of inflation. However, we are dealing here with something that is
somewhat different. It is not a form of revenue raising in any real sense, but simply a form of deposit to ensure that
when people nominate, they are bona fide; that they are not nominating to distort the election process or for frivolous
reasons.

Previous speakers have indicated that there is no basis for suggesting there is a problem in that area. However, my
concern is that it will open a gateway. I will leave aside whether there is any intention to do that. Does it open a
gateway through which a Government at any time could bring in by regulation near the end of its term a major
increase to the nomination fee and then prorogue Parliament? There are two options before that occurs: A
disallowance motion may be moved or not. Even ifa disallowance motion is moved, the Government could prorogue
Parliament, and in the election that immediately followed prorogation the nomination fee would be that which was
contained in the regulation. When Parliament came back, the opportunity would still be available to carry through
with the disallowance.

What might occur then would be complicated if the regulation were disallowed. However, if the effect was to
discourage nominations, the Government would have done that, because the required nomination fee would have been
the larger amount. Perhaps because of the complexities and the way regulations work I have missed something and
what [ have proposed would not work. IfI am wrong, I will accept the Parliamentary Secretary's guidance. However,
my understanding is that the required deposit for nomination would be that which was contained in the regulation
that had been brought before Parliament immediately prior to prorogation - in which case it would leave the gate wide
open for abuse. Regardless of who was the Government of the day, the Government could whack in an astronomical
amount, close down the Parliament and go to an election, and that would be the amount that was required. If that is
possible, we are seeing a major change in this legislation because the amount for the deposit is presently contained
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within the legislation and it does not give any ability for a Minister to change that without passage through both
Houses of Parliament.

Dr GALLOP: In response to a question about why there had been a change in the fee from $100 to $500, and then
back to $250, the Parliamentary Secretary said it was to provide a disincentive to frivolous candidates. I would like
the Parliamentary Secretary to define a frivolous candidate. Let us consider the different options. There are, for
example, character candidates such as Alf Bussell, who has a view that he plays a part in the political process. He
gets a lot of media attention. He tends to focus on one issue every time he runs. He focused on the Busselton jetty
one year. He participates in the process and in many ways he plays a role in our political process.

Mr Trenorden: He's resigned.
Mr Shave: He says we've costed him out.

Dr GALLOP: There we go. The Parliamentary Secretary regards him as a frivolous candidate. I certainly do not
agree with that.

Mr Shave: He's run 27 times and he gets 100 votes in a 20 000 vote electorate.

Dr GALLOP: He is entitled to do that. Each time he has run he has raised an issue. I remember well the Busselton
jetty issue.

Mr Shave: He ran in Melville or Fremantle and got 100 votes out of 20 000.

Dr GALLOP: We see a very interesting attitude from the Parliamentary Secretary; that is, Alf Bussell is not the sort
of person we should encourage to run in elections. We know that he comes under the Parliamentary Secretary's
definition of frivolous.

The second argument the Parliamentary Secretary used was that when the Labor Party runs Independent candidates,
this was not to be desired because somehow it worked against the interests of something called democracy. Perhaps
the Parliamentary Secretary is really saying that in certain cases it might work against the interests of his party.
Another definition of frivolous by the Parliamentary Secretary could be something that works against the Government
but for the Labor Party. As the member for Belmont said, that position cannot be sustained for long because all the
major parties are probably in a better position than any of the minor parties to support Independents; therefore, the
Government is not substantially altering the balance of power in the electoral process.

That leaves us with minor parties, single issue groups, people who have a beef about a local issue, and all of those
sorts of people who run for election from time to time. Surely the Parliamentary Secretary would agree - the member
for Belmont has shown the figures - that not a lot of that occurs in Western Australian politics. Not all that many
people run. Those who do accept that they must pay $100 and that if they do not meet the threshold, they must pay
it back. The Government is sending out a clear message to all of those people that they have no role in the political
process. That is a bad message to be sending out. It is bad for the Government and it is not doing its cause any good
in the community. There is a feeling that more people should not be involved in politics.

We live in more of a populist era than an executive era in politics: People want to participate; they want to have a
say in things; they like to vote on issues; and they like to have a direct say through referendums. However, the
Government is sending out a message to all those people that it has had enough of all this nonsense; that it is in charge
now, it will ensure that there is development in this State, and it will restrict their ability to do these things. I urge
the Parliamentary Secretary to reconsider this issue, because his party will be damaged by it. It will be seen to be
an arrogant act of an Executive that is trying to restrict the rights of smaller players and smaller parties. The
Government must define "frivolous". So far the Parliamentary Secretary has not been able to define it in a way that
satisfies the Opposition that this restriction is desirable.

Mr SHAVE: I draw the attention of members to comments by Hon Sam Piantadosi on 27 August on page 4547 of
Hansard.

Dr Gallop: We all know what he said. We've read it.

Mr SHAVE: Some members may not have read it, so the Deputy Leader of the Opposition should bear with me.
In his speech on this issue -

Dr Gallop: We can read the speeches of Hon Phillip Pendal and other members.

Mr SHAVE: Yes, I know. However, it is important that I read this because before Hon Sam Piantadosi became
disillusioned, he was one of the Labor Party's. He states -
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I support the Bill. When one looks at what is occurring across Australia, obviously the fee paid by
candidates nominating in Western Australia is out of line with the norm. Hon Kim Chance argued that there
are no frivolous candidates. Hon Reg Davies referred to what he termed "dummy" candidates. Using such
candidates is being frivolous and is abusing the system, because they are not genuine candidates. I guess
both Hon Kim Chance and I know that is the case. It applies across the board and not just to the Labor
Party.

It happened in the Glendalough by-election. I received a telephone call from the Secretary of the Labor
Party, who asked me, with two hours to go, to find a candidate and pay the nomination fee. The Labor Party
needed another candidate, whose name I can give the member, if she likes; it occurs.

I consider that to be frivolous. I also consider it to be unethical to a degree.

Dr Constable interjected.

Mr SHAVE: That is possible; I am not saying it is right or wrong.

Dr Gallop: You are; you said it was unethical.

Mr SHAVE: I am saying I do not know whether it is right or wrong that the coalition ran two candidates.
Dr Constable: I am pretty sure it did.

Mr SHAVE: The member for Floreat has shifted her position slightly. At first she said it did; now she is saying she
is pretty sure it did.

Dr Constable: It did.

Mr SHAVE: The member has changed her position for the third time.

Dr Constable: I have not changed my position.

Mr SHAVE: She went one way and then another. That happens with these Independents.
Dr Gallop: So you do not like the Independents? That is what this is all about.

Mr Pendal: Are you a bit sensitive on this issue at the moment? Why would you be sensitive on the issue of
Independents?

Mr SHAVE: I am not as concerned in my situation as the member for South Perth should be in his. Having
addressed that issue we should think about what the member for Whitford said; that is, we should consider th