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Wednesday, 23 March 1994

THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko) took the Chair at 2.00 pm, and read prayers.

PETITION -JEMIELITA, DR ZYL VAN, SELECT COMMITTEE ON LACK
OF HOSPITAL FACILIT IES ESTABLISHMENT

MR OMODEI (Warren - Minister for Local Government) [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 Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned request that a Select Committee of die Legislative Assembly
be established to examine the lack of hospital facilities available in Manjimup to
patients of Dr Zylvan Jemielita. This crisis is a direct result of the long running
dispute between the town's private medical practices which resulted in the
Medical Board suspending Dr Jemielita after charges were levelled against him.
The 12 month suspension has now expired but die Warrn District Hospital Board
has not reinstated his privileges. As a result, his patients no longer have die
freedom of choice of Doctor in their own hospital.
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 263 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 246.1

PETITION - WATER ALLOWANCE OF 150 KILOLITRES
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [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 pensioners, request the Minister for Water Authority to
initiate die water allowance of 150 kilolitres. With the coming summer months
there will be a greater necessity for the use of water and we amt concerned that our
accounts will be substantially greater than in previous years. We find it difficult
to meet die present commitments and this will be a greater burden.
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 bear 441 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 247.]

PETITION - CAMPBELL ESTATE, JANDAKOT, POWERLINES
RELOCATION OPPOSITION

MR BOARD (Jandakot) [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, die undersigned all being residents and/or land owners of the Campbell
Estate location of die Jandakot Electorate, request that the Parliament of Western
Australia oppose any proposition that will allow for the relocation of the Marriot
Road/Cannington and PinjarrW/Cannington aerial 132kv power lines to abut to or
enter upon Lots 116 and/or 117 Jandakot A.A. commonly known as the Campbell
Estate.
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 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 248.]

PETITION - MINING LICENCE 70-660 AND SAND MINING LICENCES,
SERPENTINE JARRAHDALE SHIRE, GRANTING OPPOSITION

MRS HALLAHAN (Annadale - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [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 strongly oppose the pranting of mining licence 70/660 to
Westralian Sands in Mundijong, and furthermore other future applications for
sand mining, licences in the Serpentine Jarrahdale shute.
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 813 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 249.]

PETIT ION - BELMONT PRIMARY SCHOOL, CLOSURE OPPOSITION
MR RIPPER (Belmont) [2.08 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:

totally oppose the closure of the Belmont Primary School;
call on the Minister for Education to consult with local people, parents and
schools before he makes such important and vital decisions affecting our
community;
as a matter of urgency call on the Minister for Education to maintain the
Belmont Primary School for the benefit of local families and the
community.

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 254 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: [ direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.

[See petition No 250]1
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PETITION - CROSS-WALKMUNDARING TOWNSITE, CONSTRUCTION
MRS van de KLASHORST (Swan Hills) [2.09 pm]: I present dhe following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
die Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned people of Western Australia ask that consideration be given
to the construction of a crosswalk in the Mundaring Townsite to enable elderly
citizens to cross, at a reasonable pace, from one side of this very wide, busy
Highway to the other.
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 522 signatures and [ 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 25 1.]

PETITION - RETAIL TRADING HOURS, DEREGULATION OPPOSITION
MRS van de KLASHORST (Swan Hills) [2. 10 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assmbly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned people of Western Australia wish to express our opposition
to any timbher Deregulation of Retail Trading Hours to enable bigger stores to
trade of a Sunday.
We also support the hundreds of grass moots business people that trade, quite often
out in the open in all weather at weekend Markets throughout the metropolitan
area.
We ask thc Parliament to withstand the lobby pressure from Australia's three
major retailers and to come out on the side of Small Retail Business so
desperately needing support at this time.
We feel strongly that there needs to be a moratorium on the extension of hours for
10 years to enable all retailers to financially plan the future of their businesses.
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 2 100 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 252.]

PETITION - POLICE, ARMADALE REGION, ADDITIONAL ALLOCATION
MRS HALLAHAN (Armadale - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.11 pmn]: 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.
Given recent disturbing incidents, we the undersigned call on the State
Government to allocate more Police to the Armadale Region, so that appropriate
police action can be taken to protect residents from disturbances, and assault, and
to protect their property, their homnes and motor vehicles from damage.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

10495



The petition bears 395 signatures and I certify that it conforms to dhe standing orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 253.]

PETITION.- VOLUNTARY FULL TIM PREPRIMARY PROGRAM FOR
FIVE YEAR OLDS

MRS HALLAHAN (Annadale - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) (2.12 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 oppose die decision to defer indefinitely the
extension of the voluntary full time preprimary program for five year olds. We
believe that a sound developmental program gives children a head start for their
compulsory years of schooling and assists in identifying and overcoming learning
difficulties.
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 176 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 254.1

PETITION - EAST HAMERSLEY PRIMARY SCHOOL, CLOSURE
OPPOSITION

MR CATANIA (Balcatta) [2.13 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:

* Totally oppose the closure of the East Hamerslcy Primary School;
* call on the Minister for Education to consult with local people, parents and

schools before he makes such important and vital decisions affecting our
community;
as a matter of urgency call on the Minister for Education to maintain the
East Hamersley Primary School for the benefit of local families and the
comm unity.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 25 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 255.]

PETITION - NORTH MORLEY PRIMARY SCHOOL, CLOSURE
OPPOSITION

MR KOBELKE (Nollaniara) [2.14 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Austraa in Parliament assembled.
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We the undersigned:
1. Totally oppose the closure of North Morley Primary School;
2. completely reject the proposal to close schools in order to cut spending on

education when this will result in lowering the quality of our children's
education;

3. call on the Minister for Education to maintain North Morley Primary
School and the high quality of education it presently provides to our
children,

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 308 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 256.]

PETITION - SEWERAGE, NOLLAMARA, PRIORITY
MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [2.15 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
die Parliament of Wester Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned call on the Government to recognise the priority that should
be given to the introduction of sewerage through the remainder of Noulamara.
On both environmental and planning grounds there is every reason to ensure that
sewerage is completed in this area without delay.
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 33 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 257.]

PETITION -WESTMINSTER JUNIOR PRIMARY SCHOOL AND
WESTMINSTER PRIMARY SCHOOL, AMALGAMATION OPPOSITION

MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) 12.16 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:
1. Totally oppose the amalgamation of Westminster Junior Primary School

and Westminster Primary School;
2. completely reject the proposal to cut spending on our schools through a

change that would reduce the quality of our children's education;
3. call on the Minister for Education to maintain the separate Westminster

Primary and Junior Primary Schools with the high quality education they
provide to our children.

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 202 signaturs and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
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The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 258.1

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

Melissa, Case Review Board Report; Child Protection Initiatives
MR NICHOLLS (Mandurab - Minister for Community Development) [2.17 pm]: On
Thursday, 12 August 1993, 1 made a statement to the House regarding Melissa, a nine
year old child who was under the guardianship of the Department for Comm unity
Development at the time of her death on 12 June 1992. On 10 March 1993. the
Coroner's findings were released. On 12 March 1993, 1 requested Ms Valma Cairns, the
Chairperson of the Case Review Board, to conduct an independent inquiry into the
Coroner's findings and the involvement of the Department for Community Development.
On 12 August 1993, this report was tabled in Parliament and I undertook to provide
feedback to the House on the implementation of this report
The Case Review Board listed 21 recommendations in five general areas: Departmental
child protection investigations procedures; departmental child protection intervention
procedures; departmental management issues; departmental objectives; and procedures
pertaining to other agencies. An implementation committee was convened within the
Department for Community Development to consider the implementation of the
recommendations and to provide me with advice. The attached report, which I am
tabling, provides comments on each of the recommendations, 18 of which are supported,
nine of which have been fully implemented and eight of which are in the process of
implementation. One has not yet been implemented.
The Court Government is commiuted to the ongoing examination of practices to ensure
that corrective action is taken when gaps or deficiencies in the area of child protection are
uncovered. The Melissa report and the llarries-O'Brien report which preceded it have
resulted in the Department for Community Development improving its protective
services of children with the following major initiatives -

Creating 20 new positions to work in the area of the care and protection of
children. These additional positions have resulted from savings which have been
generated from the rationalisation of head office positions.
Improving casework supervision by creating the new role of senior casework
supervisor in each district office- Fourteen of the 22 supervisors have been
appointed; the remaining positions are in the process of being filled
Improving the knowledge skills of staff by establishing a four week foundation
skills training course for all new staff. The third course will be held in May.
Making procedures easier for staff to access by producing a case practice manual
which includes the major practice requirements previously scattered through a
number of manuals.
Strengthening requirements relating to the protection and care of children where
these were shown to be unclear or insufficient.
Increasing scrutiny of practice through the implementation of quality assurance
strategies that include random review of files and the establishment of a quality
assurance unit,
Improved recording and access to information through a new system of case
record management; also the introduction of a comiputerised client information
system which is being progressively introduced during 1994.

I will ensure that practice continues to be improved and that new strategies are developed
to address problems that inevitably arise when dealing with traumatic situations and
distressed families and children.
[See paper No 935.1

10498



[Wednesday, 23 March 1994] 09

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR PLANNING
Land, Canning Vale and Southern River, Urbanisation Changes

MR LEWIS (Applecross - Minister for Planning) [2.20 pm): I take this opportunity to
inform members of the House that die Government has agreed to make a number of
changes to plans to urbanise land in Canning Vale and Southern River. These changes
are part of a major amendment to the metropolitan region scheme, in the south east
corridor, which was tabled yesterday for members' consideration. The amendment is
part of a Government plan to ensure enough land for housing into the next century. The
changes, which I will outline shortly, were made after thorough public consultation by
the State Planning Commission. The commission received more than 300 written
submissions and held 68 hearings to gauge public opinion on the proposed amendment.
Changes to the original plan have seen a reduction in the amount of urban land from
1 980 to 1 243 hectares - resulting in a fall in the number of estimated housing lots from
17 800 to 11 187. The principal change is the withdrawal of proposals to urbanise a
former liquid disposal site at Southern River. The waste disposal site on the corner of
Southern River Road and Furley Swreet will not be rezoned for housing until appropriate
contamination studies are completed and remedial plans are in place. A $200 000 study
has been commissioned by die City of Gosnells to determine the nature and extent of the
contamination and it will be completed by the end of 1994.
The amendment has been further modified to reflect the conservation value of three
wetland areas highlighted by the public submissions. The wetland areas, generally
bounded by Balfour, Passmore and Phoebe Roads, will be deleted from the urban zones
to allow the further investigation of the conservation values-
Objections to the urban deferred zoning in the north east portion of Canning Vale was
also upheld with the majority of landowners wanting to retain their present rural
lifestyles. Additional modifications to the amendment include replacing the urban
deferred zone with the urban zone in die Canning Vale area, which was requested by
many landowners; minor boundary adjustments to the parks and recreation reserve along
the Southern River to minimise the impact on private properties and lifestyles; and
replacing the urban zone for the Gosnells golf course and the Canine Association of
Western Australia with a private recitation zone to better reflect present uses.
It is the Government's view that the modified amendment more closely reflects
community expectations for the area. It is also another example of the effectiveness of
proper public involvement in the planning process which, unlike previous Governments,
the Court Government has been diligent in promoting.

[Questions without notice taken.]1

STANDING ORDERS AND PROCEDURE COMMITTEE - MEMBER FOR
ALBANY, DISCHARGED; MEMBER FOR WHITFORD, APPOINTMENT

On motion by Mr CLJ Barnent (Leader of the House), resolved -
That the member for Albany be discharged from the Standing Orders and
Procedure Committee and the member for Whitford be appointed in his place.

MOTION - SELECT COMMITTrEE ON WITTENOOM
.Notice of Motion Withdrawn

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [2.56 pm]: I move -

That Notice of Motion No 2 be withdrawn.
Following a request from the chairman of the committee, the member for Pilbara, and in
consultation with the member for Albany, it was agreed that as the committee would
conclude its work by June it would be in the best interests of the work of the committee if
the member for Albany continued with the task he had undertaken.
Question put and passed.
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COMMISSION ON GOVERNMENT BILL 1993
Third Reading

MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [2.57 pmn]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a third time.
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park) [2.58 pm]): The Opposition is pleased to note that the
Commission on Government Bill has finally reached its third reading. It is important to
make two points about the progress and nature of this legislation. We have finally
progressed to the third reading stage, and it is already March 1994. Part 11 of the Royal
Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Mattens was reported
in November 1992. By die ime the Commission on Government is set up there is every
likelihood that its final report will not be presented to this Parliament until 1996.
It is possible, of course, that aspects of its reporting will be done from the time the
commission is set up until 1996. Nevertheless, given that in its report the royal
commission said that it was a matter of urgency, I believe the Government stands
criticised because it has not acted quickly enough to get this matter moving. The second
point we need to make about the Commission on Government Bill relates to the nature of
the Bill itself. The royal commission was very clear in its conclusions. It believed that
the system of government in Western Australia needed fundamental reform. It listed the
areas that needed reformation and recommended that, as a matter of urgency, the
Commission on Government find a practical way to deal with those solutions to the
problem that existed with our system of government. Rather than adopting the approach
suggested by the royal commission, this Government has put a qualification around its
recommendations. The Government has said that the matters referred to by the royal
commission shall be dealt with by the Commission on Government only inasmuch as
they impact on corruption, illegality or impropriety. In other words, they are providing a
filter mechanism for the Commission on Government to work with. The royal
commission did not place any qualification on its recommendations; it simply listed the
matters that needed to be addressed. The legislation has come too late.
Mr Bradshaw: It should have come 11I years ago.
Dr GALLOP: Where was the member for Wellington when we introduced legislation on
electoral reform and members' financial interests?
Mr Bradshaw: Here.
Dr GALLOP: He was probably asleep.
Why was the legislation so slow in coming and why the qualifications? There are simple
answers to these two questions: The Liberal and National Parties in Western Australia
did not like the second report of the royal commission. In fact it was absolutely horrified
when the second report was brought down. That report was inconvenient to the political
interests of the Liberal and National Parties, It raised issues that they had been trying to
ignore for a decade or more in Western Australian political history and which were
anathema to them. As a result of their honror at these conclusions, a rather pathetic
debate was initiated by the Deputy Premier and the then member for South Metropolitan
Province, die now member for South Perth, that the royal commissioners did not actually
write the Part 11 report. That debate was pathetic because it impugned the integrity of the
royal commissioners and failed to take into account the process followed in the writing of
both the first and second reports by the royal commissioners. The bottom line drafts
were presented to those commissioners covering all its terms of reference, but the final
responsibility for the report lay with the commissioners.
Thke Liberal and National Parties wanted the $30m spent to give it an advantage in the
political conflicts of the day that led to the 1993 election. They did not want the sections
of the report that said something about the system of government we have here in
Western Australia and which recommended fundamental reform. They did not want to
hear those things because it was inconvenient to their political interests. Throughout this
debate I have argued, and will continue to argue, that a very good definition of corruption
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is where a political party or an individual pursues a matter that is not in the public
intersts, but is in their narrow political or self interests. The support that the Liberal and
National Parties give to the electoral system in Western Australia is corrupt in the true
sense of that word. The Liberal and National Parties -

The SPEAKER: Order!
Dr Gallop: This is ridiculous.
The SPEAKER: I will take action against you if you speak when I am on my feet. While
I ant the Speaker, you will not accuse another Government or another party in this House
of corruption. My belief in die word corruption, unlike Dr Alexander's, is clear. I did
not hear in which context you used the word, therefore I Will not ask you to withdraw it,
but I direct you not to use it concerning acts of die Government.

Poin of Order
Mr TAYLOR: I will not canvass your ruling, Mr Speaker, but I have sat on the other
side of the House and heard members such as the present Minister for Planning, the
present Premier, yourself and other members sitting on that side say exactly the same
about us when in Government,
The SPEAKER: That is false.
Mr TAYLOR: It is not false. I find it very interesting that now you are in die Chair, Mr
Speaker, we cannot use that word. As was pointed out by the member for Nollamara last
night, there are now some very clear examples of corruption in this Government that will
be dealt with by this Opposition.
The SPEAKER: That is totally out of order.
Dr Gallop: This is Parliament.
The SPEAKER: I formally call you to order for the second time today. You are totally
false in saying I used the word corruption. If you had a good memory you would recall
that I took strong issue with Dr Alexander on it and raised it as a point of order. You
might recall that Dr Alexander referred to an obscure book written by some European
planner according to whom a Government is acting corruptly if it is not governing well.
That is not die dictionary use of the word. I adhere to die dictionary. To call a
Government corrupt can be done in this House only by a specific motion. I will be
amazed if you can get anyone to agree with you about the use of the word corruption. It
did not involve me because I was in Opposition for 10 years and I took up the issue and
objected to the way the word corruption was used. That is the way it shall be while I am
the Speaker.

Debate Resumed
Dr GALLOP: The electoral system in Western Australia is the result of an improper
application of political power by the Liberal and National Parties throughout the history
of this State, for which I could give example after example. To illustrate die point, let me
refer to the change of the boundary between the metropolitan area and the
non-metropolitan area in die late 1970s. In so doing I refer to my source for this claim,
your former parliamentary colleague, Mr Speaker, and the former Speaker of this
Parliament, Hon Ian Thiompson. In the course of debating the electoral system in
Western Australia he pointed out on a number of occasions that the Liberal Party rigged
the electoral boundaries to suit its political interests. He knew that had happened bcuse
his seat was impacted upon by the rigging. After the 1977 election he explained to the
House how he was invited into a room with leading members of the Liberal Party who
had electoral maps laid out on the floor. T1hey had calculated that if the metropolitan
boundary was not altered, his seat would be in jeopardy. He explained to the House how
he was slightly green in politics and did not really understand what was happening.
However, after a while and after die wisdom gained with experience, he reached the
conclusion that the only way to clean up the electoral system was to have one-vote-one-
value so that everyone's interests were treated equally.
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The very system we have today has been constructed in exactly the same way as the
Liberal Party constructed that boundary between the metropolitan and non-metropolitan
areas in 1977. It is constrcted to suit the political interests of the conservatives in
Western Australia and, in particular, die political interests of the National Party. It is not
designed for the public interest, but for the narrow party political interests of the
conservative forces. That is improper behaviour. Other words in the English dictionary
could be used to describe that behaviour, but it is obvious that I am not allowed to use
those words in this forum of free speech, the Parliament of Western Australia. However.
through the argument that I have just presented in this Chamber, and based on the
experience of Hon Ian Thompson and on my assessment of the electoral system, I have
reached die conclusion that particular words can be used to describe the actions of this
Government in relation to the electoral system. I am not just putting forward rhetoric; I
am putting forward an argument that particular words can be used. I am not entitled to
use some of those words, but I will say that it is improper behaviour.
Politicians who engage in improper behaviour, at die end of the day are either caught by
the process of politics or by judicial review. We will see what happens in the judicial
review soon in the High Court with the case which the Labor Party has put forward. That
is what the royal commission was on about. It said to all politicians in Western Australia
chat the general public has had a gut full of politicians who think the end justifies the
means. There is no better illustration of that philosophy than the electoral system. I will
repeat an interesting story about the Liberal Party. I had the privilege a number of years
ago of travelling overseas with members from both sides of the House and with trade
unions and industry.
Mr Court: Where did you travel to?
Dr GALLOP: We travelled to Sweden. On that trip was Hon Nornman Moore, now the
Minister for Education, and Bill Brown, the former head of the Confederation of WA
Industry and a former Liberal Party candidate. I recall an interesting discussion held
about whether the end justifies the means. Who was on which side of the argument?
Hon Norman Moore was absolutely adamant that whatever the means chosen, they could
always be justified by the end that was achieved. Bill Brown was horrified by that
argument because he believes, like all decent people, that the means one chooses to
pursue a particular end are just as important as the end itself. The reason for that is
simple. One cannot separate the ends and the means, because if one chooses improper
means they will influence the end. The conservative forces in this Parliament, by
choosing the improper means of a roatd electoral system, have dramatically influenced
the end of politics.
I illustrated that point last night by reference to the current constitution of the upper
House of this Parliament. If the number that applies to the Senate, which is elected on
the basis of purely proportional representation in Western Australia, applied in the upper
House we would see a real balance of power in that place. Much of the legislation that
has impacted so dramatically on the lives of ordinary people - dealing with industrial
relations, the City of Perth restructure, workers' compensation and Mabo - would not
have got through such a Parliament.
Mr Court: Do you support splitting up the Perth City Council?
Dr GALLOP: I certainly do not.
Mr Court: So some of you do and some of you don't?
Dr GALLOP: None of us does, my friend. The point I ant making is that the way the
upper House is constituted fundamentally affects the way politics is conducted in this
House. It means that when there is a Labor Executive, there is a check; when there is a
Liberal and National Executive, there is no check. That is why the royal commission
said that the electoral system was absolutely fundamental to political reform in this State.
That is not being addressed for narrow political reasons. That is why the Leader of the
National Party has taken such an interest in the second report of the royal commission.
When he read that report he was horrified. He could not believe that the royal
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commissioners had said that the electoral system needed to be reformed and, therefore,
he said that they did not write die report. All of the verbal gymnastics members of the
Liberal and National Parties have gone into on the second report of the royal commission
have been based on a real fear that the basis of their power in our community is under
threat by that report. Thai horrifies diem.
I can interpret the mood of the vegetable patch, the backbench members of the Liberal
Party. They axe restless with this accommodation between the Liberal and National
Parties. They are beginning to ask questions such as if one is a Liberal member does one
not believe in individual human rights? If one believes in individual human rights how
can one person be given two to three times the voting power of another? The
backbenchers of the Government ask this question and say to their leaders that they are
Liberal and they joined the Liberal Party which was founded on the assumption of
individual human rights, but that here we have a terrible electoral system which gives
some people two or three times the rights of others. They are told by the Premier and the
Crichton-Browne faction of the Liberal Party that they cannot raise that issue because if
they did, two things would follow: Firstly, the coalition would collapse, and they could
not have that because it would undernine the political position of the Government: and
secondly, all of those right wing country members of the Liberal Party who are the heart
and soul of the Crichton-Browne faction would be under threat.
I repeat that this is a manifestation of the improper use of political power. It is a
manifestation of a political parry that cannot distinguish between individual interest and
the public interest; a political parry that cannot distinguish between pursuing means that
are in themselves justifiable, and upholding a philosophy that the end justifies the means.
Once a party locks itself into that form of behaviour, it has lost the plot. As the member
for Nollamara said, there are other examples of how that fundamental flaw in one's
political make-up and political position manifests itself. The Government starts to cut
corners and to favour some people over the public interest. It knows it can get away with
it because the upper House is not really a true upper House; it is the Government's
House. It is the pissoir of the conservative forces in Western Australia and it is the
House of convenience for the lower House Liberal and National Parties. The
Government can do exactly what it likes in the upper House.
Mr Court: is the Senate the same?
Dr GALLOP: No, it is not.
Mr Court: What is different about the Senate?
Dr GALLOP: It has a system of proportional representation based upon one-vote-one-
value in every State.
Several members intrjected.
Dr GALLOP: When the Opposition gets close to the truth about politics the real instincts
of the Government come out. Its real agenda is power, not the public interest. Members
opposite get upset when I raise this argument because it goes to the heart of the political
system in Western Australia.
The Commission on Government is too late in coming and it is too heavily qualified. At
least the Opposition now has the chance to resurrect the situation. Two things must be
done to ensure that maximum benefit is obtained from the process: Firstly, the process
can be expedited and die joint parliamentary committee must be set up as soon as
possible in a bipartisan spirit. Secondly, it is important that the Government start to think
about who it will appoint to the Commission on Government. If we are to maximise the
time available for the COG -

Mr Cowan: He is a typical academic.
Dr GALLOP: What is it about academics that the Deputy Premier does not like?
Mr Cowan: I take one look at you and I am reminded.
Dr GALLOP: The Deputy Premier does not want to argue the point, but he is willing to
assert it. What is it about academics that he does not like?
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Mr Cowan: I do not have to argue the point. A lot of my very good friends are
academics.
Dr GALLOP: I will tell them what you said about academics when I meet them.
Mr Cowan: They already know because I have told them.
Dr GALLOP: If we maximise the time available for the COG to do its work we must
know who will be appointed to the commission and the joint parliamentary committee
must be set up as soon as possible. Thirdly, we must ensure that in the conduct of its
duties the Commission on Government report on individual matters as quickly as
possible to allow the Parliament of Western Australia to take the appropriate action on its
reports. It is important that the Opposition send a message to the COG that it does not
want a huge report in 1996 that will not be acted on because of the pending election in
1997. The Opposition wants the reports to come forward within 18 months so it can act
on the relevant issues. These conditions must be met if the situation is to be resurrected.
The royal commission sent out a real challenge to politicians in Western Australia. It
said the system of government in the State needed fundamental reform and it asked
people to put aside their narrow, party political interests and to pursue the public interest
in relationship to the openness, accountability and integrity that is required to make a
democracy work.
I am afraid the performance by the Liberal and National Parties on this issue has been
very poor indeed, It held up die establishment of the COG in 1992 when it was in
Opposition. When it became the Government and it had the power to deal with this issue
it delayed the introduction of the legislation and its passage throughi this Parliament. At
last we are in a position to expedite that process and I hope the COG will understand the
necessity for it to expedite its reports to the Parliament to enable it to act on them as
quickly as possible before the commission moves onto the next issues. The last thing the
Opposition wants is a final report in 1996 because its recommendations will not be
implemented prior to a general election.
MR KOBELKE (Nollamnara) [3.26 pm]: In making a contribution -

Mr Wiese: The last speaker was an academic; what are you?
Mr KOBELKE: I do not think I can carry the tag of 'academic". [ certainly do not have
the intellectual ability of the member for Victoria Park, who has a clear grasp of a wide
range of issues and a memory far better than mine to recall a range of facts which he can
use in support of his arguments. However, I have fairly well formed views on the
Commission on Government and the issues it needs to address. I am pleased to support
this Bill to establish the COG which will carry forward the work of the Royal
Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters which
reported in 1992, nearly two years ago.
It is a shame that this Government - now and when it was in Opposition - sought to delay
the establishment of the COG. Its actions were deliberate because it did not want to
establish the COG in the shortest possible time to pursue the royal commission's
recommendations. The royal commission was a major event in this State not only in
political life, but also to the whole of government. The royal commission cost in the
order of $30m and many of the top legal brains in this State were involved either as
commissioners, officers or representatives of people appearing before it. I cannot recall a
royal commission of such magnitude in this State.
While the Government considers that it has been advantaged by the fallout from the royal
commission, it has not considered the processes involved to improve the system of
Government in Western Australia. The Government has been pushed into bringing
forward this legislation and enacting it. Any independent observer of the political scene
in Western Australia would agree that the Government has not had its heart in
implementing the COG. The Opposition supports the Government's move and it hopes
that it will ensure that the COG undertakes the work required of it.
This Bill was introduced on 8 July last year and there were many sitting weeks after that
when it could have been given priority by the Government. The Government had no
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intention of doing that. Several amendments to this Bill were necessary because when it
was drafted it was assumed that it would came into effect some ine last year. It will
now be some time in the middle of 1994 before it is enacted. In the Committee stage the
Government affirmed its intention to move a motion to establish a joint committee of
both Houses of Parliament and the Premier has given an undertaking chat he will move to
implement that as quickly as possible. I hope he does chat because it was an oversight on
his part that such a motion was not introduced when the Bill was originally moved.
Again, it is clear evidence chat the Government does not have its heart in this Bill. If it
were keen to get the Commission on Government up and running, it would surely have
introduced a motion at the same time indicating the form of that committee, and the
commission could have been established without further delay. I accept the Premnier's
undertaking that he will not delay further, and we look forward to the formation of that
joint committee in the near future. I will certainly work on this side of the House to
make sure there is no delay in the passage of that motion. The Commission on
Government cannot be established until a joint parliamentary committee is set up which
can vet the membership of the commission. It must be established without delay.
It is another example of the delays which have taken place in implementing this major
recommendation of the royal commission. The Premier has not entered into debate at the
second reading stage or at the Committee stage on the reasons for those delays, but one
can draw from the comments and actions of this Government a number of conclusions
about why it is so tardy in implementing this recommendation. Should the wheels of
Government turn faster on this matter, it is not likely to have a committee established
before June of this year. If the Commission on Government works from June 1994,
under the provisions of this Bill it will run for two years and the final report will be
issued just prior to June 1996. We all know quit well that the general election must be
held early in 1997. That being the case, any implementation of recommendations by the
Commission on Government which are made cowards the end of this time would need to
be considered by the Government in the final session of its parliamentary term. We
know that the Government would have great difficulty introducing legislation to
implement the recommendations of the royal commission in the last session of its
parliamentary term. That is an indictment of this Government and its tardiness in dealing
with this issue. The royal commission reported in 1992. The then Lawrence
Government introduced a Bill to implement those recommendations in late 1992. This
Commission on Government could have been well through its work and able to report to
the new Government, allowing it to make decisions about implementing its
recommendations. Because of this delay, the recommendations of the Commission on
Government, which may require legislation, will come forward at a time when it is
almost impossible for the Government to introduce legislation.
As die member for Victoria Park clearly outlined, this Government has a problem with
any reform of the electoral system and, therefore, it may wish to delay matters so that it
does not have to address those fundamental issues of our electoral and voting system. It
has taken care of that already. The Bill introduced in 1992 contained an instruction for
the royal commission to investigate those matters first and to report at an early date, in
time to go through the necessary procedures for a redistribution of electoral boundaries
for the 1997 general election. The Government has clearly thwarted that move which the
Lawrence Government wanted to proceed with. That has been referred to by the member
for Victoria Park, and I will not revisit the issues. Having delayed it on that ground, this
Government has gone well beyond that point, not only to avoid any real consideration of
the terms of reference with regard to the Legislative Assembly and Legislative Council,
but also so that any recommendations the commission might make towards the end of the
second year have no chance of being considered by the Government, with legislation
being drafted and enacted during the life of this Parliament. It is a shame that this
Government should deliberately set out to thwart the recommendations of the royal
commission. From the dates and the undue delays one can draw no other conclusion than
that this Government does not wish to- implement the recommendations of the royal
commission. In support of that, I offer other evidence.
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This Government has expanded the specified matters which the Commission on
Government is to look into. It would have us believe it is for the purpose of making die
Commission on Government's work more thorough. Anybody who reads and considers
the specified matters will see that is not true. The expansion of the list of specified
matters is an attempt to prevent the commission from being effective. I support that
statement by referring to some of those specified matters. Nos 3 and 5 in the schedule
were matters the royal commission recommended should be taken up and imnplementedt it
did not recommend chat they be referred to the Commission on Government. The royal
commission said there had already been some discussion on these issues; there were clear
suggestions, and the Government should make a decision and implement them.
However, the Government has decided it is too hard and it will shove them onto the
Commission on Government, which in the life of this Parliament will not be able to do
anything of significance. The Government has also included three other vague and
nebulous matters likely to take up the timne of the commission rather than enable it to
make decisions to be implemented. Those matters are: Cabinet secrecy, caretaker
Governments, and changes to constitutional law. One must draw a fary long bow to se
their connection with the recommendations contained in the royal commission report.
A further change in this Bill is the Government's statement that the matters must relate
only to illegal or improper activity by public servants or those in a similar position. Why
the need to clarify or change the recommendations in part RI of the royal commission
report? Why cannot the Commission on Government consider improvements to the
system of government? The three main chapters of the second report are headed 'Open
Government", "Accountability", and "Integrity in government". That report seeks to
ensure better working of the systems of government in Western Australia so that W~e shall
have more open Government and better systems of accountability, and integrity in
Government can be established. They are things of which this Government is fearful.
That quite clearly is the reason for this undue delay. This Government does not wish the
Commission on Government to delve into those areas, because the Government is on
very thin ice in that regard. It is not seen to be open, it is clearly not accountable, and it
is totally without integrity. Therefore, -the Government has sought to delay the
establishment of the Commission on Government and has put a qualifier on the areas to
be covered; that is, when the commission investigates matters is must find a direct
linkage with the mattens which the legislation determines are corrupt, illegal or improper
conduct by or involving public officials. That was not a requirement of the royal
commission report.
Part I1 of the report of the royal commission looked more at the total system of
Government. A very small quote from the introduction from part H, reads -

The Commission has found conduct and practices on the part of certain persons
involved in government in the period from 1983 to 1989 which were such as to
place our governmental system at risk. Unfortunately, some of that conduct and
some of those practices were peculiar to Western Australia; but theme is no reason
to believe chat many of the fundamental questions raised by our inquiry were
unique to this period or to this State. On the contrary, as detailed studies in other
States and overseas clearly demonstrate, they have been raised elsewhere as a
consequence of events similar to those which we have experienced.

.. Some ministers elevated personal or party advantage over their constitutional
oliigation to act in the public interest.

I have been fair in choosing that quote. It certainly is very critical by direct inference to
the last Government But this Government wants the matter to remain there. This
Government does not want to have the Commission on Government looking into the
areas where it has clearly followed the same path. I must emphasise the words "Some
mainisters elevated personal or party advantage over their constitutional obligation to act
in the public interest." It was clearly a decision by the Minister for Energy yesterday to
put the party interest above public interest. Is is the major decision on expenditure by this
Government in its four year period and was done in a way which showed that the public
interest did not matter it was the private and party interest which would take clear
precedence over the public interest.
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I will not repeat my remarks made at die Committee stage, although I could give many
examples of the Government not being open or accountable, not having the integrity to
stand up for the interests of the people of Western Australia, but rather dealing
specifically with sectional and personal interests. As that is the way of this Government
it would have extreme difficulty in dealing with a Commission on Government which is
independent and willing to look into those matters. So, die previous Bill has been
changed. In this Bill clause 5 has a filter; somehow the commission will take on board
the royal commission reports but not address die substance of diem. It will tailor diem a
bit in order to look to the mistakes in the past; it will not be too eager in looking at the
Government system now. That total system is working no better than it did in the last 10
years. Time will tell if we have bigger problems than in the last 10 years. The
Government is making decisions about half a billion dollars and seeking to escape
accountability, It is also making decision after decision in favour of personal interests or
lobby groups, totally contrary to the wider public interest. In early debate I went through
some of the instances where we have clearly seen that.
At the Committee stage we introuced some changes to the appointment of
commissioners. The Bill requires that the appointment of commissioners must be with
reference to the Leader of the Opposition and to a joint committee of both Houses. But
that reference must be with proper consultation, not simply putting a name forward which
the Government sees as someone serving its interests, but people who will be seen by
these groups and by the wider community as being independent, competent and capable
and who can make the Commission on Government work. I hope that the Government
will bring forward good recommendations. There are many fine and capable people in
Western Australia who could fulfil these responsibilities. The amendments to the Bill
give the Government greater flexibility. We have moved away from the requirement that
the chairperson take up the position on a full time basis. The Government has that
flexibility.
At the Committee stage the Premier indicated he would try to find someone who could
do the job on a full time basis. I hope he can do so. The Premier gave no indication of
how far he has progressed in considering possible applicants to take on the commissioner
positions. He may be in the process of considering people and may have someone in
mind who is willing to do the job on a full time basis. Perhaps the Premier can answer by
way of interjection whether he has someone in mind who will have no difficulty doing
the job full time.
Mr Court: We have considered a number of people and all of them would be full time
applicants.
Mr KOBELKE: That is good to hear because in Committee I had the impression there
was difficulty in finding full time persons for the commission. I indicated that it is very
important, if the Commission on Government is to achieve something, that the
chairperson be full time and be able to devote his energy and commitment to getting die
commission up and running.
Finally, I am certainly very sceptical, as I indicated earlier, about the reason the
Government is now bringing forward this Commission on Government Bill. The
Opposition's commitment has been clearly declared, since 1992. The Government has
been dragged to it slowly and has finally decided to bring forward this Bill. That has
occurred through pressure mounted largely by the media which have seen the way the
Government has operated. It has established a lack of accountability, openness and
integrity. With that pressure applied die Government thought it would do something to
remove the heat, to try to paint a picture indicating that it is serious about the system of
government and about openness, integrity and accountability. That is how I see this
move by the Government. My contention is supported by the evidence that I and the
member for Victoria Park have outlined this afternoon.
I will be happy to come back to this Parliament in 1996 and apologise publicly if the
Premier and this Government can prove me wrong; if the Government can get the
Commission on Government up and running within a month; if die Government can give
it the political support, financial resources, and encouragement it needs to ensure that it
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gets on with its work quickly and gives its interim and final reports at the earliest date. If
the Government is willing, within a short tirne, to make decisions on those
recommendations, to implement those decisions and, where necessary, bring forward
legislation, I will stand here and publicly apologise for the statements I have made today,
and for the scepticism clearly evident in my remarks. I do not think the Government can
do that. I put that challenge to the Premier. If he is serious about the Commission on
Government. if he thinks he can make me eat humble pie, I will do so. The challenge is
put to him. I think my scepticism is well-grounded. That is no: the intention of the
Government. I sincerely hope the Government will make some effort to prove me
wrong.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [3.49 pm]: I thank members for their support during
the third reading stage of this Bill. I listened to the member for Victoria Park with some
amusement. I can recall one of his first speeches in this Parliament where he gave an
academic tirade on the socialist model that the Burke Government was implementing. It
was about all of the virtues of the Western Australian Development Corporation, Western
Australian Exim Corporation Ltd and all of the other wonderful things that were being
done. He said that because the Government was getting involved in business, it was
making more profits which would be used to cut back on taxes and charges for the
taxpayers.
Mr Thomas: It was a grand vision.
Mr COURT: Yes, it was. However, it ended in a scandal known as WA Inc which cost
the taxpayers $1.5b. It was a foolish speech at the time and the member for Victoria Park
has not learnt anything since. Today he talked about individual rights and corruption
inside political parties - but not his. The royal commission said -

Ministers have elevated personal or party advantage over their constitutional
obligation to aci in the community's interest. Public funds have been
manipulated to partial ends.

Mr Kobelke: That is very clear of this.Government this week. Your Government this
week is guilty of those accusations.
Mr COURT: The royal commission was not talking about this Government; it was
talkcing about the Ministers of the former Government, of which the member for Victoria
Park was one. What a nerve he or any of those other Ministers has to stand in this
Parliament mid start preaching to the public of this Stare about propriety in Government
when that was the track record of the previous Labor Government. Once again, I thank
members opposite for their support of this legislation.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.

ADOPTFION BILL (No. 2) 1993
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 30 November 1993.
MR BROWN (Morley) [3.52 pm]: This Bill contains a number of provisions which
existed in the Bill previously introduced by the then Labor Government in 1992 and by
the Opposition last year. Indeed, when one looks at the process that has taken place in
bringing forward the various Bills to this House, one can see that some of the views
expressed by members in this House have been accepted in the new Bill. The
Government has accepted a number of proposals which were contained in the Labor Bills
of 1992 and last year to which originally some Government members raised exception.
To that end, although the Bill has taken some time to come before the House for the
second reading debate, which has caused some frustration in the community, particularly
the adoption community, it has at last one positive result; that is, same of the matters
which were separating the Opposition and the Government have been attended to and
accepted in some form or another in this revised Bill.
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I do not wish to canvass each and every provision that is identical to those contained in
the Bill introduced by the previous Labor Government, as was noted by the Minister. In
the interests of time and in dealing with those matters which separate us, I will spend no
time in canvassing the various changes to the law proposed in that Bill but only those
changes which are generally agreed
The Government has made some changes in the Bill which are of little moment or, in
some instances, provide a refinement or two that marginally improve or make the Bil a
little worse than originally anticipated. We will concentrate on only some of those
provisions. Some other provisions in the Bill require clarification. I will raise those
matters to give the Minister ample opportunity to reply so that those who wish to seek
proper interpretation of the Bill later, particularly those who will be given the
responsibility for reviewing the Act alter two years, will at least have on the record a
debate about some of the matters which are not clear.
This Bill establishes the rights of parties in the adoption triangle. It has been said by all
speakers on this Bill or on similar Bills that the art form - if we can use that expression -
is to ensure that the respective rights of the parties are properly balanced. Differing
views are held in the community and in the adoption community about where those rights
should lie. This Bill changes significantly a number of the rights that were proposed in
the Labor Bill. There has been a shift in those rights away from the rights that were
previously given to birth parents and adoptees. The contentious provisions in this Bili
revolve around the rights of birth parents and adoptees: the placement policies to be
followed for Aboriginal children and children of ethnic origin: the imposition of
information vetoes; and changes to the provisions relating to contact vetoes.
The attitude to these issues will be influenced by the approach one adopts to the
respective rights and entitlements of each of the parties in the adoption triangle. Our
approach is twofold: Firstly, we approach this Bill on the basis of giving paramount
consideration to the interests of the child - that is, whenever one considers what is an
appropriate provision of the Bill, one must start by looking at what is in the best interests
of the child. Secondly, in our approach to this Bill we have used a criterion of reliance
upon informed research in this area Because this is such an emotive issue, particularly
those matters relating to information and contact, people have a choice of where they
place their reliance.
In their approach to this Bill, members can place reliance on individual experiences and
personal prejudices or on informed research and experience elsewhere in this country and
overseas. Our approach to the Bill is not to look at the issue of personal prejudice, not to
rely on some narrow experiences, not to supplant individual narrow views for what might
be in the broader community interests and in the broader adoption community interests,
but rather to look at the hard facts of what the research has shown and to see whether this
Bill fits and provides a mechanism and rights in accordance with established research in
the area. We are unapologetic of that approach, because we will show in the course of
this debate that that is the proper approach.
The Bill deals with two distinct issues. The first matter the Bill deals with in great
detail - properly so - is the rights of the parties and the manner in which future adoptions
may occur. It is a very important issue and one which we do not seek to belittle in any
way. But it must be put in its proper context. As the Minister indicated in his second
reading speech, in the 1992-93 financial year there were 86 adoptions; of those, 52
adoptions were step-parent adoptions. That means that, in the 1992-93 financial year.
there were fewer than 40 adoptions. When I say that, I do not intend to belittle the fact or
to decry its importance. It is important to make proper provisions for the adoption of
children. However, it is one pant only of the adoption law that must be considered by this
House.
The second part of the law that must be considered by this House relates to what rights
and responsibilities should be provided to those people in the community who have
previously been birth parents or who are adoptees or adoptive parents: that is, what
should we do not only for future adoptions, but also in rearranging the wrongs of the
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past? Should we do anything? If we do something, what should that be? And how
should we rearrange those rights?
Theme is a great deal of commonality on the matter of future adoptions. It is acpted
these days by both sides of the House and in the Australian and international community
that the secrecy, trickery and falsehood of the past which was created by people
pretending that children were their own when they really were not is wrong. Everyone -
the literature, the research and this Bill - accepts that that was wrong. We now go
forward in looking at the new arrangements that rectify that.
Mr Bloffwitch: I wonder whether it was wrong or whether times have changed a little
bit. I am sure a lot of those were done with the best of intentions, weren't they?
Mr BROWN: I think they were. However, they were misguided at the time. It was not
based on any thorough investigation of the facts as we now know them. Nevertheless,
they were different times and different circumstances.
Mr Nicholls: But all of those adaptive parents maintained the secrecy because that was
the advice at the time. It was believed to be the best way to prevent social stigma and to
provide the nourishment and the environment that the child deserved. It is a bit unfair to
reflect back on those people now and stand in judgment even though when we now look
at it we may say that, if we were doing it today, we would do it differently.
Mr BROWN: I am not reflecting on the people involved. The vast bulk of the
professional people involved did it for the best reasons at the time. I do not place blame
in relation to that. I simply make the observation, which I think is accepted. With the
benefit of hindsight and with the research that is now available to us, we find that that
was not the appropriate way to place children.
There are some sharp differences between us when it comes to balancing the rights of
parties to past adoptions and deciding what the pround rules should be. In that context,
we have a number of concerns that will become evident during the course of my address.
As I have said, I wish to do two things in the time available to me. Firstly, I wish to flag
some of the issues to which the Minister may wish to respond. In that way we may
shorten any Committee stage or third reading debate.
Mr Wiese: Is that a promise?
Mr BROWN: I said that we may achieve that. Whether that occurs depends on the
clarity and quality of the Minister's answer. One must always live in hope that that will
occur. Hence, rather than wait until we get to specific matters, I raise them now in the
hope that it might expedite the business of the House. These matters are not raised in
order of importance but in the order in which they fall within the Bill. Some that I will
raise initially are quite minor matters but, for the sake of the record, it is convenient to
work through the Bill rather than move all over the place.
The first matter to which the Minister may care to respond is a minor one relating to
clause 12, which refers to adoption application committees. I refer to the plural
"committees", because the previous Bill provided for the establishment of an adoption
application committee. Some changes are envisaged in relation to that. Those changes
may relate to, as the Bill somewhat suggests, adoption application committees and their
role within private agencies. One could be entitled to jump to that conclusion. However,
rather than jumping to that conclusion, I simply ask the Minister in his response to
indicate why that change has been made and whether it is envisaged that a number of
those committees will be operating. As we have already acknowledged in this House,
these days thousands of adoptions are not taking place. I mentioned 86 adoptions in the
last financial year.
Clause 18 deals with the matter of effective consent; that is, the form of consent which
must be given by a relinquishing parent for a child to be adopted. There is a difference
between the Bill previously introduced by the Opposition and this one, introduced by the
Government. This Bill requires that where a parent has not reached the age of 18 years
and that parent is the proposed relinquishing parent, the parent must obtain the approval
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of her parent or guardian before the adoption can take place. Exactly why has that
provision been incorporated? Has there been a problem in that area, and if so, what is it?
When does that provision apply? for example, if someone has a child when she is 17
years of age and then turns 18 shortly after having had the child, does that enable her to
agree to give the child for adoption or must she seek the agreement of her parent? I do
not know what the implications of that could be. If we take a hypothetical case of a 16
and a half year old who has a child and wishes to place chat child with adoptive parents,
if that is not agreed by that child's parents, is the 16 and a half year old forced to
maintain the child or is the child placed in the care of the Department for Community
Development? If the child is placed in the care of the Department for Community
Development and the director general organises the adoption of the child, must the child
sit in limbo for 18 months until the parent child turns 18? Can they give consent?
Another matter of interest is, when do we treat young people as adults? I am interested
that a young person under the age of 18 years cannot or should not be permitted to give
or agree to her child being given for adoption because of a belief that someone under 18
does not have that responsibility, capacity or broader vision. Proposals have been
flagged to come before this House which state that we ought to treat 16 year olds as
adults, that if they do the wrong thing we should be sending them to boot camps, put
them in the military and put them under hard discipline. I am not sure whether the 16
year old or the 17 year old is an adult or a child and I am not sure of the Government's
view.
Mr Nicholls: Do you see someone going to a work camp and a parent who is a minor
putting a child up for adoption as basically the same thing?
Mr BROWN: Perhaps the Minister has misunderstood the position. The Government
has a view about what is an adult which seems to change week by week.
Mr Nicholls: An adult is a person who is over the age of 18 years.
Mr BROWN: I agree with that. I am asking for clarification. In this debate the Minister
may state that in the Government's view an adult is a person aged 18 years or more.
Mr Nicholls: My understanding is that under our law a person needs to be 18 years old to
sign a contract as an adult. That is one of the contexts which we need to consider. The
other is the welfare of children and where we draw the line as to age. The decision was
made that in the context of relinquishing a child for adoption, the age of 18 is considered
to be the age of an adult. Further on the Bill discusses vetoes, and the age of 18 is
consistent throughout.
Mr BROWN: Yes, I accept that 18 is the cut-off age where rights are either established
or denied. The purpose of these questions is that a different view seems to be coming
from the Government about what is adulthood. In a debate last year in this House it was
stated that juniors could sign contracts which related to working conditions, living
standards, and a whole range of other things. Here it is stated that juniors are not mature
enough to do that. Somewhere else it states they should be treated as adults. I am
confused as to what the Government's views are about what age constitutes an adult.
Mr Nicholls: In this case we are saying that where someone is relinquishing a child for
adoption, it is a very significant action and one that should not be treated as a normal
course of events - that is, a daily activity. Therefore, it is appropriate for somebody to be
of adult status - that is, 18 years - before they ar-e permiitted to make those sorts of
decisions without reference to anyone else.
Mr BROWN: No doubt there will be further argument on this as we deal with this Binl
and other Bills which come before this House for consideration.
I refer to clause 28, which deals with the circumstances under which the director general
may apply to the Children's Court for a declaration that a child is in need of care and
protection within the meaning of that term under the Child Welfare Act. There amc two
circumstances under which the director general may apply for such a declaration: One
relates to where a birth parent has consented to the child's adoption and then revoked the
consent for such a number of times as to jeopardise or be likely to jeopardise the child's
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welfare. I wish to raise two matters in relation to this clause. The first is that in the
second reading speech it was stated in explaining this provision that -

In circumstances where a child is harmed by a birth parent persistently con senting
to adoption and then revoking that consent, the Government's 1993 Bill provides
for the director general to apply to the Children's Court for a declaration that the
child is in need of "care and protection" according to the Child Welfare Act.

Given that interpretation of the provision, which I anticipate is the same provision
referred to there, two things must occur: First, the birth parent must give consent and
revoke consent on a number of occasions; secondly, in the giving and the revoking of the
consent on all those occasions, the child is banned.
Mr Nicholls: Or at risk.
Mr BROWN: When he responds, I want the Minister's interpretation of how many times
are we talking about. Are we talking about twice, three times or four times and what is
the nature of the harm?
The second question is whether the clause is properly targeted. By that I mean that one
needs to look at the consequences of indecision; what sort of action should be taken when
a birth parent gives consent and revokes it and gives consent and revokes it again. This
clause proposes that that indecision should result in the removal of the child. That is
important because elsewhere the Government and the Minister have said consistently that
the Government supports keeping families together and maintaining the family unit. It
has said that if there are problems in the family unit, the Government will provide
counselling and other mechanisms to keep families together. If that is the Government's
view , why is the remedy in this clause the removal of the child and not a remedy of
counselling and ensuring that the child stays with the birth parent? I am curious about
that and want the Minister to deal with it when responding to this debate. In my view,
any indecision indicates that the birth parent wants to retain the child.
Clause 46 deals with negotiations on adoption plans. It provides that the prospective
adoptive parent or parents and birth parent or parents are required to negotiate an
adoption plan for the child. The content of this clause is very much a repeat of that
which was contained in the previous Bill with two exceptions, the first being that it
places a limit on the attempts that can be made by the parties who propose the adoption
plan to reach agreement and it provides that, if on the first and second occasions the
parties are unable to agree, that is the end of the process and no further attempt is made
for an adoption plan.
Mr Nicholls: At that specific process, that negotiation.
Mr BROWN: I want it clarified because, when the negotiation fails in the first instance
and, following further negotiation, fails again, the cause of that failure I suggest might be
that, despite all the counselling and everything else that is done, the birth parent harbours
a very strong latent view that he or she does not want to give up the child because he or
she feels that their aspirations for the child cannot be met by the adoptive parent. I ask
the Minister to explain which provisions enable the child to remain with the birth parent
because, if it is a latent view of the birth parent that this child should stay with him or
her, that should be recognised.
Mr Nicholls: I do not understand the point you are making. Are you suggesting that,
where the attempt for an adoption plan falls over because it is not agreed to, the child
should remain with the birth parent?
Mr BROWN: Yes, after the two negotiations and notwithstanding the amount of time it
may take because there are time limits in the Bill that have to be met.
The nexct provision which separates us significantly is clause 52, which deals with the
restrictions on placement. That clause is a replica of clause 51 in the previous Bill with
two important exceptions, the first of which is the placement of Aboriginal children and
children of ethnic origin and the second of which is the involvement of employees of the
department who are Aboriginal and representatives of the child's community or other
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relevant communities ini the placement of the child. Both of those provisions have been
removed from the Bill.
(Leave granted for speech to be continued.]
Debate thus adourned.
[Continued on p 10557.]

PERSONAL EXPLANATION - LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION
Premier's Comments Against Staff Obtaining Information from Access Economics

MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) J4.31 pml - by leave: In the
course of debate in this House people trade insults, calling each other liars and the like,
and it is the nature of the House that people are asked to withdraw those remarks. My
personal explanation relates to the comments by the Premier during question time today
that the staff in my office lied in order to obtain information from Access Economics.
My staff are not in the position that I and ocher members of this House are in because
they cannot defend themselves against those sorts of accusations. However, I will not let
that accusation against my staff go unchallenged. I have checked with them and I am
advised that one of my staff members is a subscriber to the information supplied by
Access Economics. Therefore, she obtains that information as a matter of course. It has
never been necessary for a member of my staff to ring Access Economics pretending to
be a member of the Premier's department in order to obtain information. In fact, my staff
rang Access Economics themselves, identifying the office from which they were calling.
with the express purpose of checking with Access Economics the 4.00 pmn embargo
placed on the information released yesterday. I made it clear at the press conference that
there was a 4.00 pm embargo.
It is outrageous for the Premier to make those sorts of accusations without any
justification against my staff who are not in a position to respond to the Premier, unlike
those in this House. At the very least I will expect the Premier of this State, if he has
enough gumption and standing, to apologise to my staff for those remarks.

MOTION WITHOUT NOTICE - STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION
Energy Policy and Collie Power Station Project

On motion without notice by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of the House), resolved with an
absolute majority -

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable
consideration forthwith of a motion by the member for Cockburn relating to
energy policy and the Collie power station project.

MOTION - ENERGY POLICY AND COLLIE POWER STATION PROJECT
MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [4.34 pm]: I move -

That the Government be condemned for -
(a) failing to provide a clear policy blueprint for the State's energy future;
(b) allowing a state of insecurity and uncertainty to develop and fester on the

Collie coalfields;
(c) failing to put the down-sized 300 megawatt power station out to tender

thus directly incurring significant additional capital cost which will
necessitate higher power prices for Western Australian consumers; and

(d) not proceeding with the 600 megawatt coal fired station thus losing the
opportunity to create economies of scale which could render the coal
option uncompetitive for the foreseeable future.

In the past day or two this Parliament has been treated in a most cavalier manner by the
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Minister for Energy. He has made probably the most important statement by this
Government since it was elected in early 1993. The announcement was made to the
Parliament in a short ministerial statement and chat matter was addressed yesterday in an
attempt to suspend standing orders. I do not want to rake over old coals about die
cavalier way the Parliament and the people were treated when the decision was
announced in the Parliament because this matter was dealt with yesterday, but it should
be noted. However, there are far morm serious defects in the procedure and substance of
the decision made in relation to the construction of the 300 MW coal power station at
Collie. Apart from the fact that a statement was made to the Parliament inappropriately
in a short ministerial statement -

Mr C.J. Barnett: Would you prefer a press conference, like you used?
Mr THOMAS: The only information on the public record is the Government's press
release.
Mr C.J. Barnett: We put out a detailed statement to the media and gave copies to the
Opposition.
Mr THOMAS: I have a copy with me.
Mr CSI. Barnett: There is a more detailed copy. If you did not get one. I will get you a
kit.
Mr THOMAS: The inister is referring to the press kit which he gave to the Leader of
the Opposition, and which contains no more information than is in the press statement or
the statement to the House. Any additional information in that kit can only be described
as school project material. It contains no substantive additional data. Major questions
are unanswered, and the people of Western Australa are entitled to more information.
What has this Government committed them to? At present they have not been told.
Mr C.J. Barnett: A 300 MW power station.
Mir THOMAS: They do not know from the statement what that involves, the cost for
construction or the power cost.
Mr C.J. Barnett: We detailed the timing of the project and gave the figure of $575m.
Mr THOMAS: The Minister is sitting there chanting figures, but we found out in
question time today, almost as a footnote, that $575m is not the cost. When the Minister
says $575m, he means more than $700m. When he says power will cost only 5g a
kilowatt hour, he means 6t, 74 or go. Why mention a figure if it means something else?
Mr C.J. Barnett: What happens if it is 100 per cent cash flow finance?
Mr THOMAS: I will talk about cash flow finance in a moment. If the Minister's figures
necessarily mean something else because of the way in which the project is structured, it
should be explained in the statement. If a person buys a motor car and is told that the
cost is $10000 plus on road costs, making a total $10500, and is then told when
collecting the vehicle that it will cost $12 000, he will think he has been misled.
Mr Bloffwftch interjected.
Mr THOMAS: I have struck a raw nerve when talking about car prices in the presence of
the member for Geraichon. Next time I will think of a different analogy. In this so-called
detailed statement the Minister released yesterday there is no mention of the fact that
$575m means $700m or that 5o a kWh means 6$. or that the numbers are loose. In
question time today when the Minister was asked to explain the real costs, he said he did
not know but would find out and let me know tomorrow. The people of Western
Australia, and certainly the Parliament of Western Australia are entitled to be given that
information when the announcement is made. They have not been informed. Moreover,
the people of Western Australia are entitled to know the consequential impacts of the
decision for the Collie coal mining industry.
Mr CS. Barnett: Do you want an answer? I can give you one; it will not cake a moment.
Mr THOMAS: I do want an answer, but the Minister had the opportunity to speak
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yesterday and chose not to exercise that option. I hope that he speaks later today, and I
hope that we get some answers. The people of Western Australia are entitled to know the
consequential impacts of this decision for the coal mining industry, specifically the
industry at Collie.
One of the legs of the motion refers to the impact on the Collie coal mining industry.
The Labor Party is concerned about the welfare of the Collie coal mining industry and
the people in it. In the end, this decision could be the death knell for the Collie coal
mining industry. I will explain why. I hope that the Minister is able to say that is not the
case. I hope that I am wrong in that estimation. The Minister knows full well what he is
doing because the Government, in the long tradition of the Liberal Party, is seeking to
destroy the Collie coal mining industry. That is an area in which the Liberal Party has a
long record.
The people of Western Australia are entitled to an explanation of why the Government
has entered into this deal in such an extraordinary manner.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Give us your theories.
Mr THOMAS: I have thre or four. I will explain the sequence of events and the most
extrordinary aspects of the way in which the decision was made, some of which have
been revealed almost as a footnote during question time today when we discovered that
the matter should have gone to tender. The Minister said there were various reasons why
the Government did not do that. We do not accept those reasons. The Minister has said
that he had consultants. He said that the Government had a former senior officer of the
Queensland Electricity Commission, and a consultant from Pacific Power, a subsidiary of
the New South Wales electricity generating authority, providing advice on the costs, and
that despite the fact that it is a seller's market and that the matter is not being put out to
tender, he knows that the Government is not being diddled because it has been second-
guessed by these competent authorities and consultants. However, almost as a footnote
at question time we were told that the Minister had not seen that advice. It is
extraordinary.
Mr C.l. Barnett: Did you use tenders in the process?
Mr THOMAS: This is the Minister who accepts ministerial responsibility for the
expenditure of $500m - although we now bear that the amount is $700m and could be
even more. The Minister is not sure of the amount of taxpayers' money he will spend.
He has not seen the documents upon which he bases his assumption that it is a sound
deal. It is absolutely extraordinary that that can be the case, in the light of the events over
the past 10 years. Every time we say that the decision making is questionable, awry, or
unusual, the Government cites decisions made over the past 10 years which the
Government believes were not made on a proper basis. Two points, either of which is
sufficient, can be made to rebut that: If that is the case, two wrongs do not make a right.
If wrongs were committed in the past it will not make them right by repeating them now.
T'he point has also been made that the royal commission report discussed the question of
ministerial responsibility. It is not only the Minister for Resources Development who is
responsible for the expenditure of $5'75m - or even $700mn or $800mn - of taxpayers'
money. The entire Cabinet is responsible. But the Minister has not seen the documents.
If he has not seen them I will be surprised if other Ministers have seen them. I ask the
Ministers present now whether they are comfortable being part of the Cabinet which has
authorised expenditure of $575m or even $700m. The Government is not sure about the
amount. Are they comfortable with authorising that decision without having sighted the
documents which indicate the deal is a prudent one?
Mr CJ. Barnett: The Cabinet is comfortable with accepting the advice of the SECWA
board.
Mr THOMAS: If the Minister is prepared to make decisions to expend hundreds of
milions, in excess of half a billion dollars, of taxpayers' money -

Mr CJ. Barnett: What is the point of going through engineering drawings in Cabinet?

10515



Mr THOMAS: I -m not talking about engineering drawings. I am talking about advice
about whether this deal is prudent.
Mr CiJ. Barnett interjected.
Mr THOMAS: If we were talking about buying a piece of engineering plant, of course
we would have engineering specifications. Also, there would be financial statements. As
a person with some background in that field, I expect the inister would be interested in
seeing primary documents. A person who has been an academic and lectured students in
this field -

Mr Cowan: T1hat is something you do not accuse me of.
Mr THOMAS: I am not talking about the Deputy Premier, I am talking about the

inister who was an academic. When he was lecturing in this field, if students put
forward a proposition based on secondary documents they would be told to go back to the

primary source. They would be told to check it out to make sure it was right The
inister cannot base such an important decision on a secondary document. He must

make sure the deal is right because it is his responsibility. It is the Minister's reputation
and credibility that are on the line.
Mr CJ. Barnett- Obviously you ar questioning me and the Cabinet. Are you
questioning also the chairman and board of SECWA and the competency of their advice?
Mr THOMAS: I do not know, because I have not seen it. I hope I will see it. I will
make a freedom of information application to look at the documents because, as a
member of Parliament, I am entitled to see the documents. The people of Western
Australia are entitled to see the documents because the Minister has authorised the
expenditure of half a billion dollars of public money in Western Australia. But it has
come out as a footnote at question time that it was $700m, not $500m.
Mr C.J. Barnett: The figure was referred to in the ministerial statement.
Mr THOMAS: When the Minister says it is $575m, he means $700m. When he says the
figure is 5% a kilowatt hour he means 6c a kilowatt hour.
Mr C.J. Barnett: It is less than 5g per unit.
Mr THOMAS: The simple point that needs to be made about this decision is that the
deal was not put to tender. A campaign has been conducted in the media in Western
Australia by an experienced power station builder that it was able to construct a 300 MW
power station at Collie for $520mn. The company said that it believed the price had been
submitted -
Dr Turnbull: Have you asked the company about the date put on the figure of $500m?
Mrt THOMAS: No.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: Didn't you go back to the primary document?
Mr THOMAS: The primary document was the advertisement in The West Australian.
The advertisement was not qualified. It said the company was able to -

Dr Turnbull: You are basing your whole argument on that primary document.
Mrt THOMAS: The member does not understand. I suggest she sit quietly and listen to
what I am about to say. If she has any points to make she can stand up and make them.
A simple point must be made: A major reputable power station constructor, a company
which built the Muja Power Station in Collie, has said that it is able to construct the
station, in the dollars of the day, for $520m.
Mr CJ. Barnett: It did not build it.
Mr THOMAS: It subconnrcted.
Mr CJ. Barnett: You're wrong! They have never built a power station as a principal
contractor. They have subcontracted - I acknowledge that. However, they have never
taken on a power station contract.
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Mr THOMAS: I know the point the Minister is raising.
Mr CJ. Barnett: It is a valid point. You trusted them to fund a project, but they have
never funded or put together such a contract mn their life. That is why they failed.
Mr THOMAS: The Minister should let me make my point. I am fully aware of the basis
on which the Muja Power Station was built with Ical providing the mechanical aspects
and Transfield providing the civic work under the control of SECWA.
Mr CJ. Barnett: Exactly! SECWA was doing it itself.
Mr THOMAS: Transfield built it. SECWA contrcted it out to Transfield, which is a
major engineering operator in Australia. The company operates shipyards in this State
and has extensive engineering interests elsewhere. It is not a two bob show which has
cropped up with this project; it has credibility in the field. Tfhe company claims that it
could build the power station for $520m. The Government has accepted a contrct at a
cost of $575m, and prima facie that raises some serious questions. If 50 per cent of the
sent-out power costs of a power station is capital costs, a variation in the price - as we
have here - of, say. 10 per cent will result in a variation in the sent-out power price of
five per cent. That is a significant difference in the price of the power leaving the plant
to join the rest of the grid.
Dr Turnbull interjected.
Mr THOMAS: As the member for Collie is no doubt trying to explain, other variables
are involved in the equation. One of the variables is the conversion efficiency. If more
efficient mechanical plant is used, a cheaper sent-out price can be achieved for the same
capital costs. In this case we do not have that information. We have a major player in
the field that has not been given an opportunity to submit its technology and its processes
available to build the plant. Before the Minister interjects again -

Mr C.J. Barnett: They put in a bid and failed.
Mr THOMAS: It has not put in a bid for this project; we are talking about a 300 MW
power station, not a 600 MW, build, own and operate project. Maybe the advice received
by the Minister or the Government, or which the Minister chose not to read, may
comment on Transfield's technology. Maybe that is hearsay and maybe the company
should have the opportunity to demonstrate its technology. In that case we would have
the opportunity to ascertain the best possible tnt-out power price for the people of
Western Australia. We do not know whether the company could put in a competitive
bid. On the face of it we bnow that the company can produce a $55m cheaper bid, which
is a 10 per cent variation in the price. That raises many questions, and we should look at
variables such as technology. We will never know these aspects as a result of the process
undertaken.
Harold Clough of Clough Engineering believes die project should have gone to tender, as
do the people of Western Australia. The people and the Government should have had the
opportunity to compare the proposals on this project to make an evaluation. In that case
a decision could be made on whether the Government has made the right choice. That
opportunity will not be available due to the way the project has been put together and the
Governmnent decision made.
The Minister claimed that he made a comprehensive statement. He has issued a press it
of school project material, made a brief ministerial statement to the House and issued the
document I hold.
Mr CJ. Barnett: What is that? It does not look familiar.
Mr THOMAS: This is from the Minister's office. It is the media statement of 22 March.
Mr CJ. Bamnett: The press kit included the media and ministerial statements.
Mr THOMAS: I have seen the document, which is school project material.
Mr Taylor That is the best description I have heard for a long time. It is year 4 standard.
Mr THOMAS: I would not let my year 9 son use that material in a school project; I
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could find better matrial in die library. However, the Minister's release contains no
more substantive material than that found in his press statement. He said chat the price of
the project was $575m. However, the statement contains no indication that the project
could cost more than that figure. This has not been told to the Parliament, the media or
the people of Western Australia. If the Minister were to level with the people -

Mr C.J. Barnett: We have not done the funding yet.
Mr Taylor: If you have not determined the funding, how can you determine the price?
Mr C.J. Barnett inteijected.
Mr THOMAS: The Minister can have his say later. If he were to level with the people
of Western Australia, he would cell diem that if all goes well the project might cost
$575m under one scheme of accounting. Some tricky accounting is involved.
Mr C.J. Barnett: It is a contract value. It is a turnkey value, which is made perfectly
clear, valued at $575m as at 19 October 1993.
Mr THOMAS: When the Minister issued a statement on the decisions last August.
graphs were provided.
Mr C.J. Barnett: They compared alternatives on an apples with apples basis.
Mr THOMAS: Let us talk about the same apple. The 300 MW power station will have a
total cost greater than $575m, as indicated by the two graphs on this page - I hope
members opposite can see them. A ratio is involved and the appendix to the document
explained how it was achieved. It referred to contractual fees, legal costs and other costs
not simply paid to the builder. The Minister's statement last August said that the 300
MW power station would cost $880m in total, not $500m, the contract price projected.
The ratio indicates that difference.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: You do not understand the purpose of that.
Mr THOMAS: I understand.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: The purpose was to compare two alternatives. As the decision has been
made there is one alternative and die costing details are chat che contract value will be
funded progressively as progress payments are made. There is no need to imply a
notional interest charge on that as done previously. Obviously, we gave you too much
information and you do not understand it!
Mr THOMAS: A bit of tricky accounting is involved. The Minister is deliberately
misleading the people of Western Australia.

Withdrawal of Remark

Mr C.i. BARNETIT: I ask that the member withdraw that comment.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): I heard what the member said1 and although I
will not judge whether he is correct, I do not think it is unparliamentary.

Debate Resumed
Mr THOMAS: The people of Western Australia reading die Minister's media statement
would not know that fact. If it is not 100 per cent debt funded but 70 per cent, which is
what the Minister claims in his media statement, there will be costs in addition to the
$575m. How are the public supposed to know? How are the journalists of Western
Australia who received the Minister's media statement, or those of us sitting here who
received the same information by way of short ministerial statement, supposed to know
that when the Minister says $500m he-means $700m? The Minister should explain that.
Mr C.J. Barnett: They will not know until December 1995 when the financing has been
done progressively for this die project. That is the difference; there is no private sector
finance.
Mr Taylor Theme was the announcement you made last year.
Mr CiJ. Barnest: Because the only way we could give a valid comparison last year was to
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put in notional interest rates, otherwise members opposite would have accused me of not
making a fair comparison. There is no point in putting in notional interest rates because
there is very little borrowing. The member for Cockburn does not understand it.
Mr THOMAS: I understand very well. The Minister said in answer to a question
without notice this afternoon that it was probably going to be in excess of $700m.
Mr CJ. Barnett: That is if you include interest costs. I have no problem with that. You
do not understand the figures.
Mr THOMAS: I do understand the figures.
Mr CJ. Barnett: I cannot help you. One has a notional interest charge. The real project
only has real interest costs if real money is borrowed. Real money will be borrowed in
three years' time. It is 30 year financing with State Treasury borrowings.
Mr THOMAS: The sum of $125m has now been added to the project. We would not
have known about that from reading the Minister's statement yesterday.
Mr C.J. Barnett: What a discovery! It was made clear there would be borrowings of 30
per cent.
Mr THOMAS: If one puts $880m over $500m and multiplies it by $575m it comes out
to more than $I b. I hope it does not go that high, because that will be a substantial cost
to the people of Western Australia. If the Minister applied the formula he used in his
August statement, we would be talking about a project costing in excess of $I b. I do
understand the way SECWA's finances will be used. At question time today we found
not only that the project which the Minister said yesterday would cost $575m will cost
now in excess of $700m, but also that when he said 50 a kilowatt hour he really meant
60. The Minister qualified nothing in his statement. He did not say it was avenaged out
over the life of the project. There was no suggestion that there would ever be any cost
greater or less than 5g a kWh, which is a pretty impressive result we would all be pleased
to achieve. We all know from the Minister's statement of August last year, and many
other documents, that calculating the sent-out price of electricity from power stations has
occurred. As the cost of the power station is paid off, essentially the capital cost is
eliminated and it runs on recurrent and operational costs. Hence the price of electricity
from that power station diminishes over a period. In the Minister's August statement
announcing the decision for a 300 MW power station, a graph shows that under his
proposal there would be a fairly shallow curve over that period. Nonetheless there would
be a curve reaching a high point early in the project. When the Minister was caught out
in question time today because it was discovered that not only did $575m mean $700m,
but less than 50 really means 6.50, he hastened to add that because there would be very
little, if any, debt funding in this project, any capital costs associated with the project
would be able to be met at a fairly early stage and hence a shallow curve occurred in the
graph of the way prices were reduced from that power station. One must say that would
be good. Nonetheless, if one read the Minister's statement one would not know that
there would be any variation.
Mr Grill: You have put Hilda to sleep already.
Mr Taylor: She does not want to listen.
Mr THOMAS: I do not blame her.
Dr Turnbull: The member's mathematics are so convoluted in this one cannot follow
what he is talking about.
Mr THOMAS: I understand that the member for Collie finds the mathematics difficult to
follow, so I will explain it to her very slowly in words of one syllable. The Minister said
the sent-out price would be less than 59. At question time he was caught out and it will
be 6.5o.
Mr CJ. Barnett: That is during commissioning.
Mr THOMAS: The Minister should have qualified that. That is what it will cost for at
least some part of the life of the power station.
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Mr C.J. Barnett: The member is absolutely right. When the thing has been
commissioned - that is, during the switching on and off - it will not be operating base
load. That is brilliantl
Mr THOMAS: That is not what I am talking about.
Mr C.J. Barnett: For the other 29 years it will operating at below 50.
Mr Taylor Are you saying that in relation to the tariff profile, once commissioned that
the maximum peak is 6.50?
Mr C.J. Barnett: For the 300MW it is around 6.50.
Mr Taylor: In the tariff profile for that station once commissioned, is the peak tariff
6.5g?
Mlr C.J. Barnett: No, the tariff stays under So.

Mr Taylor: What is the peak cost of production?
Mr C.J. Barnett: The peak cost is during commissioning, which is around 6.50.
Mr Taylor: So the maximum cost is 6.50. Will you make that profile available to the
public?
Mr C.J. Barnett: I can produce that.
Mr Taylor: Will you make the profile used by ABB available to be checked by those
other two companies?
Mr C.J. Barnett: If you want information on tariffs, I will get it for you.
Mr Taylor: I am asking whether you will make that profile available.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Are you trying to destroy this project?
Mr Taylor: l am trying to find out what is going on. You are not telling us everything.
Mr C.J. Barnett: If the Leader of the Opposition gets up and speaks and asserts what he
thinks is going on, I will respond.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr THOMAS: I was explaining my mathematics to the member for Collie so she will
understand that 6.5 over 5 produces a 30 per cent variation, which was alluded to in the
Moinister's statement.
Dr Turnbull: Did the member for Cockburn hear how long the commissioning time was?
Mr THOMAS: The inister tried to say that the only time this higher price would be
incurred was during commissioning when necessarily higher operation and maintenance
cost arm involved. If that is why the inister is saying there will be only that higher
price, he is assuming that a very great proportion of the cost will be obtained by cash
payments from the State Energy Commission of Western Australia's cash flow.
Mr CJ. Barnett inteiJected.
Mr THOMAS: The curves are steep because capital costs must be met before cheap
electricity comes from that project.
Mr CJ. Barniett: What is the period of finance?
Mr THOMAS: This is why I think the Minister is playing with some fairly dodgy
accounts. He is saying that SECWA will use its cash flow to pay for the power station
and will therefore not owe us anything because we are not borrowing anything on it -
there will be no debt to service. The problem is that SECWA's cash flow is to be used to
meet the progress payments so that there is no need for interest payments to be
capitalised into the cost of the project The fact is that SECWA has enormous debts and
in the normal course of events that cash flow would be used to retire debts.
For the purpose of this discussion we will say that the $575m will be all cash flow to be
paid to Asea Brown Bovei LtAd and its partners in progress payments. However, it will
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not be used to retire $575m worth of debt somewhere else I therefore submit that that
amount of debt elsewhere in SEC WA which must be serviced is a charge on that project.
Mr C.I. Barnett: You are starting to learn. That is why in die previous analysis I gave
the figure of $880m as including the notional interest. Now you are starting to catch on;
well done.
Mr THOMAS: I have known this all along. As that amount of debt somewhere else is
serviced and retired, a curve will occur. In fact, it should be built into that project. When
the Minister says the curve is very flat -

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is where the $880m comes from.
Mr THOMAS: Even though the Minister has referred to cash flow, the real cost will be
$880 over $500m and that equation multiplied by $575m is more than $lb. It could
therefore be that the project will cost more than SI b - the debt must be serviced.
Mr C.J. Barnen: You have lost it again; you were going well. You double counted, but
you did not realise that. Ask the member for Eyre; he will explain.
Mr THOMAS: In addition to the cost of financing the loan, one of the other major costs
to the project will be coal. The fact that it is a 300 MW project rather than a 600 MW
project, as I am sure the member for Collie will agree, is bad news for Collie and the coal
industry. Major work has been done in the coal industry with the unions and companies
over the past few years to reduce the price of coal. It would have been possible under a
600 MW proposal to reduce coal prices to approximately $30 a tonne or less.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You did not get there did you, but not for the want of trying. You tried
for four years and did not get there. That is what stings the day.
Mr THOMAS: The Minister i 's not listening to me. It was nor for the want of
preparedness by the coal companies and the work force in that industry to deliver the
project; it hinged on finance, as the Minister will be aware. The financing prospects have
changed considerably, given the markedly changed demand projections for electricity in
the past year or so. The fact is that we are now faced with coal prices which ane closer to
$40 a tonne than $30 a tonne.
Dr Turnbull: How do you get that?
Mr THOMAS: That is what I have been told.
Dr Turnbull: You have not checked your primary source.
Mr Grill: We would like to, but you will not let us.
Mr THOMAS: Is the Minister prepared to deny that the amount will be closer to $40 a
tonne than $30 a tonne?
Mr C-J. Barnett: The long term price out of Western Collieries Ltd will be $38.50 a
tonne.
Mr THOMAS: What wI it be next year?
Mr C.i. Barnett: As the Leader of the Opposition will know, the short term price is
around $60 a tonne.
Mr Taylor Unbelievable - a contract with Western Collieries for a long term price of
$38.50!
Mr CJ'. Barnett: It is public information.
Mr Taylor: It is not public information.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I made it very clear. The Leader of the Opposition must get his energy
spokesman up to speed. He is not even reading Government press releases.
Mr THOMAS: The Government has entered into a contract which means the price of
coal in the long termn will be fixed very close to $40 a tonne rather than $30 which could
have been met, based on the demand for coal consequential on a 600 MW power station.
Anyone who watches die energy scene in Western Australia will be aware of the fact that
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its energy future is a competition between Pas and coal. By establishing a price of $38 a
tonne the Government has priced coal out of the long tem future of energy demand in
Western Australia. It is a sop to the member for Collie that the Deputy Premier has been
able to obtain a 300 MW power station.
We know that Bunbury is finished, and there will be increasing pressure for Kwinana to
use gas in the long term if itis cost competitive and is able to improve the air quality in
that vicinity in order to locate other industry there. A 300 MW power station is being
thrown as crumbs from the Bishop's table to try to keep the member for Collie in her
seat, to keep die Deputy Premier happy and to show some semblance of honouring
election promises. However, the futurre for Collie -
Dr Turnbull interjected.
Mr THOMIAS: That is true; I agree with the member for Collie. However, she has been
tricked with mirrors. She has been offered some baubles which she has grabbed because
she is so desperate as a result of her leader promising Collie a 600 MW power station
before the last election. The Premier went to Collie and said a 600 MW power station
was 99 per cent sure - he did not promise. The one per cent Premier and the 100 per cent
Deputy Premier both promised the people of Collie a 600 MW power station, dependent
on a reduction in the price of coal. As a result, their place in the energy future of
Western Australia would have been assured. However, they have been reduced to the
margins.
Dr Turnbull: Why did we not sign up?
Mr THOMAS: The member for Collie sounds like a broken record. She should know it
was a complex deal. My colleague the member for Victoria Park can explain it to her.
The situation is a little more complex than the manner in which the Government has
addressed it. It is easy to say that we want a 300 MW power station without going to
tender and having someone else second guess the price.
Dr Turnbull interjected.
Mr THOMAS: The member for Collie should be quiet for a moment.
The DEPUJTY SPEAKER: Order!
Dr Turnbull: The 600 MW project was ready to go.
Mr THOMAS: The member for Collie in her heart of hearts will be aware that the
Government was putting together a build, own and operate proposal for which SECWA
was not taking the financial risk, but which necessarily involved back-to-back coal and
power supply contracts, and which had to be negotiated at a price satisfactory to SECWA
and the people of Western Australia. Obviously when demand projections improve, the
prospects of doing that are much better than in other circumstances.
The member for Collie should be saying to her leader, the Deputy Premier, and he should
be saying to his ministerial colleague die Minister for Energy that it would be much
easier to put together the project in these circumstances than it was in December 1992.
They should go that extra mile to get it, because if they do they will have cheap coal and
an industry for Collie in the long term energy grid for Western Australia. However, they
are not prepared to do that. They are throwing the member for Collie a bauble which will
still result in Collie being marginalised in the energy future of Western Australia.
Dr Turnbull: I agree that it was a difficult project, but I know as well as you that the
previous Government had three weeks prior to the election in which it could have done
the initial signing on that project. Why didn't Premier Carmen Lawrence put those
initials on the project three weeks before the election? She did not do so because she
paid Carnegie to cary out the inquiry.
Mr THOMAS: I would love to be a fly on the wall at the member for Collie's party
meetings. If it were that easy to make that decision three weeks before the election, apart
from the prpieyof entering into a contact of that magnitude during the period leading
up to an elcin-people would say that should not be done - the present Government
could have done it three weeks after the election.
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Dr Gallop: It said it would.
Mr THOMAS: The Deputy Premier said unequivocally that be would deliver a 600 MW
power station to Collie, and the Premier said that he was 99 per cent certain die
Government would do so. If I were the member for Collie and had to face her electorate
I would ask my leader, "What about honouring our election promise?" It is that easy. If
the only reason the former Government did not do that was that for some reason Carmen
Lawrence or the member for Victoria Park did not feel like doing it, why does die
member for Collie not get her leader and die Premier to do it? I put it to the member for
Collie that whatever was possible in December 1992 is ever so much easier today,
because the prospective demand for electricity over the next decade or two has picked up
markedly since then; hence the prospects of getting an attractive proposition for
electricity purchase agreements are markedly better. Thie current Government, of which
the member for Collie is a member, has done the people of Collie a disservice.
The point I raise is die way in which this decision has been undertaken. It is an
extraordinary decision which dates back to the election. I have already alluded to the fact
that both die Premier and Deputy Premier effectively promised a 600 MW power station
for Collie. The first step along this way was that in the lead up to the February 1993
election, the now Deputy Premier said unequivocally that the people of Collie would
have a 600 MW power station, and the now Premier said that he was 99 per cent certain
that they would. Therefore, the people of Collie could vote for a Liberal-National Party
Government, confident of die fact that they would get a 600 MW power station. The
Minister's statement issued last August indicates that shortly after getting into power, the
Government decided to look at the options. Rather than deciding how to honour its
promise, it considered the options and decided in August to break its promise and not
deliver the 600 MW power station, but a 300 MW station. The Deputy Premier admitted
on talkback radio that he had broken his promise but he said that he hoped to make good
by getting another 300 MW station. Considering the clout he has in Cabinet at present,
he is unlikely to get that.
I turn now to the question of the obligation which existed between the State Energy
Commission of Western Australia, the Government and Asea Brown Boveri. The
decision to build a 300 MW power station was made, but it did not go out to tender.
When the Minister is asked why that is so, he says that the Government is under some
sort of obligation to ABB because the mandate was entered into for the construction of a
600 MW power station. On other occasions when he has been asked whether that is the
case, he has said that, in fact, the advice to Government is that once it decides to proceed
with a 600 MW power station, the obligation ceases, and, therefore, it is under no
obligation to do it. The Minister cannot have it both ways. On the one hand he said that
there was no obligation to ABB - therefore, the project could have gone to tender - but on
the other hand he said that the project did not go to tender because die Government was
fearful of litigation by ABB. It is extraordinary that a decision of this magnitude - on the
Minister's calculations, a project costing in excess of half a billion dollars - is made
without going to tender. ABB was selected because them was a feeling that there may
have been an obligation to that company, although Crown Law Department advice
suggests that there is not.
The Minister, no doubt fearful that people will say dieme is a degree of impropriety about
entering into a project of this magnitude without putting it out to tender, then says that
the Government will have it second guessed by consultants, It will find out the ballpark
figures. If ABB comes down with something in that ballpark, it will know that it is not
being diddled and that the proposal is probably good. The Government received advice
from a former senior officer of the South East Queensland Electricity Boad
Mr CJ. Barnett: It was from the Queensland electricity commission.
Mr THOMAS: Okay. It also received advice from Pacific Power (International) Pty Ltd,
a subsidiary of die Electricity Commission of New South Wales. We are told by the
Minister that those organisations gave some ballpark figures and that the ABB proposal
is in that ballpark.
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Mr CJ. Barnett: I never used the term "ballpark figures".
Mr THOMAS: Whatever the Minister said.
Mr C.I. Barnett: It matters if you are going to quote me.
Mr THOMAS: I was paraphrasing, not quoting.
Mr CJ. Barnett: You are wrong in paraphrasing that way.
Mr THOMAS: The Minister said that he is comfortable in accepting the proposal put
forward by ABB because it is consistent with advice received from Pacific Power and the
former officer of the Queensland Electricity Commission. In an extraordinary revelation
in question time only today we discover that the Minister has never even read that advice.
Presumably none of his Cabinet colleagues has either. Somebody else at the SECWA
board has read it and told the Minister that it is okay. The Minister is accepting
ministerial responsibility for this decision: If it is wrong it is his neck that is on the line.
He must accept ministerial responsibility for the expenditure of half a billion dollars.
The royal commission report referd to ministerial responsibility; that Ministers must
accept responsibility for decisions made in their portfolio area, and that they must be
property acquainted. Suggestions have been made - not in the royal commission report -
that analogies can be drawn between Ministers' responsibility and directors'
responsibility. The then Opposition suggested that the entire Dowding Cabinet should
have accepted responsibility for decisions that were made and resigned. If the
Government believed that when it was in Opposition, how can the Minister accept
responsibility for the expenditure of $500m or $700m of taxpayers' money without
having read the primary documents? If I were the Minister, undoubtedly I would have a
lot of confidence in the State Energy Commission's board. I know they are competent
people, but I would still want to sight the document to make sure that they had
interpreted the situation correctly. It is absolutely extraordinary that the Minister would
make this decision and that his Cabinet colleagues would accept the proposal without
reading the report. It could have been an appendix to the Cabinet minutes which they
could have read at their leisure to make sun that the advice was properly founded.
From the revelations which came out of question time today we know that the proposed
300 MW power station will cost more than $575m - the figure the Minister used in his
statement to the House yesterday. Today he said it could cost up to $700m. The
Minister does not bnow the correct figure but he said that he would advise members
accordingly tomorrow. We also found out that when he talks about 50 kWh he really
means 6.5f - a 30 per cent variation.
Mr CS. Barnett: During commissioning.
Mr THOMAS: Now we find out that he really means during commissioning. Putting
that to one side, we must allow for the service and capital costs of $575m from elsewhere
within SECWA. By expending that amount to pay cash for the power station, $575m of
debt is not being retired and that must be a charge on the power station.
Mr CJ. Barnett: That point is recognised.
Mr THOMAS: Therefore, it must cost $575m. Perhaps it will cost 880 over 500 times
575.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: I will give the member an economics lesson when I speak to the motion.
Mr THOMAS: I am looking forward to that.
From the extraordinary revelations that have come out today -
Mr CJ. Barriett: Stunning revelations - one of which is that you have to pay interest
when you borrow money!
Mr THOMAS: The cost of the power station has increased by $125m in one day and the
price of electricity which was previously less than 51t kWh has increased to 6.50. When
the Minister gives me my economics lesson perhaps he will tell me whether the other
capital cost, which is not included in the $575m but is being serviced elsewhere in
SECWA. is built into the less than 50 kWh.
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Mr C.J. Barnett: Of course it is.
Mr THO0MAS: I will be interested to learn how it is built into the calculations.
If the Minister is not prepared to make the documentation available to this Parliament the
Opposition will seek it through the Freedom of Information Act and will go through it
with a fine toothiconmb. The Opposition believes that the public has been misled and that
an unusual form of decision making has resulted in this project being put forward in this
way. The costs incurred will have to be met by the people of Western Australia and
those costs are not revealed in the Minister's statement
Mrs HALLAHAN: I formally second the motion.
Mr Taylor: Is the Minister going to sit there or respond?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order! The question is that the motion be
agreed to.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! 'The Leader of the Opposition will come to order. I
know this is a contentious issue but when members are called to order they must come to
order. Will members confine their remarks to sensible interjections. They should not
interject while I am trying to give the call to the member for Eyre who has not uttered
one word.
MR GRILL (Eyre) [5.35 pm]: I listened carefully to question time today and to this
debate and I have studied the documentation relating to this matter which goes back
many years. If an objective observer were overviewing this issue now he would have to
conclude that the Government had blown this issue and that it had absolutely blown
energy policy in this State.
Mr C.J. Barnett: By making a decision. It is something you could not do.
Mr GRILL: By making a decision that will manacle and remove competitive pressures
from within the industry and ensure that the consumers within the State will have higher
than necessary tariffs for the foreseeable future. In saying that this Government has
blown it I mean the Minister has blown it. The statement that is the subject of this
motion is one of a number of statements that he has made over a period of time. The
statements made by this Government and this Minister are marked by contradiction and
are studded with about-turns. This Government has removed from the industry all the
competitive pressures that are essential to ensuring that power will be generated in the
most efficient way in this State. This Government has made a major departure from
proper practice in letting this contract. Ultimately an inquiry will come out of this which
will embarrass the Government. In the meantime, the consumers of this State will be
made to suffer from tariffs which are too high.
A matter of principle has been broken, that is, that this Government has decided to let
this contract without it going to tender. The Minister can correct me if I am wrong but I
understand that this action is completely unprecedented in the history of this State.
Mr C.J. Barnett: It is very unusual. It is an extraordinary circumstance which we
inherited and it is far from perfect.
Mr GRILL: The extraordinary circumstances came about when this Government broke
solemn promises made by the Premier and the Deputy Premier when they were in
Opposition. A principle has been broken. In this case we have had obfuscation by this
Minister on the question of tender. Initially he said there was some sort of moral
obligations which he would not and still will not define. He hinted that there was a legal
obligation, but he would not commit himself on that point. At times he has nearly said
there was a legal obligation. Only yesterday he virtually said that.
Mr CJ. Barnett: Legal action would be taken if I signed it In all probability, legal
action may apply.
Mr GRILL: Exactly. The Minister has hinted that there was a legal obligation.
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Mr CJ. Barnett: It has always been very clear.
Mr GRILL: The Minister has corrupted the system, and in the final analysis the principle
of taking contracts of this dimension to tender has been scuttled and abandoned. It is a
major departure from principle, which this Government Will rue.
Mr CJ]. Barnett: Did you go to tender on the 600 MW project?
Mr GRILL: Yes.
Mr CJ. Barnett: You did not.
Mr GRILL: It was a comprehensive tender process, and members opposite complained
on numerous occasions that it took too long. Theme are many statements by the Minister
in particular bemoaning the fact that that tender process was too lengthy.
Mr CJ]. Barnett: You could not make a decision.
Dr Gallop: If all of this incompetence that you describe had occurred, and it is a fact that
the former Government at each stage in which it was required to make a decision did it
on the basis of advice from the SECWA board and management, why did you not sack
the SECWA board and management when you became Minister?
Mr CJ. Barnett: T'here was no need to.
Dr Gallop: Why do you say there was incompetence? We made all our decisions on its
advice.
Mr C.J. Barnett: So you as the former Minister, who could not perform, stand in this
Parliament as the responsible Minister at that time and publicly blame SECWA's board
for your performance as a Minister! That is courage. That is ministerial responsibility.
We will never take you seriously again. That is outrageous!
Dr Gallop: We never blamed the SECWA board. We accepted their advice.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Spineless!
Dr Gallop: Not at all.
Mr GRILLI: The truth about this matter is that this Minister and Government have been
absolutely unconscionable about this matter. Someone as conservative as Harold
Clough, someone whom the Minister would no doubt admire, said yesterday that the
Minister should not have tendered or negotiated while he was under a moral obligation to
ABB, and that he would have had one hand tied behind his back in those negotiations.
Dr Gallop: I fully support the SECWA board, but you do not. You did not have the guts
to dismiss them.
Mr CJ. Barnett: We did not want to. We did not need to.
Dr Gallop: If you did not want to and you did not need to, why are you saying the things
you are saying ?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order! The member for Victoria Park will
come to order.
Dr Gallop: I caught him out! The Minister is getting caught out all the time about this
issue. Your colleagues are very worried about you and they are out to get you.
The ACrING SPEAKER: Order! Member for Victoria Park. I am very reluctant to do
this, but I will have to formally name you.
Dr Gallop: I must need dinner.
The ACTING SPEAKER: I do not know what you need. It might not be dinner but it
could be something else. I formally call you to order. I am not throwing you out yet.
Mr GRILL: Someone as respected as Harold Clough in the business community said
only yesterday that this Governent should not have been negotiating with ABB in the
present circumstances. This Minister, knowing and having said quite clearly that be had
a moral obligation to ABE. went ahead with those negotiations. That amounted to a
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situation where this Minister and this Government were negotiating while they had an
obligation to ABB. It cannot be said that the best price was achieved for the taxpayers
and consumers of Western Australia under chose circumstances. It cannot be said, in a
situation where this Government did not go to tender in respect of this contract, that this
price is right. We will be able, unfortunately, to argue about this price for a long time.
The only way in which a proper price could have been calculated was by ensuring that
this contract went out to tender. That principle was broken in unconscionable
circumstances and in circumstances where there were moral obligations to ABE and to
the people of Collie. Those moral obligations were broken. We will never know what
the correct price for this power station should have been or would have been because this
Government did not go out to tender.
A parallel situation was publicised in The Australian Financial Review a few weeks ago.
where the Indonesian Government, because it had excessive demand in respect of
generating capacity, decided chat it would not go out to tender for some additional power
capacity but would negotiate the contrac. One of the companies involved in those
negotiations was ABB. I have the utmost respect for ABB. I believe ABB has been
treated particularly shabbily by the Government in regard to the termination of the 600
MW negotiations. Nonetheless, ABB was among the three companies in Indonesia that
were asked to negotiate for the additional capacity. Those negotiations went on for an
interminable time. The prices that came forward to the Indonesian Government were, in
its view, excessive. In the final analysis, the President of Indonesia, Mr Suharto,
intervened in those negotiations and issued a threat to those companies that if the contact
prices did not come down substantially, the contricts would go out to tender. At the
same time, he said that never again would Indonesia allow a major contract of this nature
to be filled other than by tender. In the final analysis, those companies, including ABE,
had to back off, and there was a reduction in price of some $370m as a result of the threat
issued by Mr Suharto. We are in the same situation here in Western Australia, except that
we have a Government that conspired in a situation where the capital price of this power
station is in all likelihood excessive by tens of millions of dollars.
Mr C.i. Barnett: In what context do you use the word 'conspired"?
Mrs Hallahan: You are very sensitive about it.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: I am interested in what you are trying to imply here.
Mr GRILL: Conspired in the sense that the Minister, frtly, did not go out to tender and,
secondly, negotiated with ABB when he was under an obligation to them.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: Okay. I just watch your words very carefully, with good justification,
Mr GRILL: We are left with a power station which this Minister tells us today will be
constructed for $575m.
Mr CiJ. Burneto: A contract value of $56O0n as of today.
Mr GRILL: In August last year, without qualification, and I stress that, the same
Minister told us that the same power plant would be constructed for $500m.
Mr Ci. Barnett: In May 1990 dollars, and I made that clear at the time. The figures that
I quoted for the 600 MW proposal were also May 1990 dollars. You would not have
wanted me to use May 1990 dollar for one and not for the other.
Mr GRIL.L: I have the press statement here. It does not mention May 1990 dollars.
Mr C.J. Barnen: You can argue it any way you want to. If you want to escalate all of
those figures, including the one for the 600 MW station, up to 1993, you will get the
same result. All of those figures in August 1993 were based on May 1990 figures.
Mr GRILL: In August last year, the Minister issued a statement that it would be $500m,
without any qualification.
Mr C.11 Barrnt: There is no secret The figures quoted for the 600 MW station were
also May 1990 dollars. I did not mention any explicit facts because the exercise in
August 1993 was about comparing the two alternatives. They were in constant dollars, in
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constant financial principles of comnparing apples with apples. It is very interesting that
you want now to raise that issue, but at no stage did anyone question the analysis
presented, and you cannot question it now.
Mr GRILL: If it was Mayl990 dollars, why did the Minister not say soin the
documentation?
Mr CJ, Barnett: It was not hidden. A lot of material was given out.
Mr GRILL: It is quoted.
Mr C.J. Barnett: It is no secret that the figures. were based on 1990 calculations. It was
the contract value at the time.
Mr GRILL I will give the Minister die statement if he likes. It proves that he is not
telling the truth. The statement says that the 300 MW power station will have a
construction value of around $500m. Of this, the Australian content will be $375m with
approximately $270m to be spent in Western Australia. No-one conceived a 300 MW
power station in May 1990. The Minister is talking about a power station which was
conceived after the lasc election. He made no qualification about chose figures. He is
going through the old regime of endeavouring to obfuscate the figures for his own
advantage. He can pick any figure he likes out of the hat. If he were talking about May
1990 figures in August last year. he had an obligation to tell people. He did not
discharge that obligation, like a lot of ocher obligations.
Mr CL. Barnett: Neither did I make any comment about the $930m construction value
for the 600 MW power station. The figures in August 1993 were based on those earlier
quoted by the previous Government. That was entirely appropriate. Since then, the
project was designed to the specification that we are talking about now. That was the
best figure that could be provided by SECWA at the time. In the six months since, the
projecc has been specified in detail and costed in detal.
Mr GRILL: The Minister believes if he throws around enough figures, he can obfuscate
the situation as much as he likes. He will then have members of the Press so bamboozled
that they will not know what to say. Today the Minister was caught out. He floundered
in question time; firstly, because he would not tell the mauth -

Mr CJ. Barnett: That is not true.
Mr GRILL: - and, secondly, because he did not know his information. He was not
prepared to count into the cost of the power station, which he first said was $575na -

Mr C.J. Barnett: That was the constrcion value, the contract value; we were very clear
on that.
Mr GRILL: When pressed, the Minister said that it might be a higher figure; it might be
$700mn. He was not even prepared to count into chat extra $125m or whatever, the
opportunity cost of SECWA capital which would have been used during the process. if
the Minister comes forward tomorrow with the other figures which add up to $700mn and
does not take account of the opportunity costs of that capital, he will not be telling the
truth. I hope he does not do that. If he does, he wiilbe caught out.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: Of course, you are one of the great analysts of figures. You, of all
people, were involved in the petrochemical deal.
Several members inteiJeced
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order!
Mr GRILL.1: Having been caughlt out, the Minister now starts to play the man rather than
the ball.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I will not do that. You will get full information.
Mir GRILL: The Minister has done that
Mr CJ. Bamnett: I will make some points about your performance in this project, without
any doubt at all, and also than of the member for Victoria Park.
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Mr Taylor Will you give us the information that was prepared by the Queensland and
the Pacific Power people?
Mr CiJ. Barnett: I have not refused it. From my knowledge that information may well
contain confidential, technical information. I do not know. I will look at the information
before I make a decision.
Several members intected
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr GRILL: In August 1993 when the Minister made the statement about committing to
a 300 MW power station, did the Minister speak about the financing and other ancillary
costs for the $500mn power station? No. However, the third page of the statement says
that he was prepared to go into chat detail about the cost of the 600 MW station.
Mr C.S. Barnett: Be fair. The costs preented in August 1993 included a comparison of
both construction costs and total project costs. All figures were given.
Mr GRILL: That is exactly what I am about to say. On page three the Minister appeared
to be prepared to do that. Why then was he not prepared to do that when he made the
statement in the House yesterday?
Mr C.J. Barnett: The exercise announced the project; it did not announce a comparison
between the two projects.
Mr GRILL: I will tell the Minister why. It would have been embarrassing. He was not
prepared to give Parliament or the people of Western Australia this information. He
simply wanted to keep obfuscating the Press as he has been over the past year. The
Minister was happy enough to provide this information in August last year in respect to
the proposed 600 MW station but he was niot happy to do it for his power station in
March this year. That is the truth. Another point was made. The Minister could not
answer a matter that was put to him by way of an interjection by the Leader of the
Opposition. The Minister has said that he does not know the total costs, including the
finance for die power station. If that is so, how could he possibiy calculate the final
tariff?
Mr C.J. Barnett: SEC WA can- I will not sit down and calculate it. SECWA advised me
of the tariff for the power station.
Mr GRILLI: The Minister cannot do it.
Mr CJ. Barnett: I do not have four thousand people in SECWA for me to run off to-
SEC WA tells me that the tariff is less than 5$, and I accept that.
Mr GRiL.L: That is die rub. This Minister has driven this matter from the beginning. He
made the decision to depart from the solemn promises made by his leader and the Leader
of the National Party prior to the last election. He had the superintendence of this matter.
He decided that in unprecedented circumstances he would depart from competitive
tendering in this transaction.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Cabinet made that decision on my recommendation.
Mr GRILL: The Minister decided that he would continue to negotiate while under a
moral obligation - his own words - and he directed SECWA on certain issues in this
matter. Now die Minister is asking us to believe he did not look at fundamental reports
in this matter. The Minister is a joke.
Mr C.I Barnett: If I am a joke, at least I san one who can make a decision. You bad four
years of being a joke and could not make a decision.
Mr GRILL: The Minister is on the back foot; he is done; he is finished.
Mr CS. Barnett: If!I am on the way out, at least a power station will be left behind.
Mr GRILL: The Minister's shenanigans have cost this State at least $55m, on his figures.
Mr C.J. Barnett: So you are a Transfield man, are you?
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Mr Taylor: I think you have a bit of paranoia about Transfield.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You used to be an ABB man but now you are a Transfield man. You
have changed horses.
Mr GRILL: The Minister and I have ao obligation to do the best by our Stare. I have no
case for either ABB or Transfield. I made that clear to both those companies in very
definite terms. The Minister has cost this State $55m.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: Are you saying that you are going $520m with Transfield?
Mr GRILL: No.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: You are saying that I cost the State S55m. If that is so, you have to be a
$520m Transfield man. What is it?
Mr GRILL: I am not saying that at all.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You cannot say that I have cost the State $55m if at the same time you
do not say that you favour Transfield at $520m. I just want to know your position. You
have changed horses so many times you do not know where you are going.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr GRILL: I am not saying that at all. The inister should never have broken the
promises he made prior to the last election. Had he continued with the private 600 MW
power station, we would not be wasting $55mi of taxpayers' money. I have no brief for
ABB; nor do I have one for Transfield. I have some sympathy for ABB because it was
treated very shabbily. That matter should have been dealt with differently by the
Minister. The Minister's loss of $55m -

Mr CJ. Barnett: So you are a Transfield man at $520m. That is your position.
Mr GRILL: As I said before, we will never know the real cost of this power station. Let
us suppose that Transfield is correct - and there is no reason to suggest that it is not -

Mr CiJ. Barnett: There are a number of reasons.
Mr Cowan: There ame several reasons.
Mr GRILL: - the Minister has lost this State $55m.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You are a $520m Transfield man.
Mr GRILL: That decision will cost the people of this State approximately $5-75m to
$6m year in, year out - to use the Minister's words again - for the next 30 ycars- The

inister is the $55m man, and we have paid a lot of money for him.
Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 730 pm

Mr GRILL: I will comment on the long term consequences and effects that will result
from the recent activities of the Minister for Energy. In my view and, I believe, in the
view of a number of people associated with this industry, the recent actions of the
Government will mean that the industry in many respects will be crippled, basically
because the elements of raw competition within the industry ame being removed. The
irony of it is that these elements of raw competition which are essential for an efficient
energy industry are being removed by a Government which professes to be fre
enterprise, competitive and to put forward all the principles of competitiveness. But what
we are seeing with this Government is the systematic removal of all the proper elements
of competitiveness within the industry. At the end of the day, that will mean that this
industry, which is essential if this State is to prosper, will not deliver power at prices
essential for us to have the necessary and critical downstream processing and value
adding industries that we would like to see and which are vital for the welfare of this
State.
What are those competitive pressures? The first is in respect to the power station itself.
Prior to the election, the Liberal Party said that the next power station should be a
privately owned power station - not publicly owned - and that, by engendering a privately
owned power station, the monopoly that SECWA now has on the ownership of the grid
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would be broken arid there would be new yardsticks on power station ownership and,
possibly, operation. What has this so-called competitive Government done in this
instance? It has opted for a publicly owned power station. The Government has also
resiled from competitive tendering for the power station itself. No tenders were called. I
will not go through that again. That is another competitive pressure which has been
removed& It has removed also the possibility of competitive tendering for coal contrcts.
The Lawrence Government put in place a system whereby there would be competitive
tendering for coal contracts. It was something that we needed for a long time. Too many
sweetheart deals have been done at Collie. When I resigned as a Minister, I was so
concerned about power pricing that I wrote a paper on the matter. It was the forerunner
to a public debate on the whole issue.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: I must say that your paper on State development was the best document
on development to come out of your side of politics. I give you credit for that.
Mr GRILL: I thank the Minister for that. I wrote two papers: One on power pricing and
the other on development. The thrust of the paper was that there should be more
competitive pressure within the power industry, not less, and that the sweetheart deals
that had been done around the State, especially around Collie, should be ended. Under
the Lawrence Government, we put in place a system whereby there would be a privately
owned and operated power station and competitive tendering for coal contracts. Under
competitive tendering we saw the price come down from an avenage of $47 a tonne to
about $29 or $30 a tonne. Not only did the Griffin company meet that price, but Western
Collieries, after a second look at the tendering process, al so came down to that price.
Mr C.J. Barnett: It is a real case of what could have been. You keep going on and on,
but the reality is that you didn't do anything about it.
Mr GRILL: The Mioister has destroyed competitive tendering for coal contracts. He has
gone out and written another sweetheart deal. He has destroyed tendering in respect of
the power station itself. He has placed Collie in a position in which it is locked into
economies of scale which will never suit the coal industry. He has ensured that they will
not be going into a new greenfields coal sire. He has ensured that they ame locked into
economies of scale which will allow them to produce second class prices. Whereas a
year ago the Collie coal field was talking about prices of $29 and $30 a tonne, only two
or three weeks ago this Government wrote a contract at somewhere around $40 a tonne.
The Minister has said for the first time in public that I am aware of that the price is
probably closer to $38 on average.
Mr CJ. Barnett: It goes down. It starts at the exiisting contract and goes down.
Mr GRILL: It goes up a lot higher, as weli. The Minister has systematically removed
competition from within the industry. It will cripple the industry in the long term. There
will be a score card on the Minister's performance. That card will be scored by the
degree to which the Minister can lower fuel and energy prices in this State. He will fail
the test.
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park) [7.38 pm]: I support the motion moved by the member
for Cockburn and shadow Minister for Energy. I will address the issue of the Minister
and his actions with this project. The Minister and the Government have made a decision
and they have been severely embarrassed by it, because it failed on two tests. The
Government failed the test of morality in terms of the relationships between itself and
Asea Brown Boveri. What is more, the Government failed the test of political morality
because, when it was in Opposition, it made it absolutely clear to the people of Western
Australia that it was going ahead with the privately built, owned and operated 600 MW
power station. As the decision that it took failed the test of political morality and failed
the test of commercial reality in terms of the relations between Government and business,
it had to create a myth about what had happened in the past and what it had done in order
to justify the immorality of its actions.
I return to the beginning of this issue. When the Lawrence Labor Government fell from
power in February 1993, there was no doubt in the minds of anyone who had followed
the issue or had read the statements by the then shadow Minister for Energy and now
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Minister for Energy, the then Deputy Leader of the Opposition and now Deputy Premier,
and the then Leader of the Opposition and now Premier, before the election as to the
position of the Liberal and National Parties that they supported the 600 MW built, owned
and operated power station. In an interview in The West Australian two days before the
election, the now Premier made it clear that he had a very bullish view of the economic
development of the State of Western Australia and could we no reason at all why the 600
MW power station should not go ahead. The now Deputy Premier had been to Collie and
stated there was no doubt that the project would go ahead. The now Minister for Energy
stated that the Government would take a couple of weeks to consider the details of the
commercial arrangements and he saw no meason to think there would be anything wrong
with those arrangements because the fundamentals of the 600 MW project were
supported by the then Opposition. He was very confident that the project would go
ahead. When the Liberal and National Parties came to Government the Minister for
Energy decided that that position should be altered. For whatever reason he decided to
change the nature of the commitments that had been entered into before the election. The
Government's position was to have a publicly funded 300 MW power station. The
reasons the Government gave for making the change were that to have a 600 MW
privately funded power station would represent too much power too soon for the State.
That was die meason given in all the press releases when the decision was announced. No
reference was made in the press releases as to the so-called value or otherwise of the
600 MW project. It was simply stated it was too much power too soon and the whole
operation needed to be scaled down to a 300 MW power station.
The Government faced a big problem in reversing the commitment that was given in the
election campaign. The first part of the problem was the commitment to the people of
Collie and the State through the statements in the election campaign. The second
problem was diat Asea Brown Boveri had a mandate to build a 600 MW private power
station, and ABB had done nothing as a commercial developer to lead the Government to
conclude that dhe mandate should be taken off it. No reference was made in any of the
press statements of the failure of ABB to deliver to SECWA and the State of Western
Australia in relation to the privately built, owned and operated 600 MW power station.
The Minister stated ABE had performed so well for the people of Western Australia and
SECWA that the Government had "a moral obligation to allow itto be the sole bidder for
the 300 MW station." The truth is ABE had a mandate and had done nothing to justify
that mandate being taken away. That raised a legal problem for the Government. the
answer to which will never be known. If people spend millions of dollars and do not do
anything wrong, yet the mandate is taken off them, that sounds like breaking a contract.
If this matter had ever gone to the courts the State of Western Australia would have faced
a very interesting legal situation.
Mr C.l. Barnett inceijected.
Dr GALLOP: The Government was very embarrassed by the breaking of its election
promise -
Mr C.J Barnett: Not at all.
Dr GALLOP: - and by breaking the commitment it had with ABE as the representative
of the taxpayers of this State. I raised the issue of the legal implications of what thic
Government had done in my speech on the subject. The Minister for Energy was
dismissive of my raising this question.
Mr Ci. Barnett: Quite right, too.
Dr GALLOP: He is quoted in The West Australian on 6 August as saying he did not
expect legal action from ABB.
Mr C.J. Emmnett: Didn't you read Ron Walker's comments in the paper this morning? He
agreed-
Dr GALLOP: The West Australian of 14 August states -

He was not await of moves to take legal action over ABS3 losing the original
mandate and was not expecting any.
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On 3 September in The Ausstralian Financial Review he said -

The WA Minister for Energy, Mr Colin Bamnett, has poured scorn on the
possibility of legal action over the withdrawal of the mandate.

The Minister was clear that theme was no prospect of legal action; it was not being
contemplated and was not an issue concerning ABB. Of course, that is not the truth. The
Minister did not tell the truth to this Parliament.
Mr CJ. Barnett: Be careful.
Dr GALLOP: The Minister knows only too well -
Mr CiJ. Barnett: Be careful.
Dr GALLOP: - that ABB was considering legal action because it felt most unhappy
about having that mandate taken away. ABB Energy Ventures had spent millions of
dollars on this project.
Mr C.J. Barnett: They were your mates.
Dr GALLOP: And they were most unhappy about having the plug pulled on them in this
project. Let us reveal the truth about this matter. The Minister, when pressed on this
point in August and early September 1993, said ABB was not considering legal action.
Mr C.J. Barnett: That is right.
Dr GALLOP: He said there would not be legal action. If that was the state of affairs,
why is it that late in September the Minister for Energy stated that ABE had to rule out
the threat of legal action. The West Australian of 24 September states -

Energy Minister Colin Barnett yesterday called on Asea Brown Boveri to rule out
legal action for losing the original right to put together a Collie power station deal
in return for getting first crack at the State Energy Commission of WA's proposed
scaled down project.

In late September the truth started to come out. Earlier this year when Transfield re-
entered the debate and said it wanted the right to tender for the 300 MW publicly owned
power station project, the Minister stated on drive time radio on the ABC that the
Government could not do that because ABE might take legal action from ABE; and even
if ABB did not win that particular case it would be very embarrassing and costly for all
concerned. The Minister for Energy - and he was very silly - should have been upfront
about the issue right from the word go. When the Government announced its position on
the 300 MW power station the Minister should have been honest with the people of
Western Australia and the Parliament and said, "Look, we have pulled the plug on ABB.
That has moral and possibly legal complications for the State of Western Australia?
That is what he should have said because that was the truth. By late September and early
October the truth had filtered out The truth was absolutely clear by the time Transfield
had come into the equation anid said it wanted the right to tender for the project. Why did
the Minister mislead this Parliament and the people of Western Australia about the state
of affairs that existed when the Government made its decision? He did it for a very
simple reason. He was very embarrassed about what he had done and about what he had
got the Liberal and National Parties to accept because he knew that it was wrong in the
election commitment the parties had given and it was wrong in commercial reality. He
was very embarrassed about that; in fact he was so embarrassed, he misled everyone
about the true situation.
However, as in all matters political, it should have been a lesson that this Minister has
learned- One cannot conceal the truth about these matters or keep covering up the true
situation. As I said, by late September and early October the truth had filtered out about
the project and that was that ABS was kept in there as the sole bidder because if it had
not only had its mandate taken away hut also had to bid for this poct with other
companies in the energy area, it is pretty certain it would have taken legal action. There
is no way that ABB would have spent the money it did and had the mandat taken from it
without its trying to recover its costs.
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That was the first deception by the Government. However, there was another deception
by the Minister. He created the myth about the whole project and he continues to peddle
that myth. He was embarrassed about the failure of the Government in terms of
commercial and political morality. He was under pressure inside and outside the
Parliament about the decision that had been made on the 300 MW power station, a
decision which, on any reasonable analysis, was not the best position to adopt to provide
future electricity for Western Australia. The choice has always been between a 600 MW
coal fired power station and a 300 MW gas combined cycle station. That was the choice
that faced the people of Western Australia and the Labor Government and, on the
evidence it had, it chose to go to a 600 MW coal fired power station. That was the real
choice and the Minister is so embarrassed about this and is under so much pressure from
the commercial reality of the 300 MW commitment, which was a political and not a
commercial decision, that he has starte to get desperate and has created this myth chat
there was no 600 MW project. I assure members that the Minister's comments to AEB,
Itocha and Bankers Trust of Australia Limited about there being no 600 MW privately
built, owned and operated project did not go down very well in those quarters. Indeed
when we left Government we handed a project to the Liberal and National Parties. It had
a number of elements to it including a power purchase agreement between SECWA and
ABS. the details of which we had revealed to the people of Western Australia in
November. That was all but signed and delivered by SECWA and ABB and the silly
member for Collie does not even understand -

The SPEAKER: Order! I do not ask the member to withdraw the word, but I think that a
person with his vocabulary should be able to choose better words to describe the
member.
Dr GALLOP: The rather desperate member for Collie does not understand that the
power purchase agreement is between SECWA and ABB. It is the State agreement
between the Government of Western Australia and ABS that would have to go through
the Parliament. She can tell me how it is possible for the Government of Western
Australia to take its State agreement through the Parliament in an election campaign.
That is the most ridiculous proposition I have ever heard.
Then there was the coal deal between ABB and Griffin Coal and then the operator's deal
between British National Power and ABB. A major project for this State was handed to
the new Government. Rather than the Minister saying. "Look, we have changed our
minds on this; we believe the 300 MW project is now the way to go" - rather than his
defending that - he became desperate. He misled everyone about the legal situation that
prevailed, and he also began to mislead everyone about the 600 MW project. The first
thing he said was that there was no finance, If anyone in this Parliament wants to follow
up on that issue, he or she is free to ring Bankers Trust, the leading bank in Australia for
putting together deals of this nature and ask it whether the deal was put together.
Members should also read The Australian newspaper magazine of last year which
included an article on BT and what it had to say about the Government's handling of
Collie. Because of all of the money and hard work it had put into the project it was most
unhappy.
The second myth the Minister created was about the tariff. He conveniently misled the
public. He refused to acknowledge that a refinancing arrangement had been put together
between SECWA and ABB which guaranteed a flattening out of the tariff over the life of
that deal.
Mr C1. Barnett: Why did you have to flatten it out? It was a lousy deal that produced
expensive electricity.
Dr GALLO)P: It was in our interest to do that. Now the Minister says it was a lousy
deal! Why did he not say that when he issued his press release for the 300 MW power
station?
Mr Cl. Bamnett: I did.
Dr GALLOP: The Minister did not say it then because he was embanrssed about it and
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when he was placed under pressure he created this myth about the 600 MW power station
project. Ministers of the Crown who peddle misinformation get caught out. Ministers of
the flown who do not tell the truth get caught out. We now see the consequences of that
decision for a 300 MW power station. There was no doubt whatsoever that the cost to
the people of Western Australia for that 300 MW project in cents per kilowatt hour is
greater than it was for the ABS deal. The Minister is already on record in answering
questions acknowledging that the price in cents per kilowatt hour is greater than was the
ABB deal.
Mr CJ. Barnett: That is not true.
Dr GALLOP: H-e said that at the time. I asked him questions.
Mr CJ. Barnett: I never said that.
Dr GALLOP: He did. I asked him questions at the time and he said it was a greater
price. He then said that that was not the issue. He said the cent per kilowatt hour was not
the issue. He said the issue was the overall impact on SEC WA.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: I never said that.
Dr GALLOP: Yes, the Minister did and I will show him all of the answers to questions
put on notice to prove it. It is interesting that now the overall impact on SECWA is not
an issue, and the Minister talks about the price of power from the 300 MW power station.
As the member for Cockburn so correctly pointed out, he is not telling us what the public
funding of this project means for SECWA's debt reduction strategy. One of the reasons;
we have been able to reduce electricity tariffs in Western Australia in recent years is the
hard work on a number of fronts. Part of that was the reduction in the interest bill within
SECWA's overall expenditure because it was reducing its debt. That debt reduction
strategy has gone, because this Minister must raise the capital for his publicly funded
power station. It is very interesting that he gives no analysis of that in his glossy
document. He tells us what the tariff is and in the case of the 600 MW project includes
the interest bill, the cost of operations, the coal price and the whole deal. It was
transparent to the people of Western Australia. HIs glossy document shows us only the
price of power from the 300 MW toy power station. It does not tell us the impact on
SECWA. Why not? Because the Minister Will have a problem if he deals with that
issue. The problem is the debt reduction strategy and what will happen to it. The
problems go further than that; whereas the previous Government had a strategy for the
coal industry that did a number of things. It consolidated the coalfields of Western
Australia as part of the energy scene but in a socially responsible way. We now have the
possibility of a power station that may not require any extra coal beyond the existing
contracts between SECWA and Griffin Coal Mfining Co Pty Ltd, and SECWA and
Western Collieries Ltd. They may phase out Bunbury, use gas instead of coal at
Kwinana, and convert it through the Collie power station. The price of coal will then
increase to $40 a tonne in Western Australia for the next 10 or 20 years. What a
contribution this Government has made to the energy scene. The previous Government
managed to decrease the price to $29 a tonne, and did so by offering the people of Collie
a future that gave them jobs and security. This Government gives us the worst of both
worlds. Not only is this State locked into a price of $40 a tonne for coal, but at the same
time, in a disgraceful performance, when Western Collieries said it wanted to get rid of
underground mining, the Government asked how quickly it could be done rather than
pointing out to Western Collieries some of its responsibilities. A delegation of
Opposition members - including the Leader of the Opposition, the shadow Minister for
Energy, the shadow Minister for Resources Development and me - went to Collie and
pointed out those responsibilities to Western Collieries. As a result of our intervention,
Western Collieries changed tack in uts dealings with the work force because we told the
company a few home truths about industrial relations and the coal industry.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: What is your position on the Collie coal industry?
Dr GALLOP: In 1996 it could be phased out, but the Minister for Energy knew that.
Western Collieries said it wanted to examine underground mining using new technology.
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The previous Government said that if it did not work it could be phased out but in the
context of providing new jobs for the work force. However, this Government asked how
much the company wanted and agreed that it be done immediately. The vegetable patch
opposite will find it interesting that the decision was made without going to Cabinet. I
advise members opposite to read the royal commission report about Cabinet and
Government. yet this Minister announced the decision without going to Cabinet.
Mr CJ. Barnett: No I did not.
Dr GALLOP: The Minister did, but perhaps he would care to get up and deny it.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I will because the member has it totally wrong.
Dr GALLOP: This State is locked into a coal price of $40) a tonne for the next 10 or 20
years, and the people of Collie have no certainty that the coalfields have a role in the
energy system beyond the existing contracts. What an environment for investors in the
Collie area.
The Minister has failed on a number of counts: He convinced his own Government to
accept a decision which was morally, politically and commercially wrong, and then
created a myth about that decision and misled the Parliament and the people about the
possible legal implications of that decision. He did that quite deliberately. His second
failing was to make a political rather than commercial decision, a decision which hands
out, in the words of the member for Cockburn, a few baubles to Collie to keep the
National Party happy. It has a pretty small price in this coalition. The National Party
does not drive a hard bargain in this coalition; the only hard bargain it drives concerns
bums on seats. It wants positions either in Government or the Parliament through the
rorted electoral system. When it comes to the people of Collie, the National Party
members bow out. Itris a pathetic performance by the Leader of the National Party and
the member for Collie.
The final mistake by the Minister was to make a decision which does not improve the
competitive situation of our energy industry, and does not offer the people of this State a
new benchmark for its coal price which will reduce gas prices as well as coal prices.
This Government threw out a policy that would have created a new privately built,
operated and owned power station at the heart of our energy system, and locked
international banks and AI3B into the future of this State. The Minister's failings are
many but he has no humility. He is arrogant and people who are too arrogant make
mistakes. They star to mislead people about their true motives and about the situations
they face. As far as I am concerned the greatest tragedy of this issue is that the
Government of Western Australia broke its mandate with the people, broke its mandate
with ABB, and then dishonestly presented its actions to the public and Parliament of
Western Australia. It was a shameful episode.
MR CJ. BARNETlT (Cottesloe - Minister for Energy) [8.09 pm]: In the time I was
shadow spokesman on energy matters I spent a lot of time reading newspaper articles.
Many articles have been written in the past five years about the Collie power station, but
I enjoy most the one which appeared in The West Australian on 11I April 1992. At that
stage the power station saga had been going for three years and the member for Victoria
Park, then Minister for Fuel and Energy, is quoted as saying that the Government was in
a decision zone. After three years he was in a decision zone, and he remained in that
decision zone for a full year and still did not make a decision. It was a long time in the
decision zone. To hear him tonight he was not a decisive person. He was three years in a
decision zone, and then took another year. He never got out of it. He never made a
decision.
I have sat here for the past two hours and I have heard myself referred to as providing
misinformation, misleading the Parliament, and indulging in conspiracy and untruths.
The speakers have included Mr indecisive, and the member for Cockburn and the
member for Eyre. In all seriousness I can think of no two members of this Parliament
less qualified to comment on matters of financial or ministerial responsibility than the
members for Cockburn and Eyre. It is an absolute sham after their record and their
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personal performance. They were named in the royal commission for improper conduct,
yet they dare to come here and use terms like chat about me. I take offence at the
comments, and if I play die man I will play it down the middle. It is outrageous
behaviour. Both members axe unqualified to speak on these matters.
Dr Gallop: Get to the issues.
Mr C.J BARNETT: I will, one by one. The member for Cockburn resigned as Cabinet
secretary because of improper conduct. He made great emphasis on the cost of the
project. I agree; as Disraeli said, "Lies, damnned Lies and statistics" - anyone can make
numbers say anything. There are two sets of numbers. The first set applied in August
1993. The numbers were released publicly, and compared die cost of a 600 MW power
station with a 300 MW power station. To compare the construction casts, for a 600 MW
power station it is $921m to build, and for a 300 MW power station it was $500m in
1993. The total project cost including finance for the 600 MW power station was
$1 812m and for the smaller power station it was $880m. All the figures [ released in
August 1993 were determined as on the base date for die contract, which was May 1990.
Members opposite accused me of underplaying the cost of die 300 MW option, but had I
transferred chose figures into August 1993 values what would have been the cost of die
option chosen by members opposite? Instead of talking about $1 800m in project costs
we would be talking in excess of $2b. We would have been accused of escalating the
value. All I did in August 1993 was to use the same basis of comparison of all die
figures members opposite quoted in Government. They were consistent to the letter. I
only used the figures that they used in Government. I used the same basis of comparison
to the letter.
The second point members opposite raised concerned die difference between
construction cost and the total project cost. Let us take first the 600 MW proposal. That
project was to be privately funded and owned. At one stage, it was effectively 100 per
cent debt financed. Because of die problem with that, Asea Brown Boveri agreed to put
in equity but it still remained 85 per cent debt financed. A power station project at 85 per
cent debt financed must bring into account all the financial costs. Not only did the total
project costs go out to $1 812m but also there were a number of other items including a
$150m banker's contingency. That was the first thing that scared me.
Dr Gallop: Do you intend to sell off the 300 MW power station?
Mr C.J. BARNE'lT: I will come to that. Secondly, the member for Cockburn said that
when I released the figures yesterday showing a contract value of $575m I did not
include the total project cost or the financing cost. The first point is that the figures have
been updated. They are now as at October 1993 instead of May 1990. There have been
the normal increases, an escalation in the CPI and materials; plus the Australian dollar
fell by about 10 per cent, and that more than explains the cost differential. Now we are
talking about something at contract value of $575m as at 29 October 1993. Since then
the dollar has gone the other way; today's market price of the project is $560m. If die
dollar continues to appreciate, the price will fall. That is why we must have a point of
reference.
The project is to be funded out of SECWArs cash flow to at least 70 per cent. It is not a
matter of raising a huge amount of finance up front.
Mr Kobelke: Do you have that in a brown paper bag?
Mr C.J. BARNET: I ask the member to withdraw that remark.
Mr Kobellce: The Minister mnisheard me. My question is, do you have that SECWA
money in a brown paper bag? I do not mean die Minister personally.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I know the implication the member is trying to make; that is why he
used those words. The member is implying that people on this side of the House are the
same grubs as members opposite were. It is not the case, and the member will not get
away with it.
Several members interjected.

1-%22--13
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The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Nollamara should come to order. It was an
offensive interjection but I make no request for a withdrawal. I think the member
appreciates my comments, and he needs to come to order when I call order.

Withdrawal of Remsark
Dr GALLOP: I seek some clarification. Is the word "grubs" acceptable parliamentary
language?
The SPEAKER: No, it is not.
Dr GALLOP: Mr Speaker, can you ask the Minister to withdraw?
The SPEAKER: If the Minister said the ward, I ask him to withdraw.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I withdraw.

Debate Restumed
Mr C.J. BARNETTl: I will explain now how ahe project is to be paid for. I am working
on a contract value of $575m. In 1994-95, $14.5m will be repaid. In 1995-96, $72m; in
1996-97, $236.9m; in 1997-98, $234.2m, and in 1998-99, $17.4m. Members opposite
pointed out that while SECWA's cash flaw is very strong, and the profit this year will be
in excess of $100m, it is probable that SECWA will fund the entire project without any
new borrowings. That is possible. SECWA is not that optimistic. We are working on
the basis of 70 per cent funding from normal sales revenue of SECWA and we have
allowed for 70 per cent borrowings. I think it will be less. It depends on what will
happen with the cogeneratian projects. The difference is it is not 85 per cent debt
funded; it is 70 per cent equity funded. There is a huge difference between a
predominantly debt funded project and a predominantly equity funded project.
Borrowings, such as they occur, will add to the debt.
There is another important difference: Not only is the quantum of borrowings far smaller
both in absolute and relative terms but also they will be through the WA Treasury for 30
years. Under the Opposition's proposal the funds had to be repaid in 12 years. That is
why the tariff was out of kilter. Having recagnised the paint, there is an opportunity cost,
one could argue, if we were not making the progress payments. That is, the money could
be in the bank earning interest and the debt could be lower. So, under normal prudent
accounting procedures, SECWA has allocated in its forward budgeting $575m for
progress payments and allocated provisionally $200m to represent both interest payments
and the opportunity cost of interest forgone. That is the cunrent figure. It is $575m for
construction and an accounting or notional figure of $200m if interest payments are
necessary or to cover forgone interest. That is only an accounting notional payment, and
with 30 per cent borrowings there will not be $200m in interest payments; it will not
happen.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Cockburn. When I
repeatedly call order, I expect members to come to order. When the member for Victoria
Park was giving what I thought was a very interesting and informative speech, he faced
only one interjector, the Minister in the field. The Minister interjected on a number of
occasions and I called him to order on two occasions. We currently have about three
rnteiectors. The Minister is making an interesting speech of great use to the community.
We should have only the occasional interjection from the key people in the debate. That
is not happening at the moment.
Mr C.J. BARNETT': I now summarise the financial aspects so that there is no confusion.
Several members interjected.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Unquestionably, over the period of construction $575m will be paid
for construction. Notionally $200m has been allowed for to cover the accounting record
of any interest which may be paid, and also as a notional allowance for interest forgone.
It is effectively measuring the total cost of the project. However, this is an income-
generating project. I understand opportunity costs and if decisions are to be made, these
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are taken into account. If one counts actual dollars spent, on which members opposite
focused, it will be the $575 plus interest on any borrowings still to be detrinied. The
borrowings involved are entirely dependent on SECWA's cash flow and whether
cogeneration gets up; in other words, if the BP proposal at Kwinana is achieved, it will
avoid other capital expenditure in gas. At the end of the day the amount of money
actually paid is what matters: it will be $575m plus some part of $200m. I cannot tell
members opposite - nobody can - the figure until the power station is built because it is
not a private project. It is funded out of cash flow.
Dr Gallop: You told us the figure last year.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT': It is theoretically impossible to tell, my friend; it is a notional
figure.
Dr Gallop: What did your press release say?
Mr CLJ BARNET: The member asked the question. It is $575m to build the project
and $200m in opportunity costs or interest forgone.
Several members interjected.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: The Opposition cannot come to grips with the difference between
an equity-funded or debt-funded project. I ask Government members whether they
understand the point.
Several Government members: Yes!
Mr CJ, BARNETT: I thank die Government members. There is no difficulty on this
side of the House in understanding the argument.
Several members interjected.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: If members opposite want a tutorial later, I will get out the Ros
Kelly whiteboard and explain it. I believe the media have understood the argument now.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I have tried to give warnings, but four intezjectors were
operating on a round robin arrangement on that occasion. This is not tolerable. if this
continues I will have to take some action. At one stage - be it briefly - the member for
Victoria Park was the only interjector and the Minister was having an exchange with him.
That was tolerable. However, we cannot have one interjector after another. People are
entitled to come to this place and hear members speak with minor interruptions.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: The final matter regarding costing is that members opposite spoke
about taxpayers' money. This project does not involve taxpayers' money but money
generated by the sale of electricity by die electricity corporation. The power station is
not a sunk cost or a losing proposal - it is not a Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd project.
It will produce electricity at the lowest price in the system, and the electricity wvill be sold
to customers. It will be a money making venture. If one wants to argue notional interest,
one could argue notional income forgone if the project is not entered into. One could go
around all day on that argument, but what actually matters is the construction and actual
interest costs.
The second point about which the Opposition raved was that the project did not go out to
tender. Congratulations, that was announced back in August 1993! The history of the
project indicates that at no stage did it go out to tender.
Dr Gallop: Rubbish!
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Members opposite must understand that a tender is put out for a
specification and people bid against it. The previous Government sought expressions of
interest to build a power station, and all sorts of designs were submitted for different coal
fired power stations. Some of the submissions were for Collie and one for Hill River. I
am not criticising the previous Government for that.
Dr Gallop: Why mention it?
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Mr C.J. BARNET: The member for Victoria Park claimed that the previous
Government put the project out for tender when it did not. The previous Government had
expressions of interest and analysed the submissions for the project. The project has
never been tendered.
Members opposite referr-ed to the gas industry. However, that industry is particularly
upset that when the previous Government sought expressions of interest for the power
station, at no stage did the gas industry ever have an opportunity to submit a proposal or
tender. As a surrgate for that, the Harman committee was established to placate the
Greens and look after the Federal Government at a then forthcoming election. The
previous Government created the pretence of a coal versus gas situation, yet when it
came to the crunch and the gas industry wanted to submit a tender the previous
Government did not want to know about it. Therefore, members opposite should not
adopt a holier-than-thou attitude because the project has never been out to tender.
Dr Gallop: If we had gone to gas the price would have been the equivalent of $100 a
tonne for coal. Are you saying that we should have accepted that?
Mr C.J. BARNETT': I am not arguing for gas. I am saying that there was never a gas on
coal tender.
When the decision was made in August 1993 we did not go out to tender, I have admitted
that. I also made it clear throughout that in a perfect world in which we had started the
project at square one, it should have gone out for open competition and tender with all
comers welcome - there is no question about it. However, we did not have a perfect
world; we inherited four years of procrastination and incompetence. We inherited an
absolute shambles.
Dr Gallop: If you inherited an absolute shambles, and that is the basis of your argument.
why did you not sack the whole of the SECWA board of management?
Mr CTJ BARNETT: I will not answer hypothetical questions. I put the shambles down
to the Government and the Minister of the day.
There are two arguments: One argument is about whether to have a 600 MW or a 300
MW power station. The member for Collie obviously wanted a 600 MW power station; I
accept that. However, there is a far more subtle argument: The project did not flounder
and the Cabinet decision was not made on the basis of a 300 MW or a 600 MW power
station; it was made on the basis of the effect on SECWA and the total cost or the risk to
the State of the project.
Several members interjected.
MW CT. BARNETlT: There was nothing particularly wrong -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Obviously the member for Victoria Park is taking no notice of
me. The record shows that he has been called to order three times today. I am not
obliged to take further action unless the member ignores me completely. A few minutes
ago the member made an excellent interjection but, regrettably, upon finishing the good
interjection he continued interjecting. The member cannot do that. I give the member
notice that he must not interject in this manner as he is completely disrupting the
Minister's speech. I call on the member to cease.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: One problem with coal and a 600 MW power station is that it would
take a long time to build. It is a very lumpy investment. Under every scenario bringing
600 MW on in a short time frame creates problems of excess capacity. That was the
basic economic problem. It was for that reason the financiers of the project, associated
with both Mitsubishi Transfield and Asca Brown Boveri Pty Ltd, had problems; it was
not so much that it was 600 MW, SECWA or the State backing of SECWA; it was the
large size of the power station relative to a grid in 'WA of only 2 600 MW in capacity,
one that on atypical day has apeak capacity of 1400 MW or 1500 MW.
Dr Gallop: May I ask a question?
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Mr CiJ. BARNET: No. I have had enough questions. The issues were of size and
timing. The fundamental problem was the cost. The cost of financing the 600 MW
power station was a minimum total project cost of $1 8O0m - in reality over $2b. We
saw what happened in Victoria with the Loy Yang power station. The financing costs
went through the roof, and those costs had to be met.
The private sector financing costs of the 600 MW power station had to be repaid. The
funders of the project, the banks, wanted their money back in 12 years. The only way
they could do that was to charge a high price for electricity. Some new members might
not know that the member for Victoria Park. when he was Minister, talked about the
price of electricity being on avenage 4.9q! a unit over 30 years. Welcome to the real
world! We never pay an avenage price, only the actual price. The actual price of
electricity is a totally different story. The actual price of electricity from the power
station went up to over 8g a unit, but the former Government had a solution: It would
refinance it. Here was a $2b project which did not work, and its strategy was to refinance
it after 12 years. The former Government was asking the people of Western Australia to
go along with a wish and a promise; a hope that it would work out. It was going to put us
into the same sort of hock that it put us into with the Petrohemical Industries Co Ltd
project. It was an absolute farce. The former Government said the price would get right
down to 2.50 a unit and it would, but it would happen in 2014. My time horizon is not
quite that long.
Dr Gallop: Why is it that business people use discounted present value as the basis for
their assessment of projects? I hope you think about that question. It reveals the totally
fraudulent nature of the Minister's argument.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: ABB used the discounted cash flow technique and internal rate of
return. It is no wonder ABB Energy Joint Venture pushed for this project; it would be a
damned good little earner for them. As Minister, the member for Victoria Park went out
with a private sector group, Westpac and ABB, on a little bit of a road exercise. I saw the
member for Victoria Park, as a Minister of the Crown, at the Parmelia Hotel encouraging
people to put their money into this project. That raised a few eyebrows around the
corporate area of Perth, interstate and overseas. It was outrageous behaviour for a
Minister of the Crown.
Questions were asked about Transfield. Suddenly ABB men are all Transfield men.
They said that Transf ield built power stations. Again I make the point that Transfield has
never built a power station. It is a major contractor, and I do not doubt its ability to do
the construction work, but it has never, either in Australia or overseas, taken on the prime
responsibility, the contract to build a power station. It has always been in the role of
subcontractor.
Dr Gallop: What a silly argument.
Mr C.J. BARNET: Talking about silly arguments, the member for Cockburn is a
Transfield man; he said we needed to take advantage of Transfield technology. That is
ABB technology on licence; it is the same technology. So the technology we were going
to take advantage of was on-licence technology. Indeed, the Transfield did not even have
all of it because ABB would not give it to Transfield. It had hand-me-down technology.
Mr Thomas: You are misquoting me. I said we should give them the opportunity to
demonstrate their technology.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: This project will produce electricity at less than 5g a unit. The
financing problem does not come into it. It is not a debt funded project.
Mr Taylor: You say it is a debt funded project in your release.
Mr C.J. BARNET: The Leader of the Opposition is making a great impression.
Mr Taylor: I happen to have a sore foot that needs to be elevated - unlike your head.
Mr CiJ. BARNETr: Essentially we have an equity funded project. During the
commissioning period - when they start up, turn it off, repair it, adjust it - it is not
conforming to specification and calculated electricity tariffs can be at any figure. It is
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irrelevant during that period. Once commissioned, once operating - this is the base of a
base load power station, the anchor of the grid system - it runs 24 hours a day, seven days
a week, for 30 years plus. As it is doing that it will be producing electricity cheaper than
any other power station in the system. That is not at over 80a unit as would have been
the price for some years under the former Government's proposal.
The member for Eyre said that we had removed competition from the project. It is
another topic. Since coming into Government we have spit SECWA into electricity and
gas divisions. We are in the process of renegotiating the North West Shelf contracts
which will deregulate the gas market. We have head to head competition between gas
and coal, coal and coal, and gas and gas. We will achieve cogeneration projects. We
will have private sector firms selling electricity into the grid and buying out of the grid.
We will have a dramatically changed energy market in this State within the space of two
years of coming into office. Indeed, the major reforms will come into place as of 1
January next year. The problem with industry in this State is that it has not understood
how dramatic, how radical the deregulation is. We were accused of costing the taxpayers
$50m - that is the real Transfield line.
Mr Taylor: Why did you not deregulate the gas pipeline?
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Wait and see.
Mr Taylor: I asked you the other day and you said you were not deregulating that.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is Mnother motion. I will debate that with the Leader of the
Opposition another time.
I will leave Mitsubishi out of it, because it wanted to get out pretty quickly when it went
sour. Transfield had the mandate for 600 MW. It was given thime time extensions by the
former Minister opposite. Every time it failed I called upon the Minister to put it out to
tender or to give ABE a go. He said no because he was still in decision mode, or
whatever. It went on and on. After having been given thre opportunities, a second
chance, and Mnother, and another.- ABE under its deal had at least a couple of chances -
Transfield came back and tried every lobby technique known. It did not miss a beat. It
has been to see all members of the Opposition, a few members on this side, the Chamber
of Commerce, and Trades Hall. It has been all over the town. It lobbied me on
everything. It asked me to instruct ABE to give it all the boiler contracts, to subcontract
different parts out, to do this and that. For a couple of months I took up their calls and I
represented its interests to ABB. I realised it had also put in some money. I did not have
a great deal of sympathy, but I talked with ABE. I arranged meetings between ABE and
Transfield at the most senior level to see if there could be some understanding where
Transfield could get some share of the work that ABB would not normally do. At the
end of day, despite all that Transfield Construction Pty Ltd has done, it is highly likely it
will get a fair amount of work out of the project. However, because of the way in which
it has behaved, it is not my number one company right now.
Dr Gallop: You are saying a political position influenced your view?
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Not at all; I am saying it is not my number one company in terms of
how I regard it.
Dr Gallop: You just said that.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order!
Mr C.J. BARNETr: It tried just about everything through political, economic and
industrial lobbying to influence me, but it did not have one skerrick of influence over me.
The only thing it did was give The West Australian $6 000 every time it ran a full page
advertisement. It clearly had a pretty big influence on those members on that side of the
House. The people in that company were the boys and the Labor Party was sucked in.
Several members inteijected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
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Mr CiJ. BARNETIT: The member for Eyre has been an advocate of Asea Brown Boveri
Ltd for years. Now he is the champion of Transfiel. That seems strange to me. At no
stage did that company ever have the specifications for the project. It was not aware of
the increased environmental specifications or the increased specifications for the control
systems, among other things. I agree that Transfield and Asca Brown Boveri Ltd could
build a power station for $520m. However, neither of them could build the Collie coal
fired power station die way we want it for $520m. That is why the independent
assessment was made through both the Queensland and New South Wales power utilities.
Mr Thomas: You have not given them an opportunity to submit a price.
Mr CJ. BARNETT: There has never been that opportunity; the member for Cockburn
misunderstands.
The member for Victoria Park referred to the mandate. To the best of my ability I will go
through the mandate procedure.
Dr Gallop: I want to know what you said to the Parliament.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: If the member for Victoria Park will give me two minutes' silence I
will explain the matter; it is complicated. I am not a lawyer and therefore do not
understand all the subtleties of the law. When we came into power, without question
Asea Brown Boveri Ltd had a mandate with SECWA to build a 600 MW coal fired
power station. On my advice, Cabinet reassessed the project. I instructed SECWA - the
member will read about it in next year's annual report - to negotiate with Asea Brown
Boveri Ltd for a 300 MW power station. The problem with the Labor Government
Cabinet project was not that it was to build a 600 MW power station; it was the financing
of it. That is why the banks, late in the day, sought some form of State guarantee or
support. The member for Victoria Park said in this Parliament there would be no State
guarantee; he then talked about State support and legislative support. As the new
Government would not give legislative State support - effectively underwrite the project -
that Cabinet decision frustrated the mandate. At that stage, through "frustration", which
has a particular legal meaning, the mandate ceased to exist.
Can the member for Albany tell me whether I am roughly right?
Mr Prince: Yes.
Dr Gallop: Roughly right is not good enough.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: I am giving this House my understanding of the situation. The
Cabinet decision frustrated the mandate. I instructed SECWA regarding what would
happen from there.
Dr Gallop: Why did you not raise all these arguments before the election?
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: Gee! That is a tough question! The member for Victoria Park
might recall that before the election I was not the Minister and did not have access to the
information.
Dr Gallop: You had access to the information. You were briefed all the time.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: How pathetic.
The member for Victoria Park had a couple of substantial questions earlier. I will answer
those. With regard to legal action, the mandate, having been frustrated - I have not seen
the legal opinions, but the opinion SECWA had from its own lawyers to the best of my
knowledge -

Mr Taylor interjectred
Mr CJ. BARNETT: I am not a lawyer, and it has not been tested in the courts. The
opinion SECWA had was that the mandate had finished and Asea Brown Boveri Ltd
would have no legal case. The opinion from Crown Law through the Attorney General
was similar. I have always been of the view, based on legal advice and opinions I have
been given, that Asea Brown Boveri Ltd did not have a case that would succeed at law.
Dr Gallop interjected.
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: Hang on; I am hrying to answer the member for Victoria Park who
is a fool.

Withdrawal of Remark
Dr GALLOP: I have no objection to the use of that particular expression, but die
Speaker who was in the Chair you am sitting in, Mr Acting Speaker - I believe you were
in the Parliament at the time - asked a member of the Opposition to withdraw such an
expression. For the purposes of consistency, I request die Minister withdraw that remark.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order! It was a different expression as I recall,
but I will ask that it be withdrawn.
Dr GALLOP: It was not; it was the same.
Mr Taylor: It was the same.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! It was not the same ward, nevertheless, it was a
similar word and I ask the Leader of the House to withdraw it.

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I withdraw.
Debate Resumed

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Of course I have been conscious of the fact that legal action could
be taken by ABB. Indeed, ABB inquired of me quite upfront what would be the position
if it were to take legal action under the Crown Suits Act, but made it very clear that at no
stage would it contemplate that. We advised the company that if it were to do that it
would have to be done by a certain day. It failed to do so and in the paper this morning
Mr Walker made it clear the company had not taken legal action, although he has never
said that to me.
Dr Gallop: Why didn't you say there was a possibility at the time?
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Of course there was a possibility; I acknowledge the possibility
exists even today. We inherited a damned mess. Part of my decision making was not
through fear that a legal action would result in damages against the State. I knew that
after four years of delay on this project if it went into the courts through legal action
being taken by ABE, Energy Joint Ventures, Mitsubishi Transfield or anyone else, the
whole project would have been as dead as a door nail. No-one would have come near it.
Dr Gallop: Why did you not say that at the time?
Mr C.J. BARNETfT: I was trying to resurrect the mess the member for Victoria Park left
me.
Dr Gallop: In other words you misled this Parliament. You said there was no
consultation.
Mr C.J. BARNET: I have not misled this Parliament; there was no consultation. ABB
made it clear to me today that there was always a chance of legal action. The best advice
was that it would not succeed. The proponents said the last thing they wanted to do was
take legal action against the State. However, there is always a chance that can happen.
Dr Gallop: At the time you said there was no chance.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I cannot be more frank than I have been. What is the Opposition on
about? It cannot stand the fact that we have resolved the matter and got a real project
under way. Politically, it wants this issue in the courts; it wanted it out to tender it wants
proponents complaining about the decision; and it wants legal action. Members opposite
are frustrated and piqued. They have collectively spat the dummy because they cannot
stand the fact that the project was assessed, decisions were made and it is under way. I
would feel pretty damned pathetic if I were sitting there after four years of being in the
decision zone and a new Government came in, and professionally made a decision in the
party room in August, despite differences over the project, and put it in place six months
later.
Dr Gallop: It was really professional. You told us today the advice given by the QEC
and the New South Wales energy people did not even go to Cabinet.
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: It did not. What went to Cabinet was my recommendation to
Cabinet, but it was also a detailed paper prepared by SECWA.
Mr Thomas: Haven't you seen the documents?
Mr Taylor: He didn't even know the price!
Mr C.J. BARNB'fl: It was $575m, and it is $560m today. It is getting cheaper by the
day! The more we get this economy going the more the dollar will go up and the price of
the power station will come down. We may get it cheaper by good action. Listening to
the rabble opposite is a bit like a game of footy.
Mr Taylor: You were a winger, if I remember correctly.
Mr CiJ. BARNET: Yes. Ihe game commenced and the guy playing the game was die
farmer member, Jeff Car. He never really had his heart in it; he was a bit of a gas man.
Mr Cowan: They dragged him.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes. They dropped him from the team. He went straight back to
the country league because he had nowhere to go. A new champion player came in.
Who took over? The now member for Victoria Park.
Dr Gallop: This is a pretty poor analogy.
Mr C.J. BARNETT': No, the member for Victoria Park was the player then; he was
totally confused and could not keep his eye on the ball. Every time he got near it he
fumbled. He dropped it three times with Mitsubishi Transfield. When he did get the ball
he either kicked it the wrong way or kicked it out of bounds on the full. He was then in
desperate trouble trying to sort out the coal problem, so he found the member for Lyre
and gave him another game; however, he had already been rubbed out by the referee. He
was brought back into the team and sent to Collie. He said to the fans in Collie, "Have I
got a deal for you!" He had come straight from the royal commission. The deal was for
them all to take a pay cut of $100 a week - $6 000 a year - for the power station. That
was the last they saw of him. He had been in and out a few times before. There were
complete fumbles.
Mr Omodei: What about the member for Cockburn? He is the latest recruit.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: They would not even give him a game. What galls members
opposite is that the new team - the coalition - came in, grabbed the ball, took one bounce
in August 1993 to reassess the project, went straight down the middle and kicked a goal.
Members opposite cannot stand it.
MR COWAN (Menredin - Deputy Premier) [8.52 pm]: I will make a small contribution
to this debate.
Dr Gallop interjected.
Mr COWAN: Before I begin I remind the member for Victoria Park of the way in which
he conducts himself when he is on his feet speaking in this Chamber. It is a rare occasion
that the member for Victoria Park ever countenances interjections, yet we seem to notice
that a degree of petulance is developing in the attitude of the member for Victoria Park
that makes him somewhat obnoxious when he sits in his chair and even when he is on his
feet.
Dr Gallop: I think I have rattled the Deputy Premier by pointing out the corruption in
this decision.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order!
Mr COWAN: The member for Victoria Park has just proved my point for me.
Mr Taylor You have proved it yourself. Get on with your speech; you can cop a few
interjections.
Mr COWAN: We can handle this type of behaviour as long as members opposite want.
However, one thing the member for Victoria Park must understand is that I am now on
my feet making a speech. If he chooses not to answer or respond to people who at least
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wait and interject on him at the appropriate time, and merely raises his voice another 10
octaves - if that is possible for him to do, and it seems that he can do it - he must expect
to be wretted with complete scorn by people on this side of the House.
Several members interjec ted.
Mr COWAN: It is appropriate that I place on record a number of issues as they relate to
me and to the National Party in this coalition. There is no doubt that Opposition
members have done everything they can in their search for some differences of opinion
between the National and Liberal Parties in the coalition. In fact, I will go as far as to say
that this whole debate is predicated on trying to achieve two objectives: To identify any
differences and even test the coalition to see whether there are any differences between
the Liberal and National Parties on this issue; and by implication only, to attempt to
denigrate this side of the House by suggesting that there has been some form of
corruption in relation to this Bill. The Opposition has failed on both counts.
Dr Gallop: Who said that?
Mr COWAN: The member for Victoria Park should listen to himself. He should go back
and read his speech.
Dr Gallop: I am talking about the electoral system.
Mr COWAN: The member for Victoria Park should read the speeches made yesterday in
die attempt to suspend standing orders when the Chair was prepared to give some
licence, and see for himself that what I say is true. Under no circumstances will the
Opposition win in either of those cases. I make no bones about the fact that I am an
advocate of the coal fired base load power station and of coal being used for base load in
Western Australia. Given low growth demand, we will ultimately meet the objective of
the National Party; that is, to build a 600 MW power station. The Government is
committed to build two 300 MW power stations by a set period. That commitment could
not be made by the now Opposition.
Mr Taylor Is the position you are now putting of the two by 300 MW power stations
yours or the Government's position?
Mr COWAN: The Leader of the Opposition should let me build my case first.
Mr Taylor: Then you can answer my question.
Mr COWAN: Yes; I will answer the question after I have put my case. The Government
was expected to commit on 100 per cent borrowed funds; is that correct?
Mr C.J. Barnett: It was 85 per cent at the minimum. It was measured as equity, but the
equity was borrowed.
Mr COWAN: The Government may have been asked to put in some equity, but
effectively the Government was expected to put in 100 per cent borrowed funds and
commit to something that was not to be implemented Stage 2 was to be implemented by
about 2002. The Government was asked to commit for eight years hence. I suggest that
it would be much more appropriate for the Government of the day to commit to one 300
MW power station to be commissioned no later than 1998. Provided there is continued
low growth, runining in excess of six per cent and - this is most important - provided that
the price of coal remains competitive. I have no doubt that before the plant is
commissioned in 1998, notwithstanding the ambition of the Minister for Energy and
Resources Development, which I fully support, we will maximise the use of Pinjar and
those opportunities that may come to us in cogeneration.
Mr Taylor: You are having two bob each way.
Mr COWAN: The Leader of the Opposition should listen to me.
I have no doubt that before the first stage of the 300 MW power station is completed or
comnmissioned the Government will be committed to the second stage of that plant.
I ant not running away from the question the Leader of the Opposition continues to ask. I
ask him to let me build a case and then I will answer the questions. The Leader of the
Opposition is catching die same disease the member for Victoria Park suffers from. He is
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so full of his own ideas that he will not listen to anyone else's ideas. He keeps
interjecting and does not allow anyone to build his case. Members opposite may be
aware from die tone of my voice that I am not capable of entering into a slanging match
with anyone. I will take it very gently.
My first point is that between now and 1998 we must have continued growth of at least
five per cent. Currently it is running at 6.5 per cent. My next point is that the coal must
be competitively priced. Prior to the resumption of Parliament and in the two days that
this House has been sitting there has been a great deal of criticism in the media of the
Government because it allowed Western Collieries to make successful representations to
the Minister for Energy to withdraw the requirement in the agreement that causes it to
produce one-third of its coal from underground.
Dr Gallop: Did it go to Cabinet?
Mr COWAN: Of course it did.
Dr Gallop: Before the project was announced?
Mr COWAN: I cannot recall.
In Western Australia there are two coalmines. One of them uses the open cut method and
the other is hamstrng in terms of competition because it is required under an agreement
to supply one third of its coal from underground. On that basis, it can never been
competitive. The Minister for Energy agreed that Western Collieries should vary its
agreement and he has Cabinet approval for that variation. Therefore, there is no doubt
that Western Collieries has a chance to be equally competitive with Griffin Coal Mining
Co Py Ltd in the supply of coal to the State Energy Commission of Western Australia,
which is its largest customer in this State.
Mr Taylor: Do you regard the new contract to be a competitively priced one?
Mr COWAN: Yes. The Leader of the Opposition has qualifications in economics and he
should understand this situation: If a company has a core contract which allows it to
supply coal ranging from $35 to $45 a tonne over a set period, when an opportunity arises
to submit a tender or a bid for additional coal contracts it can operate at the margins. On
that basis a coal company which has a secure core business - contract and set price - is
able to operate at the margins when other bids arise. Does the Leader of the Opposition
accept that?
Mr Taylor: Sometimes.
Mr COWAN: I am grateful that the Leader of the Opposition acknowledges the realism
of what I am saying.
Mr Taylor: Is the position in relation to the second station the National Party's positic:
or the Government's position?
Mr COWAN: I will come to that. It is a good question and I am sure that the Leader cZ7
the Opposition thinks it will create the big opening he is waiting for.
Dr Gallop: If the position you are presenting -

Mr COWAN: I have not been allowed to present it yet and there are other members on
this side of the House who want to speak to the motion.
Dr Gallop: Does it add a second 300 MW to the first 300 during the time in which the
first 300 is being produced? It will bring on 600 MW of power in about 2001 or 2002.
How does it differ from the 600 MW deal that you pulled the plug on, apart from the high
price?
Mr COWAN: I suggest approximately $800m. I would add a number of other things.
Two factors will determine whether we require additional base load power by the year
1998 or 2000. The first is low growth demand and the second is the capacity, knowing
full well that the major generation power cost is the price of the energy resource. I hope
members opposite will acknowledge that the maximum price we will pay for coal will be
$40 a tonne.
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Mr Taylor: That is the maxmum price?
Mr COWAN: Yes, and it has to be lower. On that basis, let us take a comparative
primary energy resource. This is where I get upset with people like Frank H-arman who I
put in the same category as the member for Victoria Putk He keeps talking to the
Government about the alternatives that Western Australia could apply. I follow the
question of providing power very seriously. Two leading issues always give an
indication as to how this State performs in terms of economic growth. The first signals
are invariably the housing and construction industry and the second is electricity demand.
If activities in these areas are increasing the Government knows that the economy is
coming out of recession and that is what has happened in Western Australia.
Let us take the alternative primary energy resource knowing that it is the greatest cost of
generating electricity. Based on the cost of servicing the debt associated with the gas
pipeline, if we take the heat energy in a tonine of coal and we want to drive through the
pipeline the equivalent of gas, it will produce the same amount of heat energy as a tanne
of coal and will cost $30 to get it to the south west grid. Given the price that has been
negotiated with the North West Shelf joint venture partners, that volume of gas which is
driven down the pipeline will cost another $70. I am aware that is the contract price and
there has been a decrease in the price of gas. In addition, a number of small gas gatherers
in the north west have been feeding gas into that pipeline. SECWA recognises good
business when it sees it and it has been buying that gas in preference to using the gas
which it is contracted to purchase from the North West Shelf gas joint venture partners
and that inventory is staying in the ground.
Mr Taylor: So you think we should negotiate the quantity as well as the price of gas?
Mr COWAN: The former Government had 10 years to do that and it did it successfully
once, but it did not do anything more after that.
Mr Taylor: We did not have any more opportunities. It is your turn now. See whether
you can renegotiate as well as we did in 1984-85.
Mr COWAN: Does the Leader of the Opposition know what the former Government's
leverage was in that negotiation? The leverage was the ability of the former Government
to talk to the Federal Government to make same deal with those joint venture partners.
That is why the fanner Government was able to get it readjusted. The coal companies on
the Collie coalfields are now able to compete with others to supply coal to the greatest
coal user in Western Australia, the State Energy Commission. Already that price is $40 a
tonne, and decreasing. The price of gas is a minimum of $100 for the equivalent of a
tonne of coal. It may come down. Some people might tell me that the price of the gas
that came through that pipeline is only $40 a tonne equivalent, but that is still a minimum
of $70. There is no other option than coal for the State of Western Australia for base
load power generation, and everyone knows it. The Minister for Energy is perfectly
correct. We could not as a State, given the level of indebtedness that we inherited,
commit ourselves to a power option which was worth that amount of money. I make no
bones about the fact that I regard this as stage 1. I am await that we have not committed
to stage 2.
Mr Taylor: Does the Government regard it as stage I or just you?
Mr COWAN: I regard it as stage 1.
Mr Taylor- What does the Government regard it as?
Mr COWAN: The Government does not have a position on that.
Mr Taylor You had a position on the 600 MW power station before the election too.
Mr COWAN: The Opposition should not have put the member for Victoria Park in that
seat because obviously whatever he has got is highly infectious. The Leader of the
Opposition should let me build my case. Our position at the moment is to build a I x 300
MW power station. It is known, and the Minister for Energy has said, that we are already
planning in that construction some common facilities - the smoke stack, the layout and
die coal loading facilities. Therefore, the Government acknowledges that what I say is
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right and that ultimately, when we need more base load power, we will undoubtedly be in
a position to commit to stage 2, but we are not committed to that yet and we do not have
to commit to that.
Mr Taylor: Okay; I understand your position. I do not know whether it was a mistake or
deliberate, but when the Minister made available to the House last year the information
on this issue, he put out a table about generating plants which states -

Plant requirements beyond 2001 are indicative only of the capacity required to
maintain a nominal 20% reserve margin. Ihe 116MW new plaint capacities could
be either cogeneration or openlcombined cycle gas turbines.

Mr COWAN: What was the projected growth rate?
Mr Taylor: That is not relevant to the point I want to make.
Mr COWAN: It is very relevant.
Mr Taylor: It is almost the same load growth in both.
Mr COWAN: I can tell the Leader of die Opposition die projected growth rate will be at
the very bottom.
Mr Taylor: It states also that a second 300 MW unit could be installed at Collie. The
document that the Minister put out yesterday is almost the same, and it ignores
completely the option of a second 300 MW unit at Collie. It is not there any more. It has
gone.
Mr COWAN: I know for a fact that the Leader of the Opposition does not have a hearing
affliction but let me repeat what!I said just in case he missed something. I said that while
the Government is not committed, we will provide those things which will be common to
a second 300 MW plant - the smoke stack, the layout and the coal loading facility. I do
not know what commitment the Leader of the Opposition wants in 1994 outside that. I
guarantee that provided load growth remains above five per cent, and that is an important
factor, and provided them is genuine competition on the Collie coalfields, and as a result
of that competition the price of coal is driven down, no matter how much we encourage
cogeneration - and I hope the Minister is successful - and no matter how much we try to
maximise the use of Pinjar through combined cycling, and remembering that there will be
a requirement for some decommissioning of older plant, there will be no doubt that the
good planning upon which the Minister for Energy has insisted now will cater for a
second 300 MW plant if that is required. I do not know how many times I have to tell the
Leader of the Opposition. It might not be on a piece of paper, but if the Leader of the
Opposition would just throw away that bit of paper for a while -

Mr Taylor: No, I cannot, because this is what the Minister produced.
Mr COWAN: We are doing all those things, and undoubtedly stage 1 has been
accomplished.
Dr Gallop: Do you still stand by the position that gas is not appropriate for base load
power?
Mr COWAN: In regard to price in Western Australia, gas, in my view, is not a
proposition for base load power when compared with coal at the prices which are being
driven down now because of the decision made by the Minister for Energy. The former
Government had four years and it did quite a bit of work on it. I do not question the
sincerity of the former Minister, but I certainly question the sincerity of the former
Government as a whole because absolutely nothing was done. After years of waiting, the
people of Comle - this is important, and I know this galls the member for Victoria Park -
as they drive from Bunbury into Collie, will be able to look east of the town and see
rising on the horizon a large smoke stack, flat will be a monument to the fact that the
Minister for Energy and this Government have been able to make a decision that the first
stage of what is very necessary - 600 MW of coal fired power - will definitely
commence. I know that galls members opposite, but they wil have to accept it. That
will be a signal that we have achieved it, through the endeavours of the Minister for
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Energy. Some credit must be given also to the member for Collie and other members in
the south west region. Provided, as I have said many times, we can maintain load
growth, and I hope we do. because that means good economic growth in Western
Australia, and provided we can continue to drive down coal prices, I have no doubt that
this is but stage 1.
Dr Gallop: It already happened. It was down $29.
Mr COWAN: That was just pie in the sky. We have done it; we have achieved stage 1,
and 1 have no doubt that, provided those economic parameters that I have talked about
are in place, by 1998 we will also set about achieving stage 2.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order! I call on the member for Collie.
DR TLIRNBULL (Collie) [9.20 pm]: I think that the -

Mr Taylor Come on! The Deputy Premier has just spoken. You have to take one
person from this side and then one from the other.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! With all due respect, I believe theme have been three
speakers in a row from the Opposition side.
Mr Taylor: That is because members opposite refused to get up.
Dr Gallop: That is a ridiculous ruling.

Withdrawal of Remark
Mr COWAN: Everybody in this House would be aware that one does not reflect on the
rulings of the Chair. Mr Acting Speaker, I am sure that you would have heard a
reflection on your ruling. I think it would be appropriate for the member for Victoria
Park to withdraw.
Dr GALLOP: I withdraw.

Points of Order
Mr TAYLOR: On the matter of who has the call, I do not want to be pedantic. However,
we on this side of the House quite clearly, having formally seconded the motion, gave the
Minister for Energy the opportunity to speak. He refused it on that occasion. He refused
it again when the member for Eyre got to his feet. He refused it again when the member
for Victoria Park got to his feet. The Minister finally got to his feet and was followed by
die Deputy Premier. There have been two speakers from the Government side on this
issue. I got to my feet at least at the same rime as the member for Collie, if not before.
Mr Acting Speaker, you have an obligation to recognise me as the next speaker.
Mr Cl BARNETT: By way of explanation, the member for Cockburn spoke first. It
was my choice not to get up as it was the Opposition's motion. I also wanted to hear the
argument put by the member for Eyre. I was about to rise when the member for Victoria
Park got to his feet.
Mr COWAN: Mr Acting Speaker, I am sure that you do not need me to tell you that
there are no rulings about whether turns are taken. There are no rules about who gets to
speak first or who shouts loudest, It is the prerogative of the person in the Chair. I an
quite sure that you will be able to exercise that prerogative.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Outer! I took the notion that there were three speakers from
the Opposition side and two from the Government side. The first person I saw come to
her feet was the member for Collie. That is a fact. I saw the Leader of the Opposition
rise a split second after that, and I automatically gave the call to the member for Collie.

Withdrawal of Remark

Mr Taylor: It is getting worse by the day.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! Was that a reflection on the ruling of the Chair?

Mr Taylor It was.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I ask the member to withdraw.
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Mr TAYLOR: I hope Hansard got it. I do withdraw. It is absolutely appalling.
Debate Resumed

Dr TURNBULL: Members of the National Party seem to be having a little difficulty
with our voices today. As the Opposition allowed the previous speaker same degree of
latitude, I hope it will allow me the same courtesy. The people of Collie are sick and
tired of uncertainty and insecurity. They do not mrust politicians. They do not miust the
former Prime Minister of Australia, Bob Hawke, who came to Collie on 22 November
1984 and announced that a power station would be built. The issue of the power station
has existed in Collie for 10 years. That is a very long time for people to live with
uncertainty and insecurity. The people of Collie do not trust the member for Eyre who
sold coal for $15m to prop up the balance of a bank which was going bankrupt. They do
not trust the former Minister, the member for Eyre, who was involved in the transfer of
$6m which was needed to pay the workers the next day. I can assure members that they
do not trust politicians, particularly those in the former Government. Four weeks after
the election in which I won the seat in 1989. David Parker said -

What do people in Collie expect? They did not vote for the Government.
It is a very insecure world for the people of Collic when politicians make statements like
that. I will refer to what the former Premier of Western Australia, Dr Lawrence, said on
11 December 1990. These statements were made in 1990 after the Government
advertised for expressions of interest to construct a coal fired power station. This was
followed by the H-arman report which said there should be no coal fired power stations;
the energy needs should be provided by gas. The former Premier said -

Under this plan the Government will also examine the feasibility of an. additional
coal fired power station in Collie.

She went on to describe what would need to happen; how the coal companies would need
to take price cuts and tonnage cuts; and how the workers would have to take pay cuts as
well.
Following that, Mitsubishi Transfield was not able to finance the power station. Asea
Brown Boveri then came in, which caused more delays. The people of Collie are
absolutely sick and tired of politicians of all descriptions and of all colours. Things are
so bad that in the week after the announcement of the closure of the underground coal
mines in Collie after 100 years, people said, "At least we now know the worst; we now
know where we stand." That is the attitude of the people of Collie. There was an end to
their insecurity and uncertainty. People who had been signing contracts to buy houses,
people who had been finalising arrangements to get married, finally knew where they
stood. People did not want to live with the insecurity and uncertainty that was produced
by the Labor politicians. In 1993 those people were judged and were put out of off ice.
We now must look to the future. A redundancy package has been negotiated by the coal
miners and Western Collieries Ltd. Many of the miners are satisfied with those
agreements and they feel that Gary Wood, the secretary of the miners union, has done a
good job for them in that respect. The people of Collie realise that this is the bottom of
the barrel and they must look ahead. Now a 300 MW power station has been agreed to.
I cannot credit how members opposite can say that they would sign up the 600 MW
power station if they won the election. That is the most pathetic excuse I have ever
heard. I have fulfilled my promise to the people of Collie. I doorknocked the length and
breadth of my electorate, particularly the town of Collie. I told the people that I would
try to get a 600 MW power station, that the National Party was committed to it.
However, I asked them to weigh up their options: "The Premier knows what the
Carnegie report will say. She appointed Carnegie and has promised up to $4m for the
report. She knows what is in it. The Liberal Party knows what is in it. Everyone knows
that Carnegie will recommend no 600 MW power station for Collie, that it should be
delayed. As the Opposition will lose the next election, the best option to obtain the
power station is with my support."
I realise that at the moment we have only half a power station; we have the first 300 MW
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worth $575m. That project will provide 500 jobs during construction and 130 jobs when
it comes on line. The people of Collie are sick of all the uncertainty and insecurity that
was brought upon them by members opposite who boasted that they could negotiate their
wages and changes in their conditions. David Parker held Hill River over the heads of
the people of Collie and the member for Victoria Park held gas over them. The former
Premier held the Greens and the conservationists over them. Collie will survive and take
advantage of the situation. Next week we will approach the Government for an
assurance that the people of Bunbury. the people of Collie and the people of our area wI
get the jobs. The irony is that local people will have more chance of getting jobs with a
smaller power station than they would with a large one. Another irony is that we will
have two opportunities for a construction phase: The first 300 MW project and the
second 300 MW project.
It is a difficult time for the people in my electorate who have lost their jobs. The people
of Collie will be wondering why the Opposition has brought on this motion. What is the
objective of the motion? It is to torpedo the project. The people of Collie know that
Opposition members are spoilers. Collie people want to get on with the job. They want
construction to start on 1 January next year. They want construction to begin on the
fences, the roads and the drains. They want jobs. They do not want members opposite
saying that the project must be put out to tender when they did not put it out to tender
themselves. They do not want to hear Opposition members saying that Transfield could
do it cheaper. Perhaps it could do it cheaper, but it might not include all sorts of things.
The Transfield tender would not include ingredients which would allow the next
300 MfW to be Added. The people of Collie are sick of members of the Opposition. They
do not want them to do anything to torpedo the opportunity that presents itself. I stand by
my promise to do the best for the people of Collie. I will achieve my objective.
The real irony is that members opposite will have a better chance of winning the seat of
Collie at the next election because they will have their members running around signing
up all the workers on the project. 1 put the Labor Party on notice that it had better watch
out if it tries that trick. I will win the next election as fairly as I can. The people of
Collie will know that when it comes to ensuring that their voice is heard in the
Parliament, by the Government and by the Cabinet, the National Party will do something.
It is better to have a 300 MW power station than no power station, which is what we got
from members opposite.
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [9.36 pm]: Where was the
member for Collie when the Government let Western Collieries sack 250 underground
workers? Where will she be when the inister has to bring in an amendment to the
Western Collieries Agreement Act which does away with the requirement to have
underground mining? Will she vote in support of the Government?
Dr Turnbull: Gary Wood was far more realistic than you are. He said they would get on
with the job.
Mr TAYLOR: Will the member support the Government? This Government has given a
windfall profit to Western Collieries. It has helped out Wesfarmers, because it could not
meet its contract commitments.
Dr Turnbull interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: The member for Collie can stand up and talk about Opposition politicians
but she should go to her electorate and face her constituents who know that she has sold
them out. She sold them out on the underground and on the power station and she has the
hide to stand up here and try to lecture us on what we should be doing in relation to
Collie. She knows that the people who marched on her office and called on her to resign
Meant it.
Several members interjected.
The ACING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order! Members, the interjections are
becoming intolerable. I am sure that the Hansard reporter is having difficulty hearing
what is being said. I cannot hear what is being said. When members interject, the Leader
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of the Opposition simply raises his voice, which makes it worse. Members of the
Opposition have been warned already that too many interjections have been made. I
inform members on the right hand side of the Chamber that in the last couple of minutes
the interjections were completely intolerable and I cannot accept them.
Mr TAYLOR: What will the member for Collie do? She will obviously vote in support
of the Government on the underground proposal. She let the Liberals have their way on
the power station. She promised a 600 MW power station to the people of Collie in
1992. 1 wonder where she will be when the same Minister for Energy sacks about half
the work force at the Muja power station in the next year or two. Will she still say that
her Liberal mates are doing the right thing by her electorate?
I also ask the member for Collie if she understands that, when this Minister came to this
House a year ago in relation to the 300 MW project - I tried to point this out to her leader
and he would not take up the issue - he referred to a table relating to generating plants.
Footnote 3 states -

Plant requirements beyond 2001 are indicative only of the capacity required to
maintain a nominal 20% reserve margin. The 116MW new plant capacities could
be either cogeneration or open/combined cycle gas turbines.

It then states -

Alternatively, a second 300MW unit could be installed at Collie Power station.
The same table - except in financial years and dealing with increased generating needs -
produced yesterday has exactly the same footnotes 1, 2. 3 and 4, except it says this in
relation to footnote 3 -

Plant requirements beyond 2001 are indicative only of the capacity required to
maintain a nominal 20% reserve margin. The 116MW new plant capacities could
be either cogeneration or open/combined cycle gas turbines.

It does not say as of yesterday that the alternative of a second 300 MW unit could be
installed at the Collie power station. Is that a mistake or is that an indication of the
Government's position?
Dr Turnbull interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: The Government has left off the table the option of a second unit. Why
was it left off?
Dr Turnbull interjected.
Mr Trenorden: She made the point that she had more influence.
Mr TAYLOR: If the member had more influence, she should ask the 260 people who
lost their jobs or the people who could have had the work associated with a 600 MW
power station instead of a 300 MW power station. Let us see how much influence the
member for Collie has on this Minister and SECWA when they start drugging people in
SECWA. Let us see how much influence the member has in relation to these sorts of
issues.
Mr C.J. Barnett interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: I will tell the Minister how I would design it if I were ABB.
Mr CJ. Barnett: It was not their requirement; it was SECWA 's.
Mr TAYLOR: As one of the biggest projects in the State, it did not even go to tender.
The Government will not provide the documentation which proves that the price is the
right price.
Mr CJ. Barnett interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: The Minister should make up his mind now. Why would the Government
have any doubt about giving us that documentation?
Mr CJ. Barnett: Because I do not know what its contents are.
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Mr TAYLOR: What has that got to do with it?

Mr C.I. Barnett: I am not sensitive on the price issue, but I do not know the other
material that is in it. I do not know if it is subject to patent.
MW TAYLOR: Subject to patent! Do not give me that sort of nonsense.
Mr C.J. Barnett: It is a detailed analysis of what ABB was looking at doing,
independently assessed on a confidential basis. If there is no legal problem in doing it. I
amn prepared to produce the estimates of the cost side for you. It might be extracts. You
do not want the full document - you do not want the drawings. I anm prepared to look at
that but I have not considered it yet.
Mr TAYLOR: The Government will provide all the information to enable us to consider
whether the price charged by ABB is fair and reasonable?
Mr C.J. Barnett: I have not said that at all.
Mr TAYLOR: The Opposition cannot expect, nor can those people in the gallery expect,
this Government to provide evidence, proof or guarantee that that price which has gone
from $500m to $575m to $700m and up to $775m in the space of a day or two - is fair
and reasonable. Is that what the Minister is saying?
Mr C.J. Banett: I am not going to answer because you do not want an answer.
Mr TAYLOR: I do want an answer. The Opposition wants sufficient information to
confirm in our own minds and publicly that the Government is doing the right thing. It
may well be the right thing. It may well be the information can be looked at and the
Opposition can say the inister has done the right thing.
Mr C.J. Bamnett: I have answered several times. I will look at the material and see what
is reasonable to make available. I will not answer it until I have been through it. To do
otherwise would be irresponsible. I anm not being evasive. I want to see what the
material is. It is not my document. I didn't request it. I simply took advice from
SECWA's board. They gave me material which had been prepared for them.
Mr TAYLOR: Turning to the direction the Minister gave to SECWA in July last year in
relation to this issue, I cannot see any problem in terms of the accountable Minister
giving a direction to SECWA to provide that information.
Mr C.J. Barnett: That is a substantial point. I have given one instruction to SECWA on
the basis of a decision made by Cabinet. It is quite different from your Government
when instructions were given to SECWA which never went to Cabinet.
Mr TAYLOR: Do not give me the holier than thou approach about what happened when
the Opposition was in Government and what is happening now. The Minister said in
terms of a direction to SECWA - and I want to know whether it has been changed - that
Cabinet did however take the view that a single 300 MW unit of coal fired power station
at Collie, commissioning no earlier than the end of the year 1999 and preferably not
before the end of the year 2000, would better reflect the State's overall needs. Has the

inister given SECWA a further direction to say that he has changed his mind on that?
Mr C.J. Barnett: Obviously when Cabinet made its decision to bring the project forward
based on advice from SECWA, that effectively overruled the previous Cabinet decision.
Mr TAYLOR: Turning to the issue of the cost of power, we have found out today that
the cost is not as the Minister said it was. Yesterday the Minister talked about a cost of
power below 50. It has been said that SECWA's base load cost is between 50 and 60.
We now find out that the cost of power is at least 6.50 in the early part of this power
station. We want to see the tariff profile in detail in relation to this station so that that can
be shown to be the case. It is fair that people know what they are looking at concerning
tariffs. The Opposition wants to see exactly what SECWA and the Government are
talking about when it comes to borrowings. What is the cost of borrowings?
Mr CJ. Barnett: I read out the schedule.

Mr TAYLOR: What is the exact cost of this power station?
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Mr C.J. Barnett: Who knows?
Mr TAYLOR: For the Minister for Energy to say to us in relation to a power station,
"Who knows?' what the cost is is astonishing.
Mr C.). Barnett: The Leader of the Opposition used to work for Treasury.
Mr TAYLOR: The Minister must have available information which states that this
power station will work given that the casts are fair and reasonable.
Mr C.J. Barnett: The borrowings will be costed as they accrue. There may be no
borrowings at all. I have answered that 10 times already.
Mr TAYLOR: Less than a year ago the Government when in Opposition stated that if
the station were delayed by a year SECWA would save money. Tables were produced
such as "Collie power station - one year delay debt"; "Collie power station options
compared to 2 x 300MW BOO in 1998/99", and what it will mean in terms of system
cost savings if in fact a 300 MW unit comes on later rather than earlier. Where does the
Government stand in relation to these sorts of figures concerning the Government's
announcement yesterday about bringing the unit on earlier? Are these costs still taken
into account?
Mr C.J. Barnett: I will answer your question if you let me. Every time I go to it I am
interrupted. Clearly the figures were prepared as of August last year. The growth rate
was running at three per cent; the forecast was based on three per cent growth. The
forecast for the 1990s is 4.5 per cent growth rate. Obviously those figures change. For
that mason the project is brought forward by one year. It was delayed by two years and
now it is effectively delayed by one year, so it is brought forward. [ also made it clear in
the statement to the House that pant of the reason for bringing it forward was recognition
of the social and economic hardship following the closure of underground coal mining.
Mr TAYLOR: That does not answer the question. Last year, as part of his argument for
the delay to the project, the Minister told us that a delay would save the State money.
Now he has brought the project forward, I want to know whether bringing it forward will
cost the State money.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I think the net effect is negligible.
Mr TAYLOR: The Minister thinks that! Last year he produced for this Parliament and
for the State tables which indicate significant costs in delay in bringing the project
forward. Now he is saying that by delaying the project he will save money for the State.
lHe is saying he is not inflexible. He is flexible enough to manipulate figures to suit his
argument! That is how flexible he is.
I have one other question. In relation to the issue of counteriade the Minister said in the
last press release that there is something like a $60m countertrade with ABB. Has he
looked into the performance of ABE in terms of countertrade and a proposal for an
abattoir and the like?
Mr C.J. Barnett: I have, and it has not been good.
Mr TAYLOR: It has not delivered The Minister has said, as pant of the counternrale
deals, there will be significant benefits of $60mn to the State. What is the nature of that
$60m countertrade deal? What has ABE put forward? What did the Deputy Premier put
on the table that will be beneficial for this State in terms of countertrade?
The Minister mentioned ring fencing the financing of this project. I wish SECWA luck
because the last time that I am aware of SECWA ring fencing a project, if those were the
words, was the financing associated with the Muja to Kalgoorlie powerline. That
financing deal proved to be very expensive to SECWA and also to those people who
were major users of power in the eastern goldfields. If it were not for the former
Minister, they would be paying more significant costs. The ring fencing of that deal was
a very expensive option for SECWA.
Without taking the Minister to task any further, I will finish by telling him that he has a
responsibility to provide to this House, to the media and to the people of Western
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Australia full details of a deal that has been worked out between the Minister and ABB
and which has not gone out to tender. He has a responsibility and he cannot avoid it.
MR OSBORNE (Bunbury) [9.54 pm]: I want to say a few things about what I consider
to be the bottom line of this decision for the electors of Bunbury. 1, Like other members
on this side of the House, have been quite bemused by the antics of members opposite. I
assure the Minister that all members of this Parliament firom the south west region and all
reasonable people of that region have applauded the Government's decision on the Collie
power station. The essentials are well known and there is no need to restate them. The
significant fact is thai this will be the largest public sector project that Western Australia
will see in this decade. The bottom line cannot be ignored-, that is, the employment,
retail manufacturing, building, tourism and port benefits for the electorate of Bunbury
and for the south west generally will be massive.
I cannot sit down without remarking on what I can only describe as the extraordinary
antics of the member for Mitchell yesterday. I sat here amazed at what he did. I could
not believe that a man who has spent so long in this Parliament and so long in public life
in Bunbury fighting as he said for the people of that area carried on the way he did
yesterday by slamming a project which is so evidently good for the people of Bunbury.
Obviously, he is ready to resign along with the members for Helena, Kim berley and
others on that side of the House. Grief has obviously made him go mad.
I also listened to the member for Eyre, who said the Government had blown it. Like the
Leader of the Rouse I spent a lot of time last year reading newspapers and contrary to the
assertions of the member for Victoria Park, I have with me an article that appeared in The
Leschenaul: Reporter on 13 May 1992. It is headed, "It's official, Govt blew power
deal". This was during the time of the Labor Government and follows the Parliament
passing a motion condemning the former Minister for Fuel and Energy. It states -

The State Government was officially reprimanded for its handling of the new $2
billion Collie power station deal in Parliament last week.
independents banded with the State Opposition in the Legislative Assembly on
Wednesday to pass a motion which criticised Fuel arnd Energy Minister Geoff
Gallop's handling of the conroversial deal.

Members opposite are the ones who blew the deal, not this Government. They had four
years to make it work and could not do so. They are now sick because, after one year of
careful and thoughtful action, this Government has pulled off the project.
Mr Riebeling: You have halved our project.

Mr OSBORNE: Members opposite continually assert that. The former Government
never had a project.
As I said, the flow-on benefits for the electorate of Bunbury are enormous and they will
be delivered by this Government The Opposition's reaction to this issue deserves
derision. The dominant emotion that was evident as I watched the debate was total
confusion. I am uncertain about what members opposite are trying to achieve. It is a
major project and members opposite should, like all people in Western Australia, rejoice
with us that the Government has managed to close the deal. when, for the last several
years, the Labor Government was unable to do anything. T1here will be no losers and the
only people who think they will be losers are the members opposite,
MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [9.58 pm]: In the two or three minutes available to me
there is not a lot that can be said to canvass the issues raised& Nonetheless, there are three
or four points which should be drawn out in sunmmarising the debate. The first is that this
project is the single biggest project that has occurred in the State Government arena for
some dine. Half a billion dollars of public money will be expended and the project has
not been put out to tender. Nothing has been said by the Minister or by other
Government members to suggest that it should not go out to tender and nothing has been
said to refute the fact that, if the capital price is reduced by 10 per cent, the send-out price
will be reduced by five per cent. Nothing has been said by the Minister about the
Government not putting this project out to tender in October or November, allowing for a
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decision to have been made by now. The decision making process has been defective to
that extent.
The Minister's response to the argument that it should have gone out to tender was that
the proposals have been looked at by consultants who are experts in the field. However,
we find that the person who took the matter to Cabinet has not seen the documents. That
is extraordinary. If I were responsible for $500m, I would want to see the documents.
Finally, looking at the whole range of matters raised in this debate, nothing has been said
that will refute the argument that a 300 MW power station will impair for a very long
time the coal fired power industry in Western Australia and make it uncompetitive with
gas. it has been saddled with a high coal price, which could have been avoided with a
bigger project chat would have allowed economies of scale and made it possible for the
coal company to deliver power at a much cheaper price that would have been competitive
with gas prices.

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

Ayes (20)
Mr M. Bewmtl Mr GriDl Mr Rlebelmng
Mr Bridge Mrs Hallahan Mr Ripper
Mr Brown Mrs Henderson Mr Taylor
Mr Catania Mr Hill Mr Thomas
Mr Cunningham Mr Kobelke MsWarnock
Dr Gallop Mr Marlborough Mr Leahy (Teller)
Mr Graham Mr McGinty

Noes (27)
Mr Ainswort Mir Johnson Mr Shave
Mr CJ. Banett Mr Lewis Mr W. Smith
Mr Board Mr Marshall Mr Strickland
Mr Bradshaw Mr Mc~ee Mr Trenorden
Dr Constable Mr Nicholls Mr Tubby
MrCourt Mr Onodei Dr Turnbull
Mr Cowan Mr Osborne Mrs van de Klashorst
Dr Hames Mr Pendal Mr Wiese
Mr House Mr Prince Mr Bloffwizch (Teiler)

Pairs
Dr Watsn Mrs Edwardes
Dr Edwards Mr Minson

Question thus negatived.

ADOPTION BILL (No 2)19M
Second Reading

Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.
MR BROWN- (Morley) [10.05 pm]: Prior to the adjournment I was commenting on
clause 52 of the Bill which deals with the policy that was used for the placement of
children for adoption. I made the observation that the distinction between this Bill and
the previous Bill introuced by the Labor Government and Labor Opposition is that this
Bill does not contain any requirement for children of Aboriginal descent or children from
a specific ethnic background to be placed with parents from that same background. We
see that as a very significant omission from this Bill. We are all aware of the sad history
this State has in relation to Aboriginal adoption and, indeed, it is a matter which stiff
concerns a number of sections of the Aboriginal community. They have made their
concerns known to me very clearly and precisely. They fear that the removal of the
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provisions contained in the Labor Bill are such that there is no legislative guarantee that
some of that sad history will not repeat itself. We are all aware of that history and we
cannot pretend it did not happen.
in the past Aboriginal children were removed from their parents and extended families.
Aboriginal children were removed from their parents and homes as a result of ignorance
in the non-Aboriginal community. That occurred because there was little understanding
in the non-Aboriginal community about the culture and values of the Aboriginal
community. The legislators of the day wrongly thought that bringing up Aboriginal
children in a non-Aboriginal family was a better way of caring for those children. We
have seen the results of poor placement decisions in a host of literature dealing with those
issues. Just one of the issues arising from that revolves around the confusion of cultural
identity. There is a need to look very carefully at that history today to ensure we take
into account in any legislative framework the views, aspirations and concerns of the
Aboriginal community. The question we must ask ourselves today in this Parliament is
whether we will knowingly ignore the views and aspirations of the Aboriginal
community when we enact this legislation. If so, there is no excuse. If the Government
does not intend to give proper recognition to the Aboriginal child care placement policies
that have been recommended and used, as I understand it, by the relevant department,
that should be stated. Until we can provide proper recognition - not statements to be lost
in Hansard, but by ensuring that the provisions of this Bill contain that proper
recognition, and by ensuring that the needs of Aboriginal families and children are
properly reflected in this Bill - the situation will not change. That was the proposal by
the Labor Party Bill. Unfortunately, such provisions are not contained in this legislation.
Mr Tubby: You do not have a good track record, considering the situation of the family
in Newman.
Mr BROWN: The member was not present earlier when I said anyone can talk about
specific cases. If we dwell on the worst case scenario we will never draft decent
legislation. We must not look at individual prejudices or hard cases, but at hard research.
What does the research show in relation to what is important for the community, and in
particular what is important in this Bill for the Aboriginal community? If one applies
that logic to the provisions of a Bill one will bring down a decent legislative framework.
The point that should be emphasised is that in many instances mistakes were made in the
past out of ignorance. There was a lack of understanding in the non-Aboriginal
community about Aboriginal values and culture, Aboriginal familiy structures, and the
importance of the placement of Aboriginal children within the Aboriginal family. But
that lack of understanding no longer exists. We understand what it means today for
Aboriginal people. We understand how the Aboriginal family is constituted. No longer
can we base a defence on a lack of understanding of Aboriginal culture and values, if we
cannot use that as a defence, and if we accept that we have at least some understanding,
the question is will we turn our backs on that understanding. Are we simply to dismiss
it? Will we discount it and say it is of no import? Or will we recognise it, cherish it and
respect it? These ane the questions we must ask ourselves during debate on this Bill.
This is not somethig new.
I turn now to comments by significant inquiries about the placement of Aboriginal
children. First, the Royal Commission into Aboriginal Deaths in Custody produced a
significant report and a number of recommendations. Some of those recommendations
are contained in a recent report by the Western Australian Government entitled
'Govemmient of Western Australia - Implementation Report 1993". That report
endeavoured to set out each of the recommendations of the inquiry and the Government
action taken in relation to those recommendations. Let us consider what the inquiry
recommended. One recommendation was -

That in States or Territories which have not already so provided there should be
legislative recognition of:
L. the Aboriginal Child Placement Principle; and
b. the essential role of Aboriginal Child Care, Agencies.
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The Government's report states -
The Government has recently introduced into Parliament the Adoptions Bill 1993.
In principle the Government recognises the appropriateness of placing children in
their own ethnic group. However, the Minister for Community Development has
resolved that to enshrine such policies in legislation establishes a rigid system
which may not have the flexibility to respond to the individual needs of a
particular child. Wherever possible, it will be the Government's intention to
support the placement of children in their own ethnic group. However,
recognising that this may not always be possible and may sometimes conflict with
the stated views of relinquishing parents, this adoption legislation seeks to
provide greater flexibility for practitioners to place children with the best possible
family that is available.

In essence, the Government is not prepared to commit itself absolutely. It wants some
flexibility. By and large, it agrees with the view that Aboriginal chilrn should be
placed with Aboriginal families but it wants flexibility as well, If that is genuinely the
case, where is the provision in this Bill that reflects that view? It is not here. It is not
stated anywhere chat as a first principle Aboriginal children should be placed with
Aboriginal families. If that fails, and for some reason there is no suitable Aboriginal
family - if it is impossible - something else can be done. One might accept that the Bill
reflects the rhetoric, but it does not. The Bill is silent on that point. That suggests that it
is rhetoric only; that there is no commitment. If there were a commitment, one would not
need to be a genius draftsman to write the legislation to reflect that commitment.
Fortunately, we are not talking about a huge number of children today in this category.
Nevertheless, it is important even if we are talking about only one child. I understand
that during the past five years four Aboriginal children have been placed for adoption.
however, the misplacing of one child remains a misplacement. It is important that the
legislation and the placement of Aboriginal children reflect the proper recognition of the
views, principles and culture of Aboriginal people. The Opposition will seek to make
that amendment when the appropriate time comes.
The other matter referred to in the royal commission report involves the essential role
that Aboriginal child care agencies must play in the placement of Aboriginal children.
Again, the Labor Party Bill contained specific provisions providing that such agencies
would be involved in the adoption process. That provision has been deleted in the Bill
before the House. The Government claims acceptance of the broad thrust of the royal
commission recommendations, hut again the Bill is silent on this matter. That serious
omission must be conrected.
Clause 79 contains a new provision which enables parties to leave messages for one
another. Is this provision intended to operate in the same way as that recommended for
the adoption information exchange outlined in the report of the New South Wales Law
Reform Commission? That report recommended that a message system be established so
that communication between parties to an adoption could be made even when a contact
veto was in place. On the weading of this clause it seems that an attempt is being made to
establish a similar exchange. However, one or two serious omissions are evident in that
attempt. The New South Wales Law Reform Commission report indicated that any
messages left by parties to anx adoption should not be the subject of censorship by officers
of the exchange. As I read clause 79 it provides a means for parties to an adoption to
leave messages for each other as long as contact or information vetoes apply. The
question arises as to what happens if a provision of a contact or information veto
specifically instructs the department that messages are not to be left, whether this cuts
across opportunities for messages to be exchanged. The New South Wales Law Reform
Commission said that that should not happen, but it appear to be the intent of the clause.
Unfortunately, time does not enable me to deal with this matter of vetoes in any detail.
but I am sure other speakers will do so.
Finally, the matter of the right to information was examined by a committee of the New
South Wales Legislative Council.' The Willis committee, as it was known, came to the
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unanimous conclusion that people had a right to information, and that chat clear right
should be interfered with only in unusual circumstances. T'he Willis committee's views
were incorporated into the Adoption Information Act, which the New South Wales Law
Reform Commission reviewed in 1992. The Law Reform Commission report is very
thorough on that matter and concluded emphatically that the views of the Parliament as
expressed in the legislation should nor be changed-, namely. that the individual's right to
information was fundamental and should appropriately be prescribed in legislation. I
invite members to read the summary of the New South Wales Law Reform Commission
report. Anyone who reads that summary will be convinced of char right to information.
[The member's time expired.]
MR RIPPER (Belmont) [10.28 pmJ: Our current Adoption Law dates from 1896, and
the current reform process dates from 1988. Parliamentary consideration of adoption
reform dates from the spring session of 1992. Thlerefore, we have a very old Act and a
very long reform process. We certainly need a new adoption law which recognises the
damage of the secrecy of the past and people's right to information about themselves and
their families. This law should also recognise that children have a right to a knowledge
of their heritage.
Circumstances affecting adoption are greatly changed from those which applied when
adoption legislation was first developed in this State. For example, in the past hundreds
of healthy newborn infants were available for adoption, whereas today we have a small
number available in that category but hundreds of people who are prepared to be adoptive
parents. We need a more progressive, open and flexible adoption system.
The Opposition welcomes the probability of the passage of this legislation. We will not
unnecessarily delay the legislation, but some issues must be debated. The issues raised
by the Opposition rtflezt our support of the adoption legislation review committee report
and its principles and recommendations. The committee's work was based on extensive
consultation and research from the time it was commissioned in late 1988. The
coimmittee put out an issues paper followed by a period of public comment. There was
mren a draft report followed by another period of public comment. There was a special
report on overseas adoption and then the final repon. In addition to the consultation and
the work performed by committee members, the committee commissioned research on
specific issues. A very comprehensive and thorough process was involved in che
preparation of that report. It is instructive to look at the guiding principles which chat
committee set out. I recommend to the House these guiding principles for our
cons ideration of the debate on this Bill. The committee said -

Adoption sevens irn law, but not in fact, an existing biological relationship and
creates a relationship between the adoptive parents and the child in place of chat
which normally exists between a child and his/her parents.

Adoption is a service for children and the paramount consideration in adoption is the
welfare and interests of the child. It had quite extensive principle governing the rights of
parties to adoption. Since that will be a significant pant of our debate I will put that
principle on the record. It says chat as a general principle any adoption legislation must
preserve and protect as far as possible the rights of all parties involved in adoption, and,
in particular, give effect to the following -

Every child has as right to be raised by their birth parents or their birth family in
so far as this is in the child's best interests.
Children have a right to independent representation to protect their interests.

Birth parents have a right to state and expect their wishes be considered in the
placement of their children.
Adoptive parents have the right to parent their adoptive children through
childhood without fear of disruption. All people have an inalienable right to
information about themselves and their famnily of origin.
Every individual involved in a adoption has the right to make choices about if,
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when and how contact occurs between themselves and the other parties to an
adoption. However, their ability to give effect to the choice is subject to the
wishes or other parties and will vary according to the age of the adoptee.
Every individual has the right to protection from harassment.

It would be wise of this House to take account of those principles when we come to
debate the question of the rights of party to adoptions later on in Committee. Further
principles were developed by the committee. One deals with the importance of the
family and a stable family environment for the raising of children. Another one draws
attention to the need for flexibility to meet individual needs. Another one, which I think
will be of some importance in the debate, is that adoption should aim to provide for
cultural and/or ethnic continuity with the child's background. Some other principles
were developed by the committee, but those are the most important for the purposes of
debate which will take place in this House.
The Opposition presented its own adoption Bill, the first adoption Bill presented in this
session of Parliament. It was based on this report and the principles which I have just
quoted. It is pleasing to see that a large part of the Opposition's Bill is retained in the
Government's own Bill. Minister, we welcome that.
Mr Feudal: Peace breaks out.
Mr RIPPER: Not entirely; I am just about to add the "but". I welcome the retention of a
large part of the Opposition's Bill, but we will be debating a number of issues where the
Government's Bill deviates from the Opposition's Bill, in particular from the principles
and recommendations of the adoption legislative review committee report. I turn now to
some of those issues. One of the most important is the way in which the Bill deals with
the rights of parties to adoption to access to identifying and other information about other
parties. It is the Opposition's view and indeed it is a principle of the report of the
adoption legislative review committee that people have a fundamental human right to
information about themselves and their families. We do not believe that that fundamental
human right is properly implemented in the Government's Bill. This right to information
about the other party to the adoption is something which adoptees have had since the
implementation of the 1985 amendments in 1987. They have had that right subject to the
possibility of a veto being placed on their rights by birth parents. But it is not a right
which birth parents have had. That is something which has caused them considerable
distress.
Mr Nicholls: The amendment was made during the period of examination. Why did the
then Government provide a veto system for relinquishing parents?
Mr RIPPER: I could escape from the Minister's question as I had not been elected at that
time. Had I been there, the position I am outlining no doubt would have been
implemented! It is fair to say that there are conflicting rights in the question of adoption.
I say thene is a fundamental human right to access information about oneself and one's
family, but there is also a right not to have unwanted contwet from another party to the
adoption. There are people who feel that if identifying information about themselves is
released to Mnother party to the adoption there will be unwanted contact. On the basis of
experience that is an unwarranted fear, and we should not seek to protect people against
that unwarranted fear to the detriment of other people's right. Earlier in the reform
process a different judgment was made.
I want to make some comments about the effects on people of the denial of this
information. I was about to quote from the report of the adoption legislative review
committee on effects of denial of adoption information on both adoptees and birth parent
As luck would have it the particular quote eludes me, but the committee did draw
particular attention to the position of both birth parents and adoptees when they are
denied information about other parties to the adoption. Adoptees have a particular need
for this information in order to establish a sound sense of identity, and failure to have this
information can have particular ill effects on the psychological development of adoptees.
Many birth parents, probably all birth parents, experience feelings of grief and sadness
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over the relinquishment of their child, and those feelings, which can often be very
incense, are exacerbated if they are denied information about what has happened to chat
child, about die identity of the child. and about the progress of the child. The adoption
legislative review committee drew attention to the very great personal distress that can
arise from the traditions of secrecy which have surrounded adoption and from the denial
of this very important personal information. As I said in response to the Mfinister there
are ocher rights with regard to adoption. Those include the rights of parties not to have
unwanted contact.
The tights of people to information and the rights of people not to have unwanted contact
must be balanced. The best balance is to give everyone a right, once adoptees have
turned 18, to fundamental information about themselves and their families. No-one has a
right to make contact with a party who does not want contact. Therefore, there should be
rights to information, but a contact veto system with penalties for breach of the contact
veto or harassment if that occurs. However, that sort of contact veto is sufficient. There
is no need to have an information veto in addition to the contact veto. Experience in
ocher jurisdictions where there has already been reform shows that parties to the
adoptions have shown great respect for each others' rights. Very few problems have
arisen in making identifying information available.
My colleague, the member for Morley, made brief reference to the New South Wales
situation where there has been an Adoption Information Act since 1990. It was reviewed
by the New South Wales Law Reform Commission. I reefer to chapter 6 of that review
entitled "Basic Principles of the Act". Describing the New South Wales Act the New
South Wales Law Reform Commission said that the Act included among its objectives
giving adopted persons and birth parents greater access to information about each ocher.
It sad that these rights to information were absolute in that they were independent of the
wishes of other persons. That establishes, in summary, the information provisions of the
New South Wales Act. The commission's conclusions about the operation of that Act
are that it has functioned very much in the way anticipated by the Willis committee and
by the Parliament. The experience of other jurisdictions with similar legislation to New
South Wales, examined in chapters 4 and 5, suggests that such legislation works
satisfactorily. The commission concludes that its inquiries and research have revealed no
reason to change die basic principles of the Act after a little more than a year's operation.
They are arguments both in principle and in practice for a system which allows people
access to identifying information about the other parties to the adoption and which
dispenses with information vetoes, but maintains a contact veto system. The Opposition
is very disappointed chat this Bill introduces the concept of an information veto. It is a
highly restricted information veto regarding new adoptions which will take place after the
passage of this Bill. However, it is a very extensive information veto regarding
information arising from past adoptions. The Opposition will strongly oppose all the
information veto provisions in the Government's Bill. We do not regard an information
veto as being a necessary part of the protection of the rights of parties to adoptions. We
regard it as infringing a basic human right for people to have information about
themselves and their families.
The information vetoes proposed in the Government's legislation concerning information
arising out of past adoptions are most offensive. Although the Government's legislation
improves the rights of relinquishing parents to access information about the child they
have relinquished for adoption, many parents will be disappointed that they will not be
able to proceed with that right as it applies to them because of the information veto
provisions.
Mr Nicholls: How is it offensive? To which group or individuals is it offensive?
Mr RIPPER: The veto can be offensive to any party to the adoption who is denied
identifying information by virtue of a veto placed by another party. Information about
these mattens is a right. I also think failure to have chat information is very distressing to
the people who are denied it and can be quite damaging to their emotional wellbeing and
their psychological development. There art very good reasons why people should have
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access to this information. The other side of the equation is that the people who are
denying the information art doing so on the basis that they might suffer unwanted
contact. Yet the experience in other jurisdictions shows that this unwanted contact, if it
occurs, applies to a tiny proportion of cases. Other provisions in the Bill provide some
protection where the possibility of danger arises from such unwanted contact. For
example, the Bill contains a provision where a court can order that information not be
released where that might present a danger to another person.
Mr Nicholls: Are you seeing it as offensive to the people being denied information,
racker than to the client?
Mr RIPPER: It is offensive to the Opposition because it does not support that approach
to the problem. It will also be offensive to people who are denied information.
The Opposition also has some objection to the contact veto as the Minister seeks to
implement it in the legislation. In our view there should be a time limit on the duration
of a contact veto; it -should last no longer than five years. There should be a regular
opportunity for a person to reconsider whether they should maintain the contact veto. In
ocher words, people should be encouraged to think again. Very often people may not
realise the devastating effect of a contact veto on the person who has been precluded
from having contact. The contact veto provisions in the Government's Bill art too much
weighted against contact and should be modified by the imposition of a time limit on the
duration of a veto.
The other area with which I have great concern is the principles governing the placement
of children. Adoption is a service to children; it is not a service to adults. It is also a risk
to children and, therefore, every effort should be made to reduce that risk. The small
number of children now available for adoption means that we can be very selective in
choosing the adoptive parents for those children. As a result, we have a chance to
minimise that risk. It is a matter of children's rights and children's welfare. We should
take account of the reference to rights in the adoption legislative review committee report
which draws attention to the United Nation's Convention on the rights of the child.
Article 8 refers to the child's rights to reserve his or her identity, including nationality,
name and family relations.
Article 30 refers to the right of children belonging to an indigenous, ethnic, religious or
linguistic minority to an upbringing which provides full access to a community with
other members of the group, enjoyment of their own culture, practice of their religion,
and use of their own language. It is also a matter of the children's welfare. On the
question of inter-country adoption the committee's report states -

The general emerging trend in research studies would seem to indicate that
children adopted from overseas countries have one extra hurdle to overcome in
their search for personal and racial identity. The preparation of adoptive parents
for their role: ongoing support and education; regular contact with children and
adults from the child's ethnic background and other genuine links with the child's
country of origin, as well as language and culture will be important aids in
achieving positive outcomes for adoptees and their adoptive families,

That is the view of the adoption legislative review committee on children's rights and
welfare, yet this Bill presented to the House by the Government deletes all reference to
ethnic and cultural consistency in the placement of children. With no group of children is
this more important than with Aboriginal children. Adoption is foreign to Aboriginal
culture. There has been a long and distressing history of the separation of Aboriginal
children from Aboriginal caregivers and families in this country and, in particular, in this
State. That policy of separating Aboriginal children from their own people has been
disastrous for the children and, in many cases, has been disastrous for the Aboriginal
families. In its consultation with Aboriginal people the review found there was strong
support for the Aboriginal child placement principle. The review also noted that new
adoption laws in New South Wales, Victoria and South Australia recogntised this
principle. The administrative policy of the Department for Community Development
supports the Aboriginal child placement principle and states -
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Where possible Aboriginal children should be placed within the extended family,
with other Aboriginal families, or in another formt of culturally consistent care.

Cultural consistency and family linkage are considered more important than material
standards. That matter was taken up in recommendation 114 of the review which states -

That an Order for die adoption of an Aboriginal child should only be made in
favour of Aboriginal person(s) who am members of the child's Aboriginal
community and who have the coffect relationship with the child according to that
community's customary law. If this is not possible, then after consultation with
that Aboriginal community, Aboriginal persons who are as close as possible
culturally and geographically to the child's original community must be
considered

The Minister's second reading speech supported the desirability of placing Aboriginal
children with Aboriginal caregivers, yet there is no mention whatsoever in the Bill of
Aboriginality. I know the Minister thinks that administrative means are the best way in
which to deal with this issue. However, there is notoriously a gap between policy and
practice in this area. The ingrained cultural assumptions and prejudices which apply to
relations between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people in this country mean that
Aboriginal people will be placed with non-Aboriginal caregivers in significant numbers
unless there is the strongest possible legal endorsement of the Aboriginal child placement
principle.
Mr Nicholls: That does not ring true when one considers Aboriginal adoptions over the
past five years. There have been four adoptions in five years. You know as a former
Minister that in some circumstances in foster care it is the desired outcome to have the
non-Aboriginal caregivers providing care.
Mr RIPPER: Despite the existence of administrative policies which draw attention to the
need for Aboriginal children to be placed with Aboriginal caregivers, significant numbers
of children are still placed with non-Aboriginal caregivers. That indicates the need for a
strong legal endorsement of the principles. In each case the cultural assumptions and
prejudices which are still rife in the community will tend to lead to the placement of
Aboriginal children with non-Aboriginal caregivers. Despite the arguments which arise
at the time of placement, we know that in a significant number of cases that will be
damaging to the children involved.
T'he Minister's argument is to quote the hypothetical example, where a suitable
Aboriginal placement cannot be made. There is already provision in the Bill for that.
Clause 53 will allow the director general to make a placement outside the other
provisions when a placement cannot be made within the provisions, If the Government
wants to offer the best possible protection for Aboriginal children, the Aboriginal child
placement principle should be included in the Bill as recommended by the review
committee and as endorsed by people with bitter experience in this State and other parts
of the country. It has been done in other States and should be done in Western Australia.
I assure the Minister that the Opposition will take up this matter in the Committee with
more vigour.
I also draw attention to the question of allowing adoption within the family. Apart from
allowing step-parent adoptions the review recommended against this because of the
rearrangement of family relationships which results from such adoptions. In the view of
the review committee, that rearrangement is damaging to the child. The view of the
Opposition is that there should be a strong presumption against the adoption of children
by relatives apart from the provisions which relate to step-parent adoption. The
Opposition will move an amendment to restrict this adoption to circumstances in which
custody and guardianship are not viewed as the best option and where strong welfare
reasons exist why such an adoption should proceed. This should happen in only a small
number of cases.
I have drawn attention to a number of issues where the Opposition differs from the
Government on this matter. On a number of issues the Opposition will support the
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outcome of the extensive consultative research and review process rather than the
propositions put forward by the Government These issues aside, this Bill provides a
modem, progressive, flexible and open framework for new adoptions. For past
adoptions, it provides improved access to identifying information for birth parents, but
does not go as far as the review recommended or as far as the Opposition would Like to
see this matter taken. The Opposition looks forward to the expeditious passage of this
legislation.
MRS van de KLASHORST (Swan H-ills) [10.58 pmj: Adoption is one of those
emotive areas in which there are always differing points of view. I do not think anyone
in this place would not know of somebody who has had something to do with adoption in
any one of the three parts of the adoption triangle - the relinquishing mosher, the adoptee,
or the adopting parent. One of the things the Bill attempts to do is draw a fine line
between the needs of all three groups. I support the Bill on what I consider to be one of
its major strengths - the divisions and clauses for future adoption. There are many
problems with previous adoptions but future adoptions will have fewer problems due to
this Bill. The main thrust for future adoptions is communication in the form of an
adoption plan. The plan will allow the relinquishing mother to negotiate with the
adoptive parents, through a mediator, to determine the main needs of the child and how
the child will benefit from being given over for adoption. They will be in a position to
solve any problems before they arise, It is one of the major strengths of the Bill.
In the past the relinquishing mothers' needs have not been taken into account. They feel
a loss which is akin to the death of a family member. The counselling and the adoption
plan will assist them in this respect. The relinquishing father will also have a say in the
adoption plan and that is a great step forward because in the past his wishes for the child
have virtually been ignored. The relinquishing father has the same right as the
relinquishing mother to have an input into what will happen to his child. It is a step in
the right direction. T1he provision which allows the adoptive parents and the
relinquishing parents to work out a plan for the child is important because it will assist
not only the child, but also the parents. The Bill will provide for the heartbreak suffered
by the relinquishing parents at the time of the adoption to be relieved to some extent.
Another important aspect of the Bill is that it provides for counselling for up to 28 days
after the child is born and before any adoption papers are completed. Both the adoptive
parents and relinquishing parents will have access to counselling and it will give them the
opportunity to consider the major problems associated with handing over and adopting a
child. The counselling will end some of the problems which currently exist in the
adoption procedure. After all, information and communication are major aspects of life;
and they are adequately covered in this Bill.
In the adoption process the child's rights are the first priority. Division 6 of the Bill
adequately covers this aspct. Every child has a right to have a family. In placing a child
one must take into consideration what the adoptive and relinquishing parents want for the
child. The member for Morley referred to the placement of ethnic children in non-ethnic
families, If we adhered strictly to placing a child in a family of the same edtic
background we would run the risk of being accused of introducing a Bill which is racist.
What is best for the child is the main priority. My husband, who is Dutch, has a German
grandmother. I am English and there are 13 different nationalities in our family. My
children are Australian. If!I relinquished a child in what ethnic background would it be
placed? We must keep an open mind when placing children and we should not become
racist in our views. By placing children in families with different ethnic backgrounds we
will increase the multiculturalism of Australia. The right family for the child must be
chosen. That family must be aware of the child's ethnic background. Mixing with
people of different ethnic backgrounds will ensure that the child has contact with people
of the same ethnic background, and the adoptive family's education will be enhanced as
well, If the child comes from a certain religious background it must be given the
opportunity to mix with people of that religion. By assimilating the child into different
cultures its knowledge will be increased. A similar thing happened to me when I arrived
in Australia because I had to mix with people from different nationalities.
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Given my nationality, if I had wanted to adopt a child, would it have been English or
Dutch? If we follow the member for Morley's view I would not have been able to adopt
a Dutch child because I am not Dutch and [ would not have been able to adopt an English
child because my husband is not English. We would not have been able to adopt an
Australian child because at chat stage neither of us was an Australian citizen. We have
since been naturalised. We must broaden our horizons and realise that Australia is a
multicultural society and an ethnic child could be placed in an ethnic or Australian family
if it is the right family for it. I vigorously oppose the member for Morley's view that
children cannot be placed in families ocher than those of the same ethnic background.
The Bill provides for adoptive parents to adopt children from overseas. I have several
Mrends who have adopted children from other countries. I commend the Government for
including a provision in the Bill which allows children to be brought into Australia for
adoption. We would not be able to assist children from other countries if the Bill did not
provide for children to be placed with families of different ethnic background. By
helping people from other countries this nation will be better off. People adopting
children from overseas will have to meet the same criteria as people adopting Australian
children. This will ensure that the overseas children receive the same benefits as
Australian children.
The Bill also provides for an open and flexible approach. It allows an adopted child to
make a decision when it turns 18 to seek information about its birth parents. It is a
positive pant of the Bill and it will allow a child to find its identity at age 18 if the child
wishes.
The director general's message box system goes a long way towards helping
relinquishing parents contact their child or the adoptive parents. However, if they cannot
do so because vetoes are placed already, at [east messages can be passed back and forth if
both parties wish. I know that is not the ideal situation and that it will not suit everyone,
but it goes a long way towards solving some of the problems, and once it has been
triAlled, it might be added to. It is an important part of the Bill, and it will allow people
to communicate without having to disclose their identity, because from the point of view
of all parties - the children, the relinquishing parents and the adoptive parents - there is
always a fear of the unknown. The member for Belmont said that the ideal situation
would be to have it completely open, but we have to hasten slowly. We cannot rush
straight into it. We need to move a step at a time from complete veto to complete
disclosure in the future. I commend the Government for allowing the message box
system.
Mr Ripper. I agree with the message box system. It does ameliorate the harshness of the
information veto. However, I think also that many birth parents would think we have
been hastening too slowly for too long because this reform process has been going since
1985.
Mrs van de KLASHORST: We should try to provide protection, because the
relinquishing parents who have placed a veto might think that we were going too fast if
we suddenly allowed their lives to be upset. I know that some of the research indicates
that does not happen, but cheat are cases where it could happen. Let us try it this way and
move on from there perhaps with an amendment later once we know how this works.
That way we can ease anxieties and move towards the way in which we perhaps should
go in the future. We do not know whether we should go down that track immediately,
Mir Ripper: Perhaps we can test you out with an amendment in a few years' time.
Mrs van de KCLASHORST: This Bill goes a long way cowards meeting the objective of
being fair to all thre parties. Although I know that the three parts of the adoption
triangle will not have all of their needs met, the needs of the child will be met first, and
the needs of the other two parts of the triangle will be met as far as possible at this tine.
I commend the Bill to the House.
MRS HALLAHAN (Armadale - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) P11. 13 pmiJ: I
welcome the opportunity to participate in the debate on this important Bill. I was the
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Minister for Community Services in 1987 at the beginning of this reform process, and at
that stage adult adoptees; received the right to access their original birth certificates,
subject to certain conditions. As a result of the debate created by that legislation, I
established a working party to review the entire existing adoption legislation. Adoption
is an emotional issue for all die parties involved because it critically affects people's
sense of wellbeing, justice and emotional stability. So strong are the feelings of the
various parties to adoption that a comprehensive process was required and undertaken, to
the extent that this Bill is welcomed and anticipated by people generally in the
community, and certainly those with an interest in adoption. We do not have a situation
where people are resisting this legislation. People are awaiting this legislation.
That comprehensive review of this legislation was established in December 1988 and
conducted over nealy two years. I was pleased that when I left the Community Servces
portfolio in 1989, my successor, the member for Mitchell, supported the continuation of
the review. That ultimately led to the legislation introduced by the member for Belmont,
who said tonight that he was pleased that much of the Bill that he presented to the
Parliament is still intact in this Bill that we are now debating. I shame his regret that this
Government did not have the courage, vision or progressive attitude to progress the Bill
that was introduced in 1992.
1 mention with full accolades the people who were on the adoption legislative review
committee because they did an outstanding job. The chairperson was Lisa Newbey; the
members were John Booth, Rosemary Cant, Daphne Cross, Margaret van Keppel, Farley
O'Dea and Jackie Watkins; the legal consultant was John Foulshamn from the department;
and the project officers were Patrice Wringe, Judy Willdason and Susan Diamond. I ant
sure they will be gratified that there has been an ultimate fulfilment of their work in the
proclamation of this Bill, even if not exactly in the way they would have liked to see.
They will be pleased that much of what they laid down was listened to and that the
Parliament of Western Australia acted upon their recommendations.
The Opposition regrets that the Government did not retain the provisions in regar to
ethnic consistency in the placement of children and the Aboriginal child placement
principles, and that the information vetoes will now continue in some respects. We have
had some debate tonight about the placement of Aboriginal children. When we continue
to remove children from particular ethnic backgrounds, particularly from Aboriginal
parents and communities, we are continuing with the ignorant arrogance that has been
our history in this field. It is a great pity that the Government did not leave the Bill as
presented by the Labor Party and has taken the path of not understanding the important
cultural aspects of the relationship of children with their parents and community and the
great destruction those practices cause, as demonstrated by the confused identity
exhibited by many young people. On the one hand we are condemning young people for
antisocial behaviour while on the other hand we seem to insist on practices which lead
young people to be very confused about their identity, therefore, their value in the world
and their relationships with other people. That is the sorry history of adoption.
We can all point to very happy adoption relationships. However, many parties to
adoption have experienced a great deal of grief and emotional destruction over the years.
Labor's Bill was a very compassionate and practical one. It was progressive in termis of
social policy and it did provide adequate protection for parties, something that must be
fully considered in the adoption process.
Mr Pendal: If that is true - I accept your sincerity - why did you not proceed with the
Bill? Why did you not get on and do something when in Government?
Mrs HALLAHAN: We did do something.
Mr Wiese: We were still here at seven o'clock in the morning on the last day of sitting
discussing this matter.
Mr CJ. Barnett: You left mothers languishing in the Public Gallery night after night.
Mrs HALLAHAN: Where was the Government in 1993, except trying to pul the Bill
apart to reduce its effectiveness?
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Mr Pendal: We were here and you did not have the courage of your convictions.
Mr C.J Barnett: Do you remember the mothers sitting in the Public Gallery night after
night?
Mrs 1-ALLAHAN: Was the member for South Perth or the member for Cottesloc
wasting the time of the House?
Mr Pendal: Not at all.
Mrs HALLAHAN: Not much!
Mr CI Barnett: The previous Government was given the opportunity to deliver but, as
wick the Collie power station, it did not.
Mr Pendal: I promised to be nice to you today, but it is very hard to do that tonight.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs HALLAHAN: The importance of this legislation is in no way reflected by the inane
and irresponsible interjections coming from those on the Government benches. They are
putting through legislation that could be regarded as progressive. However, they were
not courageous enough to go all the way with a progressive reform.
Mr Pendal: You were the inister - absolutely useless!
Mrs HALLAI-AN: The Government is going a long way towards reform, and for that it
is to be commended. However, the inane interjections from the Government members
suggest that we are lucky for the Bill to be brought forward with any progressive
provisions.
I commend one of the people who is sitting in die gallery. That is always a dangerous
and difficult thing to do. When I was the Minister for Community Services - that is
going back sonic years to between 1986 and 1989 when such a lot of the groundwork was
laid for community acceptance of changes to adoption legislation - a person named
Glenys Dees worked closely with me and with many people in the-groups involved in the
reform of the adoption legislation. Glenys would not want to be singled out and she is
not the only person who represents the dedication that many people have shown in
achieving the reform of this process. One regret is clearly chat reform was brought about
months ago and not decades ago. I commend Glenys Dees as a representative of the
people who have worked long and hard and who have, at times, felt most dispirited and
discouraged as they waited for the community to catch up with their attitudes and their
understanding of the requirements of people caught up in the adoption process.
Mr Pendal: She is a very impressive lady.
Mrs HALLAHAN: For many people this legislation is a great celebration of a move
from closed, controlled and restrictive legal practices with regard to the placement of
children to a more open and flexibly negotiated adoption process. As humanists, we
would all welcome that. It has been said that adoption should be - the review reiterated
this - child focused. Sadly and historically that has not always been the case. For some
people it has meant that for decade upon decade they have been forced into something of
a half life emotionally, never feeling that this community respected their wishes about
access to information which they would have handled very responsibly and which we
now know is bandied responsibly by people having that right to information. It is our
view that people have the right to that information. We are not saying that they have a
right to contact because all parties need to have a say in whether that contact takes place.
The Bill will be proclaimed six months after the legislation is passed so that the
community may be made aware of its implications. Many people have lived as though
adoption has not been part of their experience. We forced that attitude upon people and it
has led them in many directions which have seen them establish lifestyles where others
may not be aware that adoption has been part of their experience. There is a great need
for the review of the legislation two years after proclamation, and that is included in the
Bill. That is a very sensible provision.
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However, the important thing about this legislation is that from irs proclamation, the
adoption process will never be dhe same as it has been in the past. It Will be an open
process and that has been at the nub of most of the problems that people have
experienced. We live in changing times and parents do no: now have to relinquish
children in the way in which they have in the past. In fact, few children in the future will
be affected in the same way by adoption. Not only will the processes be different but
also significantly few children and relinquishing parents will be affected.
Rather belatedly we are dealing with a problem that has been heartbreaking in its
proportions. I always felt that there was a callousness on the part of the wider
community and the lawmakers in not having had this matter dealt with much earlier. It
involved intense community feelings and attitudes. We now have this Bill before the
House with no protest about it, except that the Government has taken the opportunity to
remove three significant areas from the Bill that was presented by the member for
Belmont in 1992. Despite those regrets, itlls a very significant piece of legislation and I
welcome it. The Opposition will take the opportunity to try to re-insert the removed
provisions to improve dhe adoption process. We will, however, be supporting the Bill. I
place on record my commendation of all those people over many years who have worked
to improve adoption legislation in Western Australia.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Dr Constable.

SECONDARY EDUCATION AUTHORITY AMENDMENT BILL 1993
Receipt and Firsf Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, on motion by Mr Tubby (Parliamentary Secretary),
read a first time.

BILLS (2) - RETURNED
1. Police Amendment (Graffiti) Bill 1993
2. Censorship Laws Amendment Bill 1993
Bills returned from the Council without amendment.

House adjourned at 1)32 pm

t562-14
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

HEDLAND COLLEGE - AUCTION OF SURPLUS GOODS
1887. Mr GRAHAM to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education-

(1) Did the Hedland College recently hold an auction of surplus goods?
(2) If yes -

(a) did the goods sold include computer software surplus to
requirements;

(b) were there any breaches of copyright as a result of the sales?
Mr TUBBY replied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -
Last year the Hedland College disposed of out of date hardware and
software by public advertisement in accordance with the State Supply
Manual section 1.1 - Disposal of Public Property. None of the items had
an estimated value rater than $1 000. The items included computer
software which is now outdated, not in use at the college, and not loaded
on any college computer. As the licences, manuals and original disks
were sold with the software I am advised that there has been no breach of
copyright.

REGIONAL ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVE SCHEME - GRANTS,
APPLICATIONS

1894. Mr HILL to the Minister for Commerce and Trade:
(1) How many applications have been received for grants under the Regional

Enterprise Development Initiative Scheme?
(2) When was the first application received?
(3) How many applications have been successful?
(4) (a) Who were the successful applicants;

(b) what were the sums granted to each?
(5) What was the stated purpose of each grant?
(6) What is the address of each successful applicant?
Mr COWAN replied:
(1) Sixty-eight.
(2) 5 April 1993.
(3) Twenty-seven.
(4) (a)-(b)Successfiil ApplicantsSums Granted

Rural Cyciednim WA 3000
Lake King Machinery 10800
Fabbuccino's 13 500
Pingeily Supennarkt 9450
Windmill Flour. 10500
Goodalls Rural Enterprise 6 300
Bunbuzy Abattoir 45000
Finesse Foods 45000
Albany Turf Farm 9500
Kendenup Country Kcitchen 16 000
Big Blue Dive 3450
Quindalup Fauna Park 14 600
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Jacqlueline & Jacs Fashions
Greenhead Supemiae
Kiflerty Vineyards Pty Lcd
Hansa Smaligoods
Joycraft
Yabbie Enterprises Pty Ltd
Mullena News and Post Office
Nindetbanat Seed Service
Bonus Bats
Manidigkin Pool
COalmne Bech Caravan Park
Davison Industries Pty Ltd
Hocham Valley Estate
Brookton Concrete
Blastaway
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3 ODD
35500
37 500
45000)
4653
3000

23250
45000X
40500

5810
12000
45000O
45000
16 000
4350

(5)-(6)
Rural Cycledrumn
WA
Lake King
Machinery
Fabbuccino's

Pingelly
Supermarket
Windmill Flour

Goodalls Rural
Enterprise
Bunbury Ababoir

Finesse Foods

Albany Turf Farm

Kerudenup Country
Kitchen
Big Blue Dive

Quindalup Fauna
Park
Jacqueline &
Jac's Fashions
Greenhead
Supermarket
Kiflerby Vineyards
Pty Ltd
Hansa Smaligoods

Joycraft

Address
Lot 121 Parkes St
Burracoppin
174 Hetherington Way
Lake King 6356
25 Furuival. St
Narogin 6312
41 Raglan St
Pingelly 6308
PO BOX 115s
Conrigin 6375
RMB 248 Lake Camm
via Newdegaze
14 Prince St
Bussehson 6280
PO0Box 1343
Bunbury 6230

12 Clive St
Albany 6330
P0 Box 12
Kendenup 6323
1 Edwin Way
South Hedland

962-970 Caves Rd
Quindaiup 6281
RMB 359
Pingefly 6308
PO BOX 89
Coorow 6515
PO Box 1058
Bunbwy 6230
Lot 824 Beaufort SI
Inglewood 6052

PO Box 35
Kazigarin 6358

Purpose of Each Grant
Expansion of existing business providing
recycled chemical drums.
To establish a mechanicul repair and light
engineering business in Lake Grace.
To create a combined fashion house and
cafe for t town of Nan'gin.
To improve and upgrade die facilities and
stock range at the Pingely Supennaket.
To assist in further development of a
horizontal stone grind flour miDl at Corrigin.
To assist to expand the facilities to process
yabbies for the domestic and export markets.
To upgrade the processing facilities at the
Bunbury abanoir.
To assist in construction of a new process-
ing factory and purchase of asMiional
equipment.
To assist in establishing the area's farst
Lawn turf farm.
To assist in the expansion of a free range
chicken processing business.
To assist in the expansion of die present
dive charter business to include fishing
charter and associated retai facilities.
To assist in the expansion of a unique
tourist complex.
To assist in new equipment purchase foma
boyang manufactrer.
To assist in the constnuction of a new
shopping complex in the town of Greenhead,
To expand existing vineyard and winery
operations by introducing new outlet.
To assist a smaligoods manufacturer to
relocate Crom1 Pert to Mandurab and
expand its manufacturing capacity.
To assist in purchasing equipment to
expand a wholesale dried flower and crop
business.
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Yabbic Enter-
prisesPty L~d

Mullewa News and
PO

Nindethana Seed
Servce

Bonus Baits

Mandiakin Pool

Coalmine Beach
Cxaan Park
Davison
Industries Pty Ltd
Hothamn Valley

Bokton Concrete

Blastaway

S

clo PO Box 55
Kauinning 6317

PO Box 328
Muilewa 6630

RMIB 939
Walshpool Rd
Woogenilup
Eden Rd
Youngs Siding via
Albany 6330
RMB 207
Severlty 6304
P0 Box 96
Walpole 6398
PO Box 286
Pinjarra 6208
RMB 253
West Pingeily 6308
P0 Box 162
Brookton 6306

To assist in equipment purchase for a
mianufactring plant to process yabbie
meat into rfiied food products.
To assistithe busiess to operate a post
office agency. to relocate an existing
newsagency into the new complex and to
include a range of tourist goods.
To assist in an expansion of the present
business which libraries, cultivates and
sells a wide range of native plant seeds.
To assist in the constrction of a seafoodi
processing plant to service local quotas.

To assist in the expansion of a
restaurfant and art galley.
To assist in the construction of additional
faciities ms the CALM leane park.
To assist in the construction of
Austrulia's first glyphosate plant.
To assist to build a winery to utilise
local grape production.
To assist with equipment purchases to
provide complete mix and lay concre
service.

PO Box 239 To assist in equipment purhase to provide
Lake Grace 6353 a local mobile sand blasting business.

CHOOLS - WEST MIDLAND PRIMARY
Closure, Parents' Opposition Advice

192 1. Mr HILL to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:
(1) Has the Minister received correspondence from the West Midland Primary

School Parents and Citizens Association advising of the parents' decision
not to support the closure of the school?

(2) Given that advice from the parents of West Midland Primary School
students, wilt the Minister confirm that the school will not be closed?

Mr TUBBY replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1)
(2)

Yes.
Following analysis of community respnses to the draft school
rationalisation policy, a final policy will be formulated Once the
policy has been implemented the final decision on the future of
West Midland Primary School will be determined in accordance
with the wishes of the majority of parents whose children attend
that school.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

COLLIE POWER STATION PROJECT - 300 MW
True Costs; Peak Tariff

567. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister for Energy:
Given the Government's claim that it has done its sums on the
construction of a publicly funded 300 MW power station -
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(1) Will the Minister advise what die true cost of die power station
will be when financing costs arc included?

(2) Will the Minister advise what die peak tariff will be in the early
years of operation of the power station?

I hope I get a clear and concise answer to both questions.
Mr C.J. BARNETIT replied:
(1) The contract value of the power station is $575m as at 29 October 1993.
Mr Taylor: What is the total?
Mr C.J. BARNEfl: The Leader of the Opposition should listen. As of March

1994 the actual value is $560m. The project is to be funded in progressive
payments over the four year construction period. At least 70 per cent will
be funded internally from the State Energy Commission of Western
Australia's cash flow. The borrowings will be approximately $180m.
They will not represent an explicit cost - there will be borrowings and one
will apply the rate of interest at the time. I cannot give members die
figure because I do not have it off the top of my head.

Dr Gallop: You should have if you are talking about the tariff.
Mr CiJ. BARNEfl: I an not talking about the tariff - I am talking about the

project cost. I will get to die tariff in a moment. The first question was
about the project cost. I will have an estimate of the total financial cost
prepared for members opposite.

Dr Gallop: You should know.
Mr C.J. BARNEfl: I guess the total project cost will be in the order of $700m,

depending on what assumption is made about future rates of interest. I
will obtain a more accurate answer.

Mrs Hallafian: When will you get die information?
Mr CiJ. BARNEfl: I will request SECWA to give me an estimate. I will

provide the answer tomorrow if it is possible.
Mr Taylor: Give it to us today.
Mr CiJ. BARNETIT: I will determine that.
(2) The tariff is the cost of power generated by the power station as it goes to

SECWA, it is not the cost to consumers. This power station will produce
electricity at under 50 a unit and it will be the cheapest power generated
within the electricity grid. During the initial commissioning stage it will
produce electricity at approximately 6.50 per unit, but that will be for a
very short time - perhaps less than 12 months or even six months. It will
quickly come down to low tariff rates. That figure compares favourably
with the cost of power that was to be generated from the proposed 600
MW power station; that is, 8it a unit in one year.

PREMIERS' CONFERENCE - GOVERNMENT'S APPROACHi
568. Mr JOHNSON to the Premier:

Can the Premier inform the House of how the Government is approaching
Friday's Premiers' Conference?

Mr COURT replied:
The Federal Treasurer has sent an offer to the States today and it is in
three main categories. The Grants Commission's recommendations would
result in this State losing $54m. Queensland and this State are the major
losers in that exercise. Mr Willis said that in the first year he will give this
State $l1nm to alleviate its situation. He also said that the financial
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assistance grants pool over the next few years will be increased in real per
capita tenns.. At the same time, under the Loan Council's general purpose
capital grant, an amount in die vicinity of $22.4m will be taken away from
this State. The net result of the offer is an increase on last year' s figure of
approximately $3 1 m which is a one per cent increase and that represents
both the general purpose and tied prants.
The Federal Government is expecting revenue growth over the next three
years of in excess of four per Cent. The situation is that the
Commonwealth Government will receive a large growth in
Commonwealth taxation revenue collections and the States will be held
pretty much to the status quo.
I hope that the Opposition shares this Government's concern that over the
last decade the States have been receiving a smaller percentage of the
Commonwealth tax revenue.

Mr Taylor: You refused my offer of support on this issue.
Mr COURT: I will come to the Leader of the Opposition's offer and his

perception of economics in a moment.
Mr Taylor: You refused out of hand any support from me. You are the

responsible Minister and if you cannot run the right argument it is your
problem.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: During the 10 years that the Opposition was in Government why

did it not complain about receiving a smnaller percentage of the
Commonwealth grants? The financial assistance prants have decreased
from 18.9 per cent to 14.6 per cent, which is a loss each year of $4b to the
States. What did the Opposition do about that when it was in
Government?

Several members interjected.
Mr Taylor: You are the responsible Minister and you should run the right

argument.
Mr COURT: The Opposition did absolutely noting, but it is prepared to sit in

this place arid carp away.
Mr Taylor: I offered you support and you refused my offer, so do not talk about

carping!
Mr COURT: The Opposition had 10 years to do something and it sat back and

allowed Bob Hawke and Paul Keating to take more funding away from the
States.

Mr Taylor: It is your responsibility, and you wear it.
Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition is starting to sound like Carmen

Lawrence!
Mrs Hallaban: You have not changed, unfortunately.
Mr COURT: I have not changed, but if the Leader of the Opposition is starting to

sound like Carnen Lawrence, he has changed.
Were this State receiving the same percentage of Commonwealth taxation
revenues, which I do not think is an unfair proposition, we would be
receiving an additional $370m a year every year to provide the level of
services, and we would not have any financial difficulties. We have to ask
ourselves the question: What does the Federal Government do every year
now with the $4b, that it receives in additional funds?

Mr Catania: You were going to give $500m of payroll tax to Mr Hewson.
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Mr COURT: if members want to sit here and argue about those taxation issues, I
am only too willing to do so. Yesterday, the Leader of the Opposition,
who says "I will help you on these financial matters", grabbed bold of
some statistics from Access Economics and said that the State has got a
windfall revenue of not $120m but $250m. Do members want to know
how the Opposition got that information yesterday? Someone from the
Leader of the Opposition's office rang up and said, "I am from the
Premier's Department; give us the figures."

Mr Taylor: That is not true.
Mr COURT: They got die figures and they said, "It is not $120m but a $250m

windfall gain", but they forgot to do their homework. They forgot that
they were talking about the whole of Government, including dhe proceeds
of the float of the State Government Insurance Office. They said, "Spend
the money that will come from the float of the SGI." I will tell the
Leader of the Opposition what will happen with the money from that float.
It will go towards paying off the $400m deficit that the former
Government left in the State Government Insurance Commission. The
SGIO was created as a strong financial institution so that it could be sold
off. All of the problems created by the former Government were left in
the SGIC. The proceeds from the float will not go anywhere near helping
to solve those problems. We had to introduce a levy, because the SOIC's
third party insurance fund was insolvent, so that the SOIC could pay its
bills, and that took into account the proceeds of the float. How financially
incompetent can members opposite be! The Leader of the Opposition said
on radio that we have a windfall gain of $250mi, but he forgot about the
problems in the SGIC. Those problems will not go away. The taxpayers
will have to pay it off dollar by dollar as a result of the previous
Government's lousy financial management.

Mr Taylor: The people in my office do not tell lies, unlike the Premier opposite.
Point of Order

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is not necessary. This is question time, not an
opportunity for the Opposition to make statements which are not directed
to any member of the Government.

The SPEAKER: Order! Theme is no point of order.
Questions without Notice Resumed

COLLIE POWER STATION PROJECT - 300 MW
Total Cost

569. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister for Energy:
Less than a year ago, the Minister for Energy told the House that the
proposed power station would cost $500m and that the total cost would be
$880m. We understand now that the power station will cost $575m. Why
cannot the Minister for Energy give us the total cost, including the
financing cost, of the power station, as he was able to do only a few
months ago? How can the Minister for Energy possibly give us a cost of
energy of less than 5g a unit if he does not know the total financing cost of
this power station? The Minister must have that information available to
him in order to be able to determine the cost per unit of energy.

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:
I have said previously that I will give members opposite an estimate of the
cost -

Mr Taylor: How can you possibly put together the energy cost if you do not
know -
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Mr CiJ. BARNETT: Short of walking on water, I have undertaken to get an
estimate of she total project cost and provide it to the Leader of the
Opposition, and I will do that as soon as I am able.

Mr Taylor: You don't know.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: I do not have it in my head. The Leader of the Opposition

quoted a figure of $500m. That figure was as of May 1990.
Mr Grill: It was August 1993.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: No; that is the $575m. The $500rn figure to which the

Leader of the Opposition referred and which I announced when we made
the decision in August 1993 was as of May 1990. At that stage, that was
the contract date. The new contract date is October 1993. In May 1990,
the Australian dollar was worth around 750 US. It fell to about 670 US in
October last year. It is now back to about 71g US. In other words, there
has been a 10 per cent change in the dollar.

Mr Taylor: I am not asking you that.
Mr C.J BARNETT: If the Leader of the Opposition wants to know the answer, I

will give it to him.
Mr Taylor: You should know the answer.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not, off the top of my head, have an estimate of the total

project cost, but I will get that for the Leader of the Opposition if he wants
it. SECWA is trading extraordinarily well at the moment. It will achieve
at least 70 per cent self-financing, and it may achieve significantly more.
In other wordls, there may be small amounts of borrowings.

RANGE VIEW REMAND CENTRE - OPENING; CAPACITY
570. Mr BOARD to the Attorney General:

(1) When will the Rangeview Remand Centre at Murdoch be opened?
(2) What will be the capacity in regard to the number of juveniles on remand?
(3) Will that capacity be taken up virtually immediately?
(4) What will be the longest period that a juvenile will spend on remand at the

centre?
Mrs EDWARDES replied:

Obviously several members in this House have been looking forward to
the opening of the Rangeview Remand Centre. Prior to question time, I
spoke to the members for Belmont and Cockburn about the opening. The
Rangeview Remand Centre will be opened this Saturday, and the official
opening will be followed by an open day for the community. T'here was
considerable concern in the community when the decision was made and
it is important that the community have the opportunity to see what the
Rangeview Remand Centre comprises. The centre was expected to open
in June or July last year, but when we came into Government I instigated a
review, which highlighted some severe security problems and risks to the
juveniles and potentially to the community. The necessary security
measures have now been put in place, and that is the reason for the delay
in the opening of the centre.
The capacity of the centre is 48 detainees, which can be extended to 72 if
necessary. With the current levels of remand, the facility is likely to be
close to capacity after opening. However, we must keep in mind that
juveniles spend on avenage five days on remand, and 60 to 70 per cent of
detainees are on remand overnight or for a weekend, with the remaining
30 per cent being there for one to four weeks. On rare occasions, a
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juvenile who is charged with an extremely serious crime is placed on
remand for a longer period.

Mr Ripper: How much did you save by not opening the centre in July last year?
Mrs EDWARDES: We came in under budget.

Mr Ripper: What did you save on recurrent costs by not opening the centre last
year?

Mrs EDWARDES: I do not have the figures. but I can provide them. We came
in under budget, but in doing so we incurred some further expenses for
some of those security measures which were required.

Mr Ripper: The razor wire.
Mrs EDWARDES: Yes, and things like hanging paints on the beds. The member

would appreciate that certain measures had to be taken to meet the
requirements of the recommendations of the Royal Commission into
Aboriginal Deaths in Custody to ensure the safety not only of the
community but also the detainees.

Mr Ripper What will you do with Longmore Remand Centre? Will you close
that centre?

Mrs EDWARDES: Longmore and Riverbank Remand Centres are in the process
of being looked at for closure and replacement with a single facility, in
accordance with the review presented to the former Minister.

COLLIE POWER STATION PROJECT - 300 MW
Mini ster for Energy, Other Advice

571. Mr THOMAS to the Minister for Energy:
With reference to the Government's decision to opt for a 300 MW toy
power station at Collie, and the independent advice on the competitiveness
of Asea Brown Boveri's bid for the construction of the power station
which the Government received from Pacific Power International and a
former senior executive of the South East Queensland Electricity Board -

(1) Did the Minister receive advice from any other sources?
(2) Will the Minister table all the advice tomorrow, including the

advice provided by the former SEQEB officer and Pacific Power?
(3) Will the Minister also table the tariff profile for the life of the new

power station?
(4) What discount rate was used to calculate the average tariff for the

project?
Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:
(1)-(4) T'he independent advice was received from Pacific Power International, a

subsidiary of the New South Wales facility, and from Mr Lister, a former
senior executive with the Queensland Electricity Commission. Any other
advice received was internal State Government advice, principally from
the Department of Resources Development and the Energy Policy and
Planning Bureau. That advice was obtained by SECWA. I have not read
that advice. I have taken the assessment of that advice from the SECWA
Board. Therefore, it is not my advice to table and make public, and I do
not intend to do so.

Several members interjected.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: There is no secret about it, but the advice was obtained

commercially by SECWA.
Sovpfal members interjected.
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The SPEAKER: Order! I call to order the member for Fremantle.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: The nature of the advice is misunderstood by the

Opposition. An assessment of the project was made and they provided a
range of costs of what would be acceptable. The $575m was very much at
the lower end of the estimates given by both the QEC and Pacific Power
International advice.

Several members interjected.
Mr C.J BARNET: I did not take advice. I took the advice of the SECWA

Board and senior executives who made recommendations to me on the
basis of the advice they sought. I will not make the advice public as it was
not advice to me.

Mr Taylor: Why should that advice be confidential?
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr CJ. BARNETT: That is because I do not know what is in the advice in detail.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr C.J. BARNETTl: The advice will cover detailed engineering aspects -

The SPEAKER: Order! The Minister will resume his seat.
Mr Taylor: This is the advice you have not seen.
Mr Gallop: He is reaching conclusions on it!
The SPEAKER: I formally call to order the member for Victoria Park.
Mr Taylor: Do not protect another one.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the Leader of the Opposition. I

am not preventing single interjections. However1 two or three people are
speaking at the same time. The Leader of the Opposition has made
interjections which I accepted, but if other people join in no-one can
understand what is being said. All interjections are out of order, but they
are tolerated under certain circumstances. If members adhere to those
circumstances, the interjections will be acceptable.

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The advice was never sought by me. it was sought by
SECWA at the instruction, I believe, of the SECWA Board. The advice
was assessed by senior executives and the board, which made
recommendations to me. It is entirely appropriate that that is the case. I
imagine that the advice could cover many technical matters to do with the
design of the power station. It is essentially an engineering and technical
piece of advice which would relate to the technology, patents and design
of the power station.

Mr Grill: Was the board's recommendation unanimous?
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: I have no indication that the board's recommendation was

anything but unanimous.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Cockbumn will come to order.
Mr CJ. BARNETT': I would be the first to admit that throughout the process I

have played a major role regarding policy input, but I have not acted alone
and I have acted on the advice of the SEC WA Board.

HOMES WEST - ABORIGINES, EMPLOYMENT
572. Dr TURNBULL to the Minister for Housing and Aboriginal Affairs:

Given that Aboriginal people account for a quarter of Homeswest tenants,
can the Minister inform the House of the number of Aboriginal people
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employed by Homeswest, and whether any measures have been taken to
increase understanding of Aboriginal culture by Homeswest staff?

Mr PRINCE replied:
I thank the member for the question. There are about 9 000 Aboriginal
tenants in a total of 36 000 Homeswest housing units - they represent
about a quarter. When the Government changed last year, only 40 of the
1 000 Homeswest employees were Aborigines. This figure has increased
by 30 per cent to 54 people. A few weeks ago I was pleased to announce
the appointment of five Aboriginal accommodation officers, who are the
front-line workers dealing with problems. The Government's intention is
that more suitably qualified Aboriginal people will be employed by
Homes west.
Regarding training the total Homeswest work force in culturally
appropriate ways of dealing with Aboriginal people, Homeswest instituted
a training course just before Christmas. This is running on a sessional
basis, and has been enhanced to a length of two days. I visited the course
last week when a two day course was running, and this received some
publicity in today's The West Australian. It is an innovative and clever
program. With the assistance of a couple of organisations which help
Aboriginal people with welfare problems, people who have problems in
the way Homeswest has dealt with them are brought before a group of
Honieswest employees, particularly accommodation and counter people.
The Aboriginal people who are disaffected present their case and explain
what has happened. The result of the seminar process is that people
decide what should have happened. The result is a very effective training
process for all Homeswest officers.
It is a Homeswest initiative which I commend. It is out in the open and
makes no attempt to cover up any problems, and this program should
enhance the way Homeswest deals with Aboriginal people.

WATER RESOURCE POLICY - STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK
573. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Premier:

(1) Does he reaffirm his endorsement at the recent Council of Australian
Governments in Hobart of the strategic framework on water resource
policy?

(2) Given that it was based on the reduction and elimination of cross-subsidies
and the transparency of existing subsidies, what impact will the strategic
framework have on water pricing in rural areas?

(3) Will the cost of subsidies be made explicit in the 1994-95 State Budget?
Mr COURT replied:
(1)-(3)

I cannot give a detailed answer regarding those effects; however, if the
member puts the question on notice I will provide an answer.

WORKERS' COMPENSATION - INFORMATION CAMPAIGN, FUNDING
SOURCE

574. Dr HAMES to the Minister for Labour Relations:
(1) Is he aware of statements made this year by the member for Fremantle

regarding the source of funding for the workers' compensation
information campaign?

(2) What steps is the Minister taking to remedy the situation?
Mr KIERATH replied:
(1)-(2) Mr Speaker -
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Mr McGinty: Go for it killer!
Mr KIERATH: I can understand why the member for Fremantle's enthusiasm

begins to run away with him, particularly when it comes to sticking to the
facts. The member for Fremnantle is aware that the workers' compensation
information campaign is not funded by taxpayers' funds at all. As part of
his disgraceful attempt to score cheap political points it seems that the
member has wonderful memory lapses before by-elections. In November
last year I indicated to the House that the information campaign was
funded from the workers' compensation premium pool paid by insurers
and employers; no taxpayers' funds are involved at all. Despite that fact,
on 16 February and 9 March this year the member for Fremantle said on
radio 6WF that the Government was using taxpayers' money to fund the
information campaign.

Several members interjected.
Mrt KIERATH: Interestingly, even Tony Cooke of the Trades and Labor Council

acknowledged that it was insurers' and employers' money, not taxpayers',
funding the capin In relation to the timing of the campaign, Tony
Cooke when interviewd on radio commented -

Withdrawal of Remark
The SPEAKER: Order! Is it correct that the member for Fremantle said, "You're

a fool"?
Mr McOINTY: I certainly did. Is that notwithstanding its accuracy?
The SPEAKER: Order! The member Will withdraw straightaway or I will take

another course of action.
Mr McGINTY: I withdraw.

Questions without Notice Resumed
Mr KIERATH: The Trades and Labor Council's assistant secretary stated that the

advertising was no: timed to coincide with *the Federal and State by-
elections. He said that it was not a malicious plot, that it was the Labor
Party which called for the by-elections. That is interesting. The
Opposition cannot blame that on us in any way, shape or form. I was so
concerned about the member's comments that I took the unusual step of
writing to him to point out the error of his ways. In the letter be sent back
he still would not admit that he was wrong. He should do not only me but
also his party a favour and stand uip and apologist for the misinformation.
The member for Fremantle should do the honest thing and apologise to the
people of this State.

CRIM[E STATISTICS - GOVERNMENT FAILURE
Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Police :

I refer to the Minister's refusal to release the, monthly crime statistics
which would show that the Court Government has failed to tackle crime in
its first 13 months of office.
(1) Does the Minister stand by his claim of last week that monthly

periodic figures are unavailable?
(2) Is dhe Minister awnr that the Police Department uses crime figures

to determine the authorised strength and staffing allocations?
(3) Can the Minister explain why such figures are unavailable to him

when they ame available to previous Ministers.
(4) Will the Minister advise how many officers will be retiring by the

end of June 1994?
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(5) Will the Minister advise what number will be in the Police Force
in June 1994 and how this compares with June 1993?

Mr WIESE replied:

(1)-(5)
Such detailed questions requiring a whole heap of different figures arc
very difficult to answer, and if the member for Balcarta wants to put them
on notice I will certainly endeavour to supply accurate and correct figures.

Mr Catania: You have refused so far.
Mr WIESE: The request seeking those figures was received in a most unorthodox

manner. Perhaps die Leader of the Opposition can verify that the normal
procedure that has always been in place is that requests for information of
that nature are made through the Minister responsible and hence through
him to the department. The member for Balcanta sent his request directly
to the Acting Commissioner, Crime Command. I have been informed that
the response to the member, which was made available to the media, was
detailed. It was the response supplied to me by the Commissioner of
Police. That was given direcdly to die member for Balcarta.

Mr Catania: They were available in the annual reports six months ago.
Mr WIESE: That is right. The letter that was given to the member for Balcarta

contained information directly supplied to me by the commissioner. If the
member wants an argument with die commissioner I give the member
authority to have an argument with die commissioner. The commissioner
informed me that monthly figures were not available without changing
computer programs within the department's records system.
The member for Balcatta has been running around the countryside makdig
a great to do about police numbers. I will table this documentation. I
cannot giv members figures on the strength of the Police Department at I
July or 30June this yea because nobody knows yet how many people will
be leaving. It is quite obviously impossible for anyone to present such a
figure - except the member for Balcatta. who is dreaming up a figure and
presenting it. Thte best comparison that can be made is that on 31 January
1993 - six days before this Opposition left Government - the actual police
numbers were 4 138. On 31 January 1994 the figure was 4 216, an
increase of 78. Included in die 31 January 1993 figure were 50 trainees
who had been taken on as a result of a last minute promise by Carmen
Lawrence just before the election. The former Premier made a desperate
attempt to get the police numbers up before the election with no Cabinet
approval being sought. No budget allocation was made to provide for
those extra police numbers and die reality, as has been the case in a whole
range of things, is that the coalition Government has had to pick up the tab
for the mess that the previous Government left in place.
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