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THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko) took the Chair at 10.00 am, and read prayers. 

PETITION - WESTRAIL, PENSIONERS' FREE TRIP, RESTRICTIONS 

MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [10.02 am]: I present the following petition -

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

We, the undersigned people of Western Australia object to the Court Government's decision to 
restrict pensioners from taking their one free Westrail trip over Christmas and New Year when 
family reunions are so important. We also object to the restrictions on free travel at Easter and 
during school holidays. We calion the Government to immediately cancel the restrictions on this 
one free travel pass per year and to restore the choice to pensioners to travel at a time that suits 
them and their families. 

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 307 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 30.] 

PETITION - PAINTERS REGISTRATION BOARD, INQUIRY INTO 

MRS HALLAHAN (Arrnadale) [10.03 am]: I present the following petition-

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

We the undersigned are concerned that the procedures adopted by the Painters Registration Board 
do not conform with the Painters Registration Act as laid down under section 24 of the Act and 7, 
8 and 9 of the Boards Regulations pursuant to the Act. We believe that applicants lawful rights 
are being compromised and in some cases totally denied to them. 

We the undersigned therefore request that the Parliament of Western Australia call for a public 
inquiry into the activities of the Painters Registration Board. 

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 40 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 31.] 

Point of Order 

Mr RIPPER: I express the pleasure of the Opposition that Hansard is back recording our debates. Mr 
Speaker, will you make a statement to the House about what will happen to the record of the debates which 
occurred over the past two days? When will we have duplicates of those debates which we can correct and 
when will the House have access to the record of what has occurred in the past two days? 

~e SPEAKER: That is not a point of order, but I will seek information and advise members of the issues 
raIsed by the Opposition leader of the House. 

MOTION - JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON OFFICIAL CORRUPTION 
COMMISSION, APPOINTMENT 

MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [10.07 am]: I move -

(a) that a joint standing committee of the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative Council 
be appointed -

(i) to monitor and review the performance of the functions of the Official 
Corruption Commission established under the Official Corruption Commission 
Act 1988; 

(ii) to consider and report to Parliament on issues affecting the prevention and 
detection of official corruption; 
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(iii) 

(iv) 

(v) 

(vi) 

(vii) 
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to monitor the effectiveness or otherwise of official corruption prevention 
programs; 

to examine such annual and other reports as the joint standing committee thinks 
fit of the Official Corruption Commission and all public sector offices, agencies 
and authorities for any matter which appears in, or arises out of, any such report 
and is relevant to the terms of reference of the joint standing committee; 

in connection with the activities of the Official Corruption Commission and the 
official corruption prevention programs of all public sector offices, agencies and 
authorities, to consider and report to Parliament on means by which duplication 
of effort may be avoided and mutually beneficial cooperation between the 
Official Corruption Commission and those agencies and authorities may be 
encouraged; 

to assess the framework for public sector accountability from time to time in 
order to make recommendations to Parliament for the improvement of that 
framework for the purpose of reducing the likelihood of official corruption; and 

to report to Parliament as to whether any changes should be made to relevant 
legislation; 

(b) that the joint standing committee shall not -

(i) investigate a matter relating to particular information received by the Official 
Corruption Commission or particular conduct or involvement considered by the 
Official Corruption Commission; 

(ii) reconsider a decision made or action taken by the Official Corruption 
Commission in the performance of its functions in relation to particular 
information received or particular conduct or involvement considered by the 
Official Corruption Commission; or 

(iii) have access to detailed operational information or become involved in 
operational matters; 

(c) that the joint standing committee consist of six members, of whom -

(i) three shall be members of the Legislative Assembly; and 

(ii) three shall be members of the Legislative Council; 

(d) that no Minister of the Crown or Parliamentary Secretary to a Minister of the Crown be 
eligible to be a member of the joint standing committee; 

(e) that a quorum for a meeting of the joint standing committee be three members, each 
House of Parliament being represented by at least one member; 

(f) that the joint standing committee have power to send for persons, papers and records, to 
adjourn from time to time and from place to place, and, except as hereinafter provided, to 
sit on any day and at any time; 

(g) that the joint standing committee not sit while either House of Parliament is actually 
sitting unless leave is granted by that House; 

(h) that a report of the joint standing committee be presented to each House of Parliament by 
a member of the joint standing committee nominated by it for that purpose; and 

(i) that in respect of matters not provided for in this resolution, the standing orders of the 
Legislative Assembly relating to select committees be followed as far as they can be 
applied. 

The aim of this committee is to enhance the operation of the 1994 amendments to the Official Corruption 
Act 1988 and is part of the Government's commitment to both expose and prevent corruption in the public 
sector as much as possible. The 1994 amendments came into operation on 24 May and were a result of two 
parliamentary reports, the first of which was a report of the Select Committee on the Official Corruption 
Commission Act in March 1992. The second was a report of the Select Committee on Official Corruption 
Recommendations of 24 September 1992. The March 1992 report recommended -

A Joint Parliamentary Standing Committee be established to monitor the performance of the 
Commission and to consider and report to Parliament on issues affecting the prevention and 
detection of official corruption in the public sector. The Joint Parliamentary Standing"Committee 
should not be in power to involve itself in operational matters of the Commission or have access 
to detailed operational information. The Standing Committee should monitor all public sector 
agencies to assess the effectiveness of agency corruption prevention programs. The Standing 
Committee should also address areas of overlap between the Commission and the other bodies 
with responsibilities in the anti-corruption area to avoid unnecessary duplication and encourage 
cooperation between such bodies where it is mutually beneficial. 
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In reaching that recommendation, the select committee was strongly of the view that a parliamentary 
committee in Western Australia should neither become involved in operational matters nor have access to 
detailed operational information, as can occur in Queensland. The select committee believed a standing 
committee should be established to receive reports from the commission and monitor and consider key 
issues such as the need for further legislative amendments. 

Also, the March 1992 report recommends that the joint parliamentary standing committee develop a public 
sector accountability framework to reduce the potential for official corruption and make recommendations 
to address any gaps identified in the framework. The September 1992 report recommends that both Houses 
of the Parliament resolve to establish a joint standing committee on corruption in accordance with the draft 
resolution, which is at appendix 4 in that report. That draft resolution set out the matters relating to the 
establishment and functions of the committee. In particular, it proposes that the committee have a wide
ranging brief encompassing the prevention and detection of official corruption relating to the Official 
Corruption Commission, and also the Police Force, Ombudsman, Director of Public Prosecutions, Auditor 
General, the department of the Public Service Commissioner, now the Commissioner for Public Sector 
Standards, and all the other public sector agencies and authorities. 

The motion I have moved modifies the draft resolution. I will spell out where it modifies the draft 
resolution. Term of reference (a)(ii) deletes specific reference in 1(b) in the draft resolution to the Police 
Force, the Ombudsman, the Director of Public Prosecutions, the Auditor General and the department of the 
Public Service Commissioner. The intention behind the change is that the committee should have a wide
ranging brief across all agencies. Secondly, the motion removes term of reference (d), which would have 
required the committee to consider and report to Parliament on the effectiveness or otherwise of the system 
for dealing with complaints against members of the Police Force. An assessment procedure has now been 
put in place by the Commissioner of Police and the Ombudsman, pursuant to which the Ombudsman 
oversees police investigations into complaints against the police. This procedure has been operating 
effectively for nearly two and a half years. The Government is satisfied that it is now unnec€!'sary and 
inappropriate for this term of reference to be included. 

Mr Thomas: Do you believe that if the committee is of a mind to make such an investigation, the general 
terms of reference would catch it anyway? 

Mr COURT: I think the member is alluding to changes that we will be making to the Official Corruption 
Commission's operations. If serious allegations went through which warranted a royal commission 
inquiry, that body would recommend that. I will respond to that matter at the end of the debate. 

A new term of reference (vii) has been added to require the committee to report to Parliament on whether 
any changes should be made to relevant legislation. 

A new section (b) has been added to make it clear that it is not the role of the committee to become 
involved in investigations, to review decisions of the Official Corruption Commission, to have access to 
detailed operational information, or to become involved in operational matters. The Official Corruption 
Commission Act 1988 does not mandate or require the establishment of a parliamentary standing 
committee, joint standing committee or committee of either House. However, the Act does contemplate 
that a standing committee will be appointed. Section 11(3) indicates that a person who is a member of the 
Official Corruption Commission may, for the purposes of the Act, for example, divulge to any standing 
committee appointed to monitor and review the performance of the functions of the commission, 
information received by him in his capacity as a member of the commission. The standing committee is 
defined in section 3 of the Act to mean a standing committee of either House of Parliament or a joint 
standing committee of both Houses of Parliament. 

'!he Government's record of introducing measures for the prevention and exposure of corruption and 
Improper conduct is strong. The measures that have been introduced include the establishment of the 
Commission on Government, as recommended by the royal commission; the enactment of the new Public 
Sector Management Act; the appointment of a new Police Commissioner; and the 1994 amendments to the 
Official Corruption Act. Going back, the then Opposition drove in the first place the establishment of the 
Official Corruption Commission. In March of this year the Government announced that it would be 
initiating action to implement a strong package of anti-corruption measures. These measures demonstrate 
the Government's total commitment to working to eliminate corruption as best it can at all levels of 
government. Its commitment includes a major strengthening of the Official Corruption Commission; 
ame!ldments to the Criminal Code to improve the accountability of Ministers of the Crown and members of 
ParlIament; the introduction of laws to impose on members of government corporations duties of honesty, 
care a~d diligence similar to those required of company directors under the Corporations Law; and at the 
same tIme the Government also announced the reconstitution of the Wanneroo City Council inquiry into 
that of a royal commission. We are debating today the establishment of the joint standing committee as a 
part of the package that has been put forward. 

I have had. f:he opportunity to look briefly at the legislation that was introduced last night by the Leader of 
the OpposItion. It appears a little as though it was cobbled together in a hurry, but that should not stop a 
debate .o~ the issues that are raised. The Leader of the Opposition has used the name put forward by the 
CommIssIon on Government. I hope we will not end up with a debate on what should be the name of the 
body. I hop<? we have a debate on the effectiveness of the body in meeting the goals that we are trying to 
achIeve. WIth that explanation of the establishment of the committee and the recommendations from 
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previous parliamentary committees, I commend the motion to the House and ask for the support of 
members. 

MR COWAN (Merredin - Deputy Premier) [l0.18 am]: In seconding the motion I will make some 
comments as one of the members of that original select committee that made inquiries into official 
corruption. Although this matter has progressed slowly, it was inevitable. The member for Cockburn 
asked the Premier a question by way of interjection about whether this would have any impact on those 
areas where there were changes to the originally suggested motion that was put forward in 1992 on the 
terms of reference of the standing committee. The original terms of reference referred directly to other 
government agencies that had a responsibility for accountability. If one treats accountability broadly, it 
would have to capture the question of corruption. My reading of this motion's terms of reference, for the 
benefit of the member for Cockburn, if it is of any value to him, is that terms of reference (a) (ii), (iii) and 
(iv) will effectively allow the standing committee to have the capacity to investigate those other areas to 
which the member referred. 

It is very important that I remind members of some of the findings of the committee that might not have 
been explicitly contained in the report of the committee. The committee travelled quite widely and looked 
at operating bodies that were responsible for examining allegations that might be made about corruption in 
other States. 

We visited New South Wales and spoke at some length to the Independent Commission Against 
Corruption, which effectively is an ongoing royal commission. Interestingly, as an ongoing royal 
commission it was the commissioner's responsibility to write his own terms of reference. Not only did he 
write his own terms of reference, he decided what would be inquired into. If members want an example of 
the capability of those organisations to unearth corruption, they need look only as far as ICAC: I do not 
think it unearthed any. If members want further proof, they must realise that at this moment there is a royal 
commission of inquiry into the Police Force in that State and all sorts of corrupt activities are being 
alleged - I am not sure that they have been proven. All this when the Independent Commission Against 
Corruption was operating. 

Mr Thomas: It was too busy going after Nick Greiner. 

Mr COW AN: Yes, and Wal Murray, and making sure that fire trucks had clear identification on them. 
That point must be made. 

Similarly, although I did not have the benefit of other members of the select committee of visiting 
Queensland and examining the Queensland equivalent, my understanding is that the rooting out of 
corruption in that State has been as a consequence of what was discovered during the term of the Fitzgerald 
royal commission and not as a consequence of the operations of the body that was subsequently put in 
place as a recommendation of that royal commission. I am sure the member for Cockburn would have a 
detailed knowledge of that matter because he has a habit of studying these issues and is knowledgeable on 
the subject. 

I support the establishment of this standing committee. It will play a strong role because, as would 
inevitably be the case, we have come through a period of some eight to 10 years ago when accountability 
requirements were not satisfied in the eyes of the public. Entrepreneurship became the catchword and 
people became caught up in ensuring that they were part of the entrepreneurial days and that they captured 
their share of the deals that took place on the Terrace. It is most unfortunate that government wanted to be 
part of those deals. Nevertheless, the pendulum has swung the other way. Now a plethora of bodies are 
required to investigate corruption to ensure that accountability is maintained to the extent where people are 
now asking the question: Just who is responsible for what? One of the primary tasks of this standing 
committee may be to examine all the bodies that at one time or another playa watchdog role over some of 
the areas in which government is expected to police corruption matters or accountability matters. Not only 
will this standing committee have a responsibility to examine the operations and worth of the Official 
Corruption Commission, it will also be required to step into a much broader field than that and look at all 
the other watchdogs that playa role in ensuring that there are satisfactory accountability provisions and that 
we are vigilant against corruption at any time. 

Within the Act - not with the people involved in the commission - are a certain number of things that I 
believe must be dealt with. Without question the Official Corruption Commission is regarded by many as 
nothing more than a letterbox at which people can lodge a complaint, and that matter is then expected to be 
investigated. It is interesting that the subjects of the complaints do not necessarily have to be advised that 
they are being investigated or of the outcome of that investigation. I find that reprehensible. A person who 
has been the subject of an allegation that he has committed an improper act should at least have the 
opportunity to be advised of that and, more importantly, to be advised of the outcome of any investigation. 
Naturally I support the motion and look forward to reading the first report of this standing committee when 
it is established, as I am sure it will be supported by this House. I am equally confident that it will be 
supported by the other place. 

MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [10.26 am]: The Opposition's view is that this motion is too little, too late. 
I will speak firstly about its being too late. Essentially this is a motion the Opposition has moved in this 
Parliament for over three years, proposing the action the Government now proposes. The Government has 
sought by various means to avoid creating a committee of this Parliament to oversee action to prevent 
official corruption in this State. Yesterday the Leader of the Opposition gave the second reading of a Bill 
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to create a new body to replace the Official Corruption Commission as the State's primary body with 
responsibility for combating official corruption. The Opposition will pursue that proposition. It hopes that 
in the spirit of the former Government's attitude towards the proposal from the then Opposition to create 
the Official Corruption Commission, this Government will be sufficiently statesmanlike and will have 
sufficient grace to accept that the Opposition has a good proposition and to support that. 

The Bill which was given a second reading yesterday by the Leader of the Opposition contains a similar 
provision to this motion; namely, the establishment of a committee of the Parliament that will have 
responsibility for assessing the effectiveness of the State~s primary body for combating official corruption. 
The Bill contains that provision because the Opposition believes that probably no function of this 
Parliament is more important than ensuring that the public sector in this State, for which it is ultimately 
responsible, is free of official corruption. Few - if any - functions a Parliament can perform are more 
important than that. That is why the Opposition has pursued this matter for the past three years. 

I will walk government members through the history of this motion, part of which was alluded to by the 
Premier when he moved the motion to create the joint standing committee. He alluded to the fact that it 
has its ancestry in the report of two select committees, of which I had the honour of being the Deputy 
Chairman, in the previous Parliament. and whose membership included the now Deputy Premier. Those 
recommendations came before the Parliament in its dying days in 1992, at a time when the Parliament and, 
indeed, the State were waiting for the report of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of 
Government and Other Matters. They were not acted upon because it was expected that that report would 
also have something to say on the subject. 

I vividly remember that the report was delivered on 19 October 1992, which was in the dying weeks of the 
Parliament. The report was not acted upon in the life of that Parliament When this Parliament began 
sitting in 1993, I put the motion which had been drafted by the select committee on the Notice Paper for the 
Parliament's consideration. The select committee's report contained proposals to amend the le~lation 
which created the Official Corruption Commission. The Opposition was very pleased that amending 
legislation, which it supported, was introduced into this House by the then Attorney General in late 1993. 
The Opposition looked forward to the creation of the committee which the legislation envisaged. 

In September or October 1993 I asked the Attorney General during the debate when she thought the 
committee would be created, because the terms of reference had been drafted and it came down to the 
allocation of resources and parliamentary time. I was alarmed at the then Attorney General's response 
because she said, "We are the Government, not the Parliament, and we cannot create a joint parliamentary 
committee. Who are we to say what the other place might do in relation to this proposition?" My alarm 
was well founded because the result was that the Government sought to evade and avoid the establishment 
of a committee to undertake the functions required of it. The committee could have been established that 
day, or a week, a month or even a year later. Legisl;ltion which envisages the establishment of a committee 
of the Parliament which has an important role to play in combating official corruption has been in force for 
almost three years, yet the Government has done nothing about establishing the committee. 

I will outline the excuses given by the Government. The then Attorney General said that the Government 
did not control the upper House and she was not in a position to know whether it would consent to the 
creation of a joint select committee into official corruption. The Government deliberately avoided the issue 
and evaded its responsibilities. The Government is in government because it has the majority. 

Mr Bloffwitch: In this House. 

Mr THOMAS: One has only to read Hansard to realise that the Government has a majority in the other 
House. Surely the first law officer of this State would have a pretty good bet that a motion advanced by 
this House would be carried by the other place. 

Mr Court: Are you saying -

Mr THOMAS: I am saying it is too little, too late and I am addressing why it is too late. Why was the 
committee not established in 1993? At that time the then Attorney General said that the Government could 
not establish the committee because it was unable to predict with certainty what would happen in the other 
plac~. As far as I am concerned, the Government deliberately misled the people of this State by avoiding 
the Is~ue. The then Attorney General introduced legislation which envisaged the creation of this 
commItt~. It is now three years and some months since the last election and this Government, which came 
to power 10 the wake of the report of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government 
and qth~r Matters, evinced its intention to expose official corruption and improper conduct. I thought that 
on thiS Issue the Government would have been like a greyhound coming out of the starting gate to do 
something about this problem. 

Mr Bloffwitch: Don't delay it by a long speech. 

Mr TH~MAS:. I will not do that, but I wiII speak to the motion because it is too little, too late. I am 
addressmg the Issue of why it is too late. At the time the legislation was debated in this House I expressed 

G
my alarm because I perceived towards the end of the debate a reluctance on the part of the then Attorney 
ener~ to create such a committee. The Deputy Premier told me not to be concerned and that the 

committee would be created. I asked him when it would be created and he told me he was not in a position 
t~ sa

da
y, but he anticipated it would be some time in the next year, which would have been in 1994. It is now 

t e y before Easter 1996 and two years have passed from the time the Deputy Premier said the 
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committee would be created. However, it has not been created. The then Opposition sought to put it to the 
Government that the Official Corruption Commission be established on a motion by the late Hon Andrew 
Mensaros. The then Government, under the premiership of Peter Dowding, allowed the legislation to pass 
and created the OCC. 

Last year I moved a motion in this House which was precisely in the terms of the report by the joint select 
committee of this Parliament, whose membership included the now Deputy Premier. I pointed out that the 
Deputy Premier's name was on the report which included the terms of reference, and the establishment of 
the OCC enjoyed the support of both sides of the Parliament. I put it to the Government that perhaps it 
should have the good grace to accept the proposition put forward by the Opposition. A similar proposition 
had been supported by the Dowding Government in 1988 and the Lawrence Government in both 1991 and 
1992. Sadly, the Opposition's hope turned out to be ill-founded because the now Government did not 
support my motion. 

At that time there seemed to have been some sort of redistribution of responsibilities within the 
Government. The legislation was introduced by the then Attorney General who had responsibility for its 
carriage through this House. When the House was debating my motion I asked the Attorney General why 
the Government would not support it. The Attorney General said that the Government was committed to 
creating a committee: One does not have to be that committed to creating this committee because it does 
not involve a lot of resources or energy. The energy, which is basically drafting the terms of reference, had 
already been expended. The Attorney General then went on to say that it was no longer her responsibility 
but that of the Premier, and that she could not speak for him. The Opposition was perplexed. After all, the 
motion had been on the Notice Paper for some time and surely the then Attorney General and the Premier 
would have had some discussions about it. Surely she had his telephone number and could have called him 
and asked what was his attitude. Instead of that, she came the raw prawn and said that it was not a bad idea 
and that the Government would support a committee at some time in the future. When I asked her when 
that would be, she told me to ask the Premier. I did that by way of a question on notice. I asked him 
whether he was aware that the then Attorney General was acting for him in this matter and, as she could not 
advise when the committee would be established because she had no instructions, could he do so. The 
question languished on the Notice Paper for months. It took months for him to get around to answering the 
question. Surely it would have been a very simple matter - unless he was trying to evade the issue. 
Eventually I asked the Premier a question without notice and he responded that it was similar to the 
question on the Notice Paper and that when he answered I would have the information. On the last day of 
the session last year the Government provided an answer which, as I recall, did not give any dates. 

This motion has a history that reflects no credit upon the Government because we know that there could be 
no more important terms of reference of a select committee than these. We also know that the effective 
working years of a committee are the first two or three years of the life of a Parliament. In the lead up to 
an election, members have other things on their mind and the issues are less likely to receive the attention 
that the matter requires. 

Mr Court: Will you please repeat the question you asked me when I was on my feet about the police? 

Mr THOMAS: The Premier drew attention to the fact that the terms of reference proposed by the select 
committee included one that provided that the committee would "consider and report to the Parliament on 
the effectiveness or otherwise of systems for dealing with complaints against members of the Police 
Force". I asked the Premier whether the general aspects of his terms of reference, which include 
monitoring the effectiveness or otherwise of official corruption prevention programs, would include any 
government department and the police. 

Mr Court: We are talking about complaints here. Do you accept that the Ombudsman now has a role, for 
example, to deal with complaints? 

Mr THOMAS: I know that the Ombudsman has a role, but I am not saying that that is necessarily ideal. 

Mr Court: You do not want a corruption commission looking at hundreds of relatively minor complaints. 

Mr THOMAS: One must distinguish between petty complaints and more substantial complaints. 

Mr Court: Complaints or allegations? 

Mr THOMAS: I do not want to go into the detail now. I hope the Premier will accept that the days when 
police investigate police are over. The people investigating police will have to be answerable to someone 
other than the Commissioner of Police. I accept that proposition and I believe that the public of Western 
Australia also accept that that is true, if for no other reason than the events that have occurred in New 
South Wales, which have horrified people throughout Australia. Complaints of police corruption, 
investigations of possible corruption and the way corruption is defined in the legislation now are such that 
it is effectively a criminal offence in an official capacity. 

The Government at last has brought forward the proposition that a Joint Select Committee on Official 
Corruption should be created by this Parliament. An important element of the terms of reference was dealt 
with in an interchange between the Premier and me relating to the extent to which the committee will look 
at the procedures for examining complaints against police. The general terms of reference in this motion 
seem to include that, and it is certainly one of the matters to which opposition members of the committee 
will want to devote attention very soon. 
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The Premier raised an issue that led to that matter being placed in the proposed terms of reference for the select committee. The select committee took evidence from the Chairman of the Official Corruption Commission, former Justice Hon John Wickham. The chairman later corresponded with the committee on one of the most important and stunning issues that came before the committee. On 12 February 1992, after he had given his evidence to the committee and before the committee's activities were wound up, at page 21 of the select committee's report Justice Wickham is quoted as saying-
In the course of those investigations I gained the impression that some police officers (from high ranking officers downwards) might not be sufficiently resolute in the investigation of persons who are or were in high political office or might be influenced by such persons - an approach which is not in accordance with the promise engaged by every police officer under Section 10 of the Police Act. 

We had the Official Corruption Commission in this State saying to a select committee of this Parliament that senior, high ranking police officers were going soft on people in high public office engaged in corrupt activities. That is an earth-shattering thing to say; there are few more serious allegations. These allegations have not been made by a member of Parliament trying to gain political mileage, nor have they been made on talk back radio or in pubs. They are contained in a letter to a select committee of this Parliament and they have been made by the Official Corruption Commissioner. He has alleged that high ranking and low ranking police officers are going soft on corruption engaged in by high ranking public officials in this State. He went on to say that his belief about that did not include the then Commissioner of Police, Brian Bull. 
The select committee wrote to Justice Wickham saying that these were very serious allegations and asking whether he could substantiate them. He replied and, again, his reply is quoted in the report. He said that he could not at that stage substantiate the allegation as it involved operations. However, he added in the second letter that he believed that the evidence had become more credible. He also stated that not o~ was the then commissioner, Brian Bull, not involved but nor was the then superintendent Les Ayton. Therefore, Brian Bull and Les Ayton got off, but there were high ranking police officers who had gone soft on high ranking public officials. That is a very serious matter that this Parliament should want to deal with promptly. Among other reasons, that is why there was an explicit term of reference for this select committee to examine procedures for complaints against police. I believe, and I think the Premier has concurred, that the general terms of reference include that issue in any case. Therefore, we are prepared to accept the wording in the motion. 
There can be very few tasks more important than ensuring that high ranking police officers are not engaged in corrupt activities of one form or another. That was certainly true in 1992 when our committee reported to Parliament. The events in New South Wales have demonstrated the importance of this issue. I reinforce the point that I made earlier in my dialogue with the Premier: I believe there are very few people today who would accept the notion of police investigating police - those days are over. We must have a separate investigating body, and the officers undertaking the investigations should be responsible to someone other than the Commissioner of Police. That separate body must keep an eye on an organisation which has the power and scope for misbehaviour and corruption that a police force has. This action appears to be too little, too late. 

I tum now to the membership of the proposed joint standing committee. The Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters said that the Government should not always have the majority on parliamentary committees. One of the duties of the Parliament is to scrutinise the Executive, and obviously that scrutiny is likely to be somewhat less intense if the Government holds the majority on such a committec. The report of the royal commission said that on occasions -
Mr Bloffwitch: I hope you are not casting any doubt on the future committee's membership? 
Mr THOMAS: No. I am putting to the Government my view on the constitution of such a committee. My proposition is that the Government should not have a majority on such a committee because the committee's function will be to ensure that the Official Corruption Commission is working. This committee will be created essentially to ensure that the public sector is free from official corruption. Few committees - perhaps one is the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee - could mount a mor~ compelling case for the Government not having a majority. It is likely to be the case here that the publIc sector, which is administered by the Government, will be under the scrutiny of the Official Corruption Commission, and this new committee will be responsible for that. 
The Official Corruption Commission was created as a result of a motion by the former member for FIoreat, Mr An~ew Mensaros, which was accepted by the Government. I had the honour of serving on the Select Committee on the Official Corruption Commission Act, which did not have a government majority. The chairman was a former Speaker, Hon Ian Thompson, an Independent member. That committee also had tw~ g~vernment and two opposition members. The credibility and standing of a committee with such dutIes IS much enhanced when the Government does not have a majority membership, because there is no perception of a political interest. I am not reflecting on any individual in anticipation of any appointments to the c~mmittee~ or saying that there might be any political influence to ensure that official corruption in the public sector IS not exposed. 
W~en I began my speech I said that this debate would be in the context of a Bill being on the Notice Paper which seeks to replace the Official Corruption Commission with a body which will become known as 
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CICIC - the Commission for the Investigation of Corrupt or Improper Conduct It will be a body with 
some features not uncommon with ICAC, the Independent Commission Against Corruption in New South 
Wales, and some less common with the current Official Corruption Commission. Such debate no doubt 
will be in the context of the Govemment's introducing legislation to arriend the Official Corruption 
Commission Act in such a way that it will transform the OCC. That body was originally conceived by 
Andrew Mensaros as a very lean machine; certainly he was not into public expenditure. He accepted the 
existence of a Police Force with several thousand officers; the Auditor General; the Ombudsman; the then 
Public Service Commission; and other bodies in the State which in various ways had responsibility for 
detecting and preventing official corruption. Mr Mensaros did not want to create yet another body. He 
wanted to ensure that the bodies to which I have referred were working well. Therefore, he sought the 
creation of a small, independent, reputable body with an overseeing role. 

The Official Corruption Commission had been referred to as a toothless tiger by those people who wished 
to be critical. Andrew Mensaros deliberately sought to create such a body because he believed the 
necessary power existed within other bodies. The OCC has been referred to also as a postbox because it 
has supervised the operations of other organisations. Obviously it has not worked or, if it has, there is no 
way of knowing. Its reports do not contain performance indicators, so we cannot ascertain whether it has 
been successful. Certainly the select committees on which I served were not in a position to indicate 
whether the OCC was effective. Those committees were created following letters from the OCC chairman 
about corruption in high places, but when our committees met we received no evidence of that. Whatever 
has taken place since then, we have no way of knowing whether the OCC was involved. 

The Government has conceded that the days for the OCC - as perceived by Andrew Mensaros - have 
passed. As I understand the announcement of the proposed changes in the operations of the OCC, it will 
employ its own investigators who will be answerable to the commission, and it will have the capacity to 
conduct investigations. Perhaps the Premier can tell us whether the OCC when reconstituted with its own 
staff will have the capacity to hold hearings. 

Mr Court: I cannot offer that detail. It will certainly have the power to call for the establishment of a royal 
commission. I will give the detail regarding public hearings -

Mr THOMAS: When will the legislation be introduced? 

Mr Court: It is being drafted. We will introduce it when the drafting is complete, unlike what the 
Opposition has done. 

Mr THOMAS: I did not think. it would be introduced before that drafting was completed. 

Mr Court: I think you are still drafting yours. I will not be tied to a specific time, but we want to introduce 
it before 30 June. 

Mr THOMAS: In a sense, I guess we are shadow-boxing because we do not know.what we are dealing 
with. The Opposition has put before Parliament a tangible proposal. The Premier has said that our 
legislation is not properly drafted. I think it is well drafted. No doubt the Opposition will be prepared to 
consider any suggestions by the Government to improve the legislation. Our legislation has been drafted 
by a competent parliamentary draftsman and will withstand any scrutiny. The point is that we cannot 
compare it with anything, except perhaps the Government's press statement. I have asked several 
important questions, some of the most important being these: Will the proposed body have the capacity to 
conduct hearings? Will it have the capacity to call witnesses and to compel witnesses to attend? Can 
people be called before it and made to answer questions regardless of whether they might incriminate 
themselves? That is a very important matter. It affects the civil liberties of citizens and the capacity of a 
body such as that to work. When I asked the Premier about one of the most important aspects of the 
operation of the Official Corruption Commission in his alternative legislation with which this committee 
will have to deal, he said he was not aware of the detail. It is not really fine detail. 

Mr Court: I did not say that. I said I would give you that detail. 

Mr THOMAS: Why does the Premier not tell the House now? 

Mr Court What? The fine detail? 

Mr THOMAS: It is not fine detail to say whether this body will have the capacity to call for witnesses and 
papers and compel -

Mr Court When we are debating that legislation, we will have that debate. 

Mr THOMAS: With respect, we are presently debating a motion to create a joint committee of this 
Parliament which will deal with that body. 

Mr Bloffwitch: No, we are debating a motion to establish a committee that will, for the time being, look 
after the existing OCC. Further changes to legislation will decide what that role is. All you are doing now 
is fantasising. 

Mr THOMAS: I am not fantasising. We have before us a motion to create ajoint select commit on official 
corruption -

Mr Bloffwitch: You have been complaining for the last three years that it has not been done. It is being 
done now. 
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Mr THOMAS: Exactly; I have been complaining for the last three years. I am now reminding the Government that it is too little, too late. I have already dealt with too late; I am now dealing with too little. 
Mr Trenorden: You do not want us to do it? 
Mr THOMAS: I want the Government to do it; we are supporting the motion. I suggest that this joint standing committee will be a very important body of this Parliament The member for A von may not agree, but I suggest that it will be probably more important than the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee. I doubt whether the member for A von thinks anything is more important than that committee. 

Mr Trenorden: You might be surprised. 
Mr THOMAS: I put to him that this body is more important than that. The member for Avon, in has capacity as Chairman of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee, a position for which I hope he is eternally grateful to the Opposition, must be aware that one of the most important aspects of the operations of those committees is the public sector bodies with which they deal - in the member for Avon's case, the Auditor General. 
Mr Trenorden: I have no argument. 
Mr THOMAS: It is. It will also be in relation to this committee. The Government has foreshadowed profound changes to the Official Corruption Commission. They take it closer to the Independent Commission Against Corruption model. 
Mr Bloffwitch: I do not think they do. That is your view. I will give my view in a moment. 
Mr THOMAS: I am glad the member for Geraldton will speak on this motion. He also was a member of the select committee and will be able to assist the House in its deliberations on this matter. He says "is not closer to the ICAC model. 
Mr Bloffwitch: In my view. 
Mr THOMAS: In his view. My view is that the difference between the ICAC model and the OCC model is that, among other things, the OCC did not employ staff or have anyone answerable to it, apart from a small administrative staff. ICAC employed teams of investigators. ICAC has a staff of 200. As the Deputy Premier said, a question well worth asking is why they did not find out what was going on in the Police Force. This is a question that a parliamentary committee supervising it would ask. However, the model put forward by the Premier includes a proposal for staff and investigators who will answer to it. Presumably, they will be detectives, or people with forensic skills, who will have the job of investigating matters which come before the Official Corruption Commission. They will also have the capacity to make reports. I think we can surmise that from what the Premier has said so far. 
The other question which is also important - it arises in relation to the Bill of which the Leader of the Opposition gave notice yesterday - is whether it will have the capacity to call witnesses and compel them to give evidence even if that evidence is self-incriminating. That is a very important question and one which I suggest is more than just "fine detail". I accept what the Premier said when he said we would know that "fine detail" when the Bill was introduced. Of course we will. However, there are some things we want to know about now. I gather from something the Premier said that it will have the capacity to create royal commissions. 

Mr Court: Let us say the OCC says something is serious and recommends a royal commission be established. The royal commissioner will determine whether it will hold public or private hearings. You have asked me whether hearings will be in public. If a royal commission is set up, it will decide that. 
Mr THOMAS: That does not answer my question. I did not ask whether hearings would be in public or private. I asked whether the committee would have the power to call witnesses and compel the giving of evidence in circumstances where it might be self-incriminating. Whether the evidence is taken in public or private is another question. I would be interested to know that. As the Premier said, it will be up to the commission or the body creating it to make that decision. I look forward to that detail. However, it is disappointing that we are debating a motion to create a joint standing committee and are not sure what it will be overseeing. We surmise what it will be from the Premier's press releases and from the other bits of information that he throws across the Chamber. However, I do not think he is sure about what he says is fine detail. I put it to him that it is more than fine detail; they are central questions which should be answered as soon as possible. 
Th~s Government has been playing around with this for too long. I think the Premier said that this legislation would be up by 30 June, or something of that nature. The legislation will then be dealt with and presumably the body will be set up. It will be a new body. The name "Official Corruption Commission" may be retained. However, it will not be the Official Corruption Commission as we now know it. Thank goodness for that because the widespread view is that it has outlived its effectiveness. If it has been effective, it has been effective in secret and we have no way of knowing that. As a member of the select committee which looked at it three or four years ago, I do not have great confidence in it. This body has caIl~d for ~ommittees to be created and then produced no evidence, and made most serious allegations agaI~st s~mor police officers and produced no evidence to substantiate the allegations. I suggest there was nothmg m them or if there was somcLhing in them, it has not been pursued. Either way that is a very 



988 [ASSEMBLY] 

serious matter and one which I think will give us cause to not have confidence in the body as constituted. 

Since the select committees on which I served did their work in 1991 and 1992, we have had the reports of 

the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters and the Commission 

on Government. They have all recommended that there should be a body which is more similar to the 

ICAC model than the OCC model. That is the position I accept, subject to appropriate safeguards. 

Yesterday, the Leader of the Opposition second read a Bill which would create such a body. According to 

the timetable foreshadowed by the Premier, the Bill to set up the new body will be debated in this 

Parliament before the Government's legislation. I suggest those opposite look carefully at the propositions 

put forward in the Bill introduced by the Leader of the Opposition yesterday and follow the spirit of former 

Governments - not the Lawrence Government, but as far back as the Dowding Government - which 

examined and accepted the propositions from the then Opposition about official corruption in a bipartisan 

manner. The Bill should be looked at on its merits. We should be considering whether it is a good idea, 

rather than the Government finding ways to criticise us so that it will not have to support an opposition Bill 

and, hence, will bring in its own legislation. 

We must look at questions about the constitution of the commission and who will head it. Will the existing 

corruption commission continue? Will it require a full-time role by the person who heads it? I cannot 

imagine that we will have anything like the Independent Commission Against Corruption in New South 

Wales that has a staff of several hundred and its own television studio and the like; however, I imagine it 

will have some full-time staff. It should be headed by someone who has the time and energy to devote to 

the job on a full-time basis. We must look at the terms of reference and the definition of official 

corruption. We have debated that issue earlier as a result of the report of the select committee, to which I 

have referred on a number of occasions. 

Legislation was brought forward to give effect to the recommendations of that committee in 1993. We 

should consider whether the scope of the terms of reference of the Official Corruption Commission should 

be the same as for whatever body is set up. We will then need to look at its powers - and this is the crux of 

the matter. The Opposition has put forward a tangible proposition that is on the Notice Paper. The 

legislation has been second read. There is a well-considered set of powers and terms of reference dealing 

with not just official corruption but improper conduct as was recommended by the W A Inc royal 

commission and also the Commission on Government. These are very serious matters. We are not talking 

about minor matters; we are talking about matters that, in my submission, are as serious as any with which 

the Government or the Parliament might have to deal. 

The Government has been tardy. Year after year for almost three years I and other members opposite have 

been standing in this place and asking when the Government will get on with the job and do something 

about this matter. Time after time reasons are put forward. The previous Attorney General said that it was 

a bit hard to draft terms of reference at that time. That sort of delay was quite unnecessary. It is a very 

simple job and it has already been done. Opposition members said, "We are sick of waiting for you and we 

can do it ourselves." We brought forward a motion and the Government voted against it. 

I was perplexed at the time. Sometimes people are confused, lazy and incompetent, but usually not 

malicious. The confusion, laziness or incompetence may well explain why the Government was not able to 

draft terms of reference and to satisfy itself that the terms of reference we had put before it were okay. I 

moved a motion in this House, broadly similar to the one moved by the Premier. During the debate on that 

motion the Premier did not bother to grace this Chamber - he obviously had more pressing matters than 

dealing with official corruption in this State - and was represented by the then Attorney General. If the 

Premier of the State, in a debate on official corruption, is unable to be present in the Chamber and is 

represented by the Attorney General, the State's first law officer, that is okay, provided the Attorney 

General is well briefed. However, she was not; she sat over there like a dummy. I suspect the reason she 

was not well briefed was because that suited the Government's purpose - to evade and delay. 

Members will not need to be around this place too long to know the committee system operates on a 

seasonally adjusted basis so far as its effectiveness is concerned. Members are most likely to have the time 

and energy to devote to committees in the first three years of a government's term in office. In the last year 

of a term, just before an election, people, first, tend to devote a bit more time and energy to getting re

elected and, second, are more likely to want to make political capital, to undertake cheap political stunts, 

and to use committees and the like for venal electoral purposes. That is less conducive to the operations of 

the committee. We are approaching the second half of the fourth year of the Government and it has finally 

brought forward a motion to create this select committee. I have asked this before and, in the hope of 

getting an answer, I will ask it again: Why did those opposite not support our motion last year? 

Mr Kobelke: It is almost identical. 

Mr THOMAS: It is near enough. That committee could have been in operation for nine months, getting on 

with its job. 

Mr Court: I will ask you the same question: Why didn't you bring in such a committee? 

Mr THOMAS: I did. 

Mr Court: When you were in Government? We are; you didn't - that's the difference. 

Mr THOMAS: A select committee recommended that the committee be created. 
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Mr Court: Before the last election? 
Mr THOMAS: Yes, in about June or July. 
Mr Court: You could have done it and you dido' t. 
Mr THOMAS: At that stage, as the Premier is aware, the State was anticipating the report from the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters. It was agreed by everybody, including the Deputy Premier who was a member of the committee, that the committee would sit and wait It was a term of reference. That body recommended an alternate course. I put that proposition on the Notice Paper and to the House in 1993. The Government has had three years in which something could have been done, and no action has been taken. 
I am prepared to accept that too little, too late is better than no action at all. I ask all members, particularly the member for Geraldton because he was one of the authors of the proposal, why when the House divided on that motion he walked to the other side of the Chamber and voted against a proposition on which his own name appeared? Similarly the Deputy Premier, who is not in the Chamber at present, voted in the division, otherwise I presume he would have been paired. His name was also on the report. 
Mr Bloffwitch: We can all be on the same side of the House today. 
Mr THOMAS: We can. I suppose we can thank heavens for small mercies, except that they should be larger mercies, and I regret the fact that they are not. The fact of the matter is that a committee could have been getting on with this job for eight or nine months, particularly during parliamentary recess periods. As all members will be aware, that is often when a committee has time to devote to its work, to look at important matters in its terms of reference. The important term of reference in this case is the effectiveness or otherwise of procedures to investigate police. The public of Western Australia is concerned about the current situation. ., 
Mr Bloffwitch: I have not heard anyone say they are concerned. 
Mr THOMAS: Perhaps people do not tell the member for Geraldton. However, the people to whom I speak are concerned when they read what is happening in New South Wales. I have no doubt that I speak for vastly different people from those who speak to the member for Geraldton. 
Mr Bloffwitch: Most people have never heard of ICAC. 
Mr THOMAS: It is not hard to understand the reason; it is an invisible organisation. The people to whom I talk, who read newspapers, are horrified by what is unfolding in the royal commission into the Police Force in New South Wales, and with good cause. We all hope that is not going on in Western Australia. As is obviously the case in New South Wales, and which is evident from a phrase which was used often enough in discussions to which the member for Geraldton and I have both been a party, corruption is an activity that takes place between consenting adults in private. By this very definition it is not easy to know what is going on. Neither participant wants anyone to know about the corruption, and the victims, who are the public at large, do not know about it. It is a crime which is of its nature difficult to detect. That is illustrated by the fact that the Independent Commission Against Corruption, which has been operating in New South Wales for many years, was oblivious to the corruption in the New South Wales Police Force. It did not know what was going on. That indicates that it is possible for these sorts of serious and dreadful activities to go on without people knowing - even a body whose investigators should have been in a position to know. 

I hope that nothing of a similar nature is occurring in Western Australia. However, we do not know that, and the people of New South Wales did not know that until it was uncovered by Justice Wood's inquiry. The people of Western Australia want to be satisfied that nothing of that nature is occurring in Western Australia. They read about the activities in the City of Wanneroo which, in part, touch on the Police Force. They are concerned whether this is the tip of the iceberg, and that something of this nature is going on in Western Australia. 

Mr Bloffwitch: This new body will be in a position to determine that. 
Mr THOMAS: I share the member's hope. 
I am angry that Western Australia could have created this committee in 1993, at the beginning of this Parliament, rather than the second half of the last year of the Parliament. It is a joke. 
Mr Bloffwitch: I hope it is not. 
Mr THOMAS: The behaviour of the Government on corruption is a joke. The Official Corruption Commissioner of this State wrote to a select committee of this Parliament in January 1992 advising of corruption in the highest ranks of the Police Force in this State. He said that it did not include the then Commissioner of Police, Brian Bull, or then Superintendent Les Ayton. The member for Geraldton was a me'!lber of that select committee. He will be aware that the commissioner had nothing more to say on the subject when he was asked by the committee to elaborate. For that statement to be left in limbo and to go nowhere i~ an unsatisfactory situation. If what the commissioner said is true, somebody should promptly do som~thmg about it. If it is not true, it is loose talk by a person in a high position, who should not make such senous statements to a parliamentary commiltee without grounds. 
That raises two propositions: First, the commissioner's concerns are unfounded, in which case one must 
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ask why a person in this position is saying those things. The other option is that his concerns are well 

based, in which case somebody needs to investigate them. However, it would appear that the existing 

provisions to investigate police are not adequate. Even if they are adequate, it must now be accepted that 

the day has passed when it is accepted that police investigate police. Even if one has an honest 

commissioner and internal investigations unit, as long as those officers are ultimately answerable to the 

Commissioner of Police the question will always remain: Is there an esprit de corps - some sort of 

influence within the organisation which will stop those investigations being as vigorously pursued as they 

otherwise should be pursued? Nothing is more important to the proper conduct of public affairs in this 

State than a good, clean Police Force. I hope that is what we have. For the Parliament and the public to be 

satisfied, we need an independent body which is capable of investigating serious complaints against the 

police. I hope this committee will ensure that the Official Corruption Commission, if that is what it will be 

named, is capable of that; or, that the body the Opposition has put forward is capable of doing the job to 

ensure that the Police Force is clean. 

MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [11.26 am]: I support this motion. However, I decry the fact that the 

Government has taken so long to give its support to a motion which, as the previous speaker has indicated, 

was recommended by a select committee in 1992, and which the member for Cockburn sought to establish 

by a motion he moved a couple of years ago. Unfortunately, this Government is not keen on tackling 

corruption. It has no heart for doing something that would root out corruption which is becoming more and 

more evident in Western Australia. The Deputy Premier said that the introduction of this motion had 

progressed slowly. That is putting the kindest possible light on the Government, whiCh has been dragged 

kicking at every tum to try to do something about corruption in its Government and the people associated 

with the highest level of its Government. It has not been willing to do something. This Government 

responds on matters of corruption when the political heat becomes too great. It is simply a face saving 

device to try to paint the picture that it wants to do something about corruption. If the Premier wants to do 

something about corruption, why did he vote against a motion which was similar to this about two years 

ago? 

Mr Court: Well, well, my friend! I asked the member for Nollamara a question: Why did he allow 

corruption to go on two years ago? If he answers that, I will answer his question. 

Mr KOBELKE: The Premier will not answer that question, because he cannot answer it other than to give 

the truth, which is, unfortunately, that the formation of this committee is a convenient political tactic to try 

to take some of the heat off him. That is the only reason the Premier can give. 

We must thank the member for Peel for this motion. The member for Peel has been at this Government's 

heels week after week uncovering more of the corruption in Wanneroo that is linked directly to this 

Government, so that the Government was forced to respond. The recommendation for a committee of 

exactly this form with just a few minor changes was made by a select committee of this Parliament four 

years ago, and this Government has not only done nothing, but also has opposed previously the formation 

of this committee. When this Government came to power it had before it the recommendations of the 

Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters. That royal commission 

suggested a platform of reform, and it put forward specific proposals, particularly in the area of official 

corruption. This Government has rejected totally those recommendations. This Government has not even 

taken a sliver of those recommendations on official corruption and done anything about them - so much for 

its commitment to do something about corruption! The recommendations of the select committee have 

waited four years. 

When the pressure became too much, the Government introduced amending legislation to embrace almost 

totally the recommendations of the select committee to which I am referring that improvements be made to 

the Official Corruption Commission. That situation mirrors what is happening today. This Government 

did nothing about corruption when it first took office; it made no announcement that it was committed to 

taking up the recommendations of that select committee appointed by this House. However, some months 

ago when the political heat became too great, the Government asked itself what it could do to create a false 

impression that it intended to do something about corruption. It then passed the amendments to the Official 

Corruption Commission Act which were recommended by the select committee in 1992. 

One particular incident shows why this Government had no heart for taking on corruption. It introduced 

legislation which a committee of this Chamber drafted, but which Ministers had not read carefully. That 

legislation referred to the formation of the committee proposed in this motion today. When the member for 

Cockburn and I pointed that out to members on the Government side they were not even aware of it. When 

we recommended that we form the committee which was proposed by the select committee of this House, 

and which was mentioned in the legislation it brought forward, members opposite opposed it. One can 

only interpret from that that most Ministers had not even read the legislation. That part of the legislation 

could have been taken out. The legislation was introduced in a knee-jerk reaction to indicate that the 

Government wanted to do something about corruption. What a joke! 

I refer now to some matters contained within this motion. Who will watch the watchers? When some form 

of Official Corruption Commission is put in place to oversee the attacking of corruption through a range of 

government agencies, that organisation could have a great deal of power. What would happen if that pow~r 

were abused? Checking on that will be one of the important roles of this joint standing committee. It WIll 

be responsible to the Parliament and therefore indirectly to the people of Western Australia as a backstop to 

ensure that the Official Corruption Commission or other like body is on target and doing its job. I am not 
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suggesting that the Official Corruption Commission or similar bodies around Australia are likely to become corrupt, although there is perhaps a small chance. However, they could become inefficient or involved in empire building. We must ensure they stick to their task and do the job set them. 
In Queensland, where its Criminal Justice Commission is in operation, over the past couple of years quite a bit of controversy has been revealed through the Press about whether the CJC has behaved in a proper way. Arising from what I think was called Operation Phoenix, allegations were made that the CJC was involved in stealing cars to set up and catch criminals. If that is true - the allegations were very strong - it is an indication that the CJC, as the official corruption body, was moving a bit off the rails. That is an example of why it is necessary to ensure some sort of oversight is undertaken of the role played by the Official Corruption Commission. 
The CJC in Queensland is a far more powerful body than the Western Australian Official Corruption Commission. The parliamentary committee in Queensland which oversees the CJC also has very special powers, in that it can involve itself in operational matters. That is not part of the proposal before the House today. This motion clearly states that the proposed joint standing committee will not look into operational matters of the Official Corruption Commission. I support that However, in Queensland members of the parliamentary committee can inquire directly into operational matters where the CJC is following a trail of possible corruption involving individuals and government departments. To deter possible abuse by members of Parliament extremely heavy penalties exist. This is aimed at ensuring that they do not abuse that privilege in any way or release information which they may have gathered from that committee relating to operational matters. That puts a heavy load on members of Parliament serving on such a committee. Members on that Queensland committee to whom I have spoken have impressed on me how seriously they take their task. 
Mr Pendal: That is excluded under part (b) is it not? 
Mr KOBELKE: That is correct. The member for Cockburn referred briefly to the fact that the ~fficial Corruption Commissioner, Justice Wickham, put forward some concerns which could not be in any way substantiated. Some difficulty exists regarding confidentiality. However, members of Parliament must have a firm basis on which to make decisions if they are to tackle corruption effectively. I quote from the select committee's report a letter from the Chairman of the Official Corruption Commission to the Premier in 1991 which led to the establishment of that select committee -

This Commission has under reference to the appropriate authority some very grave allegations off official corruption. These matters must now be attended to promptly and resolutely and in the end without compromise. Evidence does not improve with age. Each day which now passes is a day which strengthens the position of persons possibly guilty of official corruption. 
A little time later Justice Wickham came before that select committee because it was keen to understand the basis of that letter. I and, I suspect, most of the other members, were disappointed because no substantiation was forthcoming. The best we could get was Justice Wickham's saying, "There is official corruption, deep and serious, but fairly narrow". How could we take up those concerns if we were unable to obtain substance about what the commissioner was talking? There is always concern that the commissioner may be empire building. That is something this committee must consider. 
Members may have forgotten that in the recent past there have been differences of view between very senior office holders in government about their roles regarding official corruption. One example is an exchange of correspondence between the Official Corruption Commissioner and the Ombudsman, who had different views about who had responsibilities in an area. The problem in government will always exist where a senior official may believe the importance of his organisation transcends the general public good rather than considering how various organisations should work together cooperatively. A very important role for this joint standing committee will be to ensure that all areas of possible corruption within government are covered. It will also be responsible for implementing programs to prevent corruption. The committee must try to ensure that where something falls between the jurisdiction of various authorities it is not left in a vacuum. The committee can also play an important role in ensuring the elimination of unreasonable competition between two senior officers or instrumentalities in investigating an area in which possible or definite signs of corruption appear. 
One ~eeds a cooperative approach. This committee can play an important role in speaking to various agenCIes - the Director of Public Prosecutions, the commissioners of the Official Corruption Commission, the Ombudsman, the Auditor General or various other senior government officials - to know the role they are playing in preventing and rooting out corruption. It would then be able to advise this Parliament, and therefore the Government, whether change was needed in policy or administration to ensure that departments worked cooperatively together, or whether legislative change was needed to ensure that the roles of those organisations were clearly defined to have comprehensive coverage across all areas of government to stop corruption and to have cooperation between the various agencies that must be involved. 
These ~atters are covered in the motion before us. I will not go through all of part (a). We can find the thre~ thmgs to which I am alluding, first in subparagraph (i) where the committee is to be appointed to mOOitor and review the performance of the functions of the Official Corruption Commission established under the Official Corruption Commission Act 1988. There we have someone to watch the watchers. A role of the ~ommittee will be to ensure that the Official Corruption Commission is working effectively with an appropnate level of accountability. If things should go wrong, and they are likely to involve empire 
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building and inefficiencies rather than corruption, we have an organisation to help the Official Corruption 
Commission get back on the rails. The second matter, which is taken up under subparagraph (iii), is to 
monitor the effectiveness or otherwise of official corruption prevention programs. We hope the Official 
Corruption Commission and other government agencies are proactive in trying to remove the potential for 
corruption in government agencies. The Independent Commission Against Corruption in New South 
Wales has been very active in this, to the point of handing out at the royal show brown paper bags stamped 
"Stamp out Corruption" and giving rulers to children at school reading "Rule out Corruption". It has a very 
active publicity campaign to ensure that people understand they will always have to fight corruption and be 
vigilant about it, and to ensure that they have government agencies operating properly to minimise the 
potential for corruption. The third point of paramount importance is in subparagraph (iv). This committee 
will try to ensure there is no duplication of effort and that different government agencies with a role to 
prevent official corruption will work for their mutual benefit. These key points are clearly laid out in the 
motion before us today. 

The next point I wish to address is the level of corruption in our society. When I sat on the select 
committee of this House back in 1992 I formed the view - I think there was a fair degree of consensus - that 
the level of corruption in Western Australia was very low. The committee reflected on that at page 8 of its 
report tabled in this place. When the committee took advice from the Commissioner of Police, it found the 
main area of corruption, for which there was some documentation as opposed to other areas in which there 
was corruption and nothing done, was the examination of vehicles and motor drivers' licences. In that area 
charges had been laid and convictions registered. That opens up another matter which I do not want to 
debate today; that is, the changes in government as a result of contracting out which will increase the 
potential for corruption. The Government will be found wanting in this area. By contracting out and 
privatisation, it has created a much greater potential for corruption. I do not suggest Ministers are 
involved, but many people are keen to make a buck and are not too careful about the way they do it. This 
Government is offering a whole range of very profitable organisations which will suddenly come under a 
new management structure. The way in which this has taken place and the changes in management 
structure open up a whole new area for corruption. 

Mr Prince: The contrary argument is that where the public sector is not involved it can concentrate on the 
supervision of the contract and ensure there is no corruption. 

Mr KOBELKE: I accept the Minister's interjection, but he misses a important point: The Government's 
contracting out is driven by a desire to reduce costs. This State's experience is that costs have been 
reduced largely by cutting down on the level of supervision. The Minister may take issue with me, but I 
think he will find that is the truth. If one considers school cleaning, in which I have taken a keen interest of 
late, the cost saving is not by making cleaners much more efficient or reducing contract cleaners' wages, 
because they come under a wage award and their wages cannot be reduced. One can reduce costs only by 
reducing standards or the level of supervision. 

Mr Wiese: Or reducing the overheads. 

Mr KOBELKE: The examples I have seen may be corrected, and I hope they will be. Any savings have 
been met by a drop in the standard of cleaning and a lack of supervision. I can give members quite a few 
examples where there has been no supervision, and principals and others who should not have that role 
have had to go into schools and perform that supervisory function. That is one example where it has not 
worked. The Government may be able to address that and improve the supervision, but it is not there to 
date in a whole range of areas. 

Dr Gallop: Contracting out is like throwing a bloody carcass into a shark's pool. 

Mr KOBELKE: It certainly leads to a frenzy among people who can see the opportunity to make money. 

My point is that the evidence to this committee was that corruption was quite minimal. The report reads -

Apart from the figures from the Commission and the Commissioner of Police, the Select 
Committee has been unable to find any other statistical evidence of official corruption occurring 
in Western Australia 

Although the Select Committee recognises that there is a strong perception in the community that 
there is widespread corruption in Western Australia, the evidence put before the Select Committee 
does not support that perception. 

The problem was covered very well by the member for Cockburn. On one hand, if the level of corruption 
is much greater than the evidence we have, members of Parliament need to find out about it. We need 
mechanisms through the Official Corruption Commission and the committee we are establishing today to 
obtain enough detail to take effective action. On the other hand, if the level of corruption is quite low, the 
existing mechanisms, such as the Official Corruption Commission and other organisations, would seem to 
be adequate. Unfortunately, my views have changed since the election of the Court coalition Government. 
Back in 1992 we tabled in this House a report that showed very little evidence of corruption. We also had 
the report of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters, an 
inquiry which cost $30m. It was headed by eminent people with very high standing in the law, who could 
be seen to be totally independent. They were given all the resources they could ask for to delve into a 
whole range of issues affecting government in this State in the 1980s. At the end they wrote -
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The Commission has made a number of findings of serious impropriety. 

At the start of the next paragraph it reads -

Nevertheless, it is appropriate that we should report that there has been comparatively little 
evidence of illegal or corrupt conduct. What evidence there has been in that regard has tended to 
focus on a very few individuals. 

The view I formed in 1992 of the 1980s, based on the Select Committee on the Official Corruption 
Commission Act and the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters, 
was that Western Australia did not have a corruption problem of any real magnitude. I no longer hold that 
view. I am of the view that we have a major problem with corruption in this State relating to the police and 
extending to Ministers of this Government. That causes me grave concern. I am worried that the 
mechanisms to tackle corruption are not in place. As I said at the outset, we do not have a Government 
with a commitment to do something about corruption. That is even more worrying. 

As the Leader of the Opposition said yesterday, this Government has been involved in a litany of events 
that were clearly improper and, in some cases, possibly corrupt. However, this Government wants to run 
away from them. I do not need to go back over the problems at Wanneroo Inc into which this Government, 
pressured again and feeling the heat of public opinion, established a royal commission to take over the 
inquiry being conducted by Peter Kyle. That royal commission did not have its terms of reference 
broadened - again, that is a clear example of this Government not wanting to do anything real about 
fighting corruption. We have seen from statements by Peter Kyle that this is not simply a local government 
matter; that cutting across the corruption in local government and planning matters has been a range of 
issues leading to the Liberal Party and the leadership of this Government. 

Mr Johnson: That is rubbish. 

Mr KOBELKE: Does the member for Whitford say that there is no connection between the watters at 
Wanneroo and this Government? 

Mr Johnson: There is no connection whatsoever. 

Mr KOBELKE: The member for Whitford was on the Wanneroo City Council and obtained preselection 
in the Liberal Party at the time Dr Bradshaw was involved in the Liberal Party, yet he says that there is no 
connection to the Liberal Party. We have a Premier who was put there with the votes of a block of 
members of the Liberal Party that was led by the member for Kingsley, who became the Attorney General, 
yet the member for Whitford says there is no connection between the corruption in Wanneroo and this 
Government. That is clear evidence of what I am saying: That is, this Government is too close to the 
corruption at Wanneroo to want to set up any mechanism that could tackle it. Whether at Wanneroo or in a 
range of other areas, this Government does not have a heart for tackling corruption; it is only about putting 
on little showpieces to try to create a false impression about tackling corruption. 

What does the Government want to do about planning approvals by the Minister for Planning? Under the 
Government's proposals we cannot examine how improper or corrupt were the Minister for Planning's 
approvals for Len Buckeridge's Neerabup batching plant. The Government has no intention of having the 
Minister for Planning made accountable about his decision to help former Deputy Leader of the Liberal 
Party Ian Laurance with the planning decision for MacDonald's at Innaloo. This Government has no 
intention of having the Minister for Transport, Hon Eric Charlton, made accountable for his breaking of 
State Supply Commission requirements in order to look after Len Buckeridge with a stevedoring contract. 
This Government does not want to touch those matters. It does not want to look into the provision of 
confidential and damaging information from the Premier's own department to a private law firm to assist a 
private citizen, one against another, for its own political advantage. It does not want to look into that sort 
of impropriety or corruption; it comes too close. 

What about the involvement of Richard Elliott, the Premier's right hand man, in setting up meetings with 
the Commissioner of Police, which to the public looked like political direction of the Police Force? It was 
highly improper. The Minister for Police was simply sidelined. The hatchet man for the Premier who 
gives the marching orders to the Commissioner of Police is Richard Elliott. If that is true - it is certainly 
the public perception - it is highly improper. However, what does this Government want to do about it? It 
wants to run away as fast as it can. We have a Government that has no commitment to stamping out 
corruption; a Government that has too much to hide to be open and accountable; and a Government that 
cannot be believed. The one issue on which this Government cannot be believed is the deception it tried to 
pull over the people of this State when it said that they did not need to look at systems of government in 
order to improve government and to do something about corruption. The Premier put out a line that it was 
simply that the people who were in government in the 1980s were the cause of corruption. 

In the 1980s we saw things get out of control in commerce and trade in Australia and throughout much of 
the world. We saw a Labor Government in this State get caught up on the edge of it, and we have learnt 
the lesson from that. However, in the 1990s we do not see corporate cowboys picking this Government up 
o~ the edge of the rough and tumble and the dirty deals; we see this Government centrally involved in the 
dITty deals. This is where we have real corruption - not simply being tainted by a brush because there was 
some association. 

MR PENDAL (South Perth) [J 1.56 am]: I support the motion. I will make a number of observations 
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about it. vis-a-vis the report in 1992 of the Thompson Select Committee on the Official Corruption 
Commission Act and the adequacy of the terms of reference. In the course of his address the Deputy 
Premier made a number of pertinent comments. However, I will make some observations about his 
comment about the downside of having a plethora of bodies looking at corruption. I am not sure that it is 
such a bad thing to have a plethora of those bodies. It was in the late 1980s that members of this House 
first had to come to grips with the problem. On that occasion we legislated for the existing Official 
Corruption Commission. We had a simplistic view of the world then - much as there was the simplistic 
view of the world in Sydney and in places such as Hong Kong, which also has a powerful Official 
Corruption Commission - that if we legislate to create a single central body, it is a kind of legislative magic 
wand and all problems will be solved. Of course, we have found that that is not the case. Notwithstanding 
that Western Australia has had an Official Corruption Commission for about seven years, inevitably gaps 
are found and there is a need to update legislation, which is a process we have gone through in this House 
for several years. 

The other reason I do not think there is a big problem in having that plethora is not unlike the point made 
by the member for Nollamara in his speech. He used that time honoured phrase: Who judges the judges? 
One of the things I recall vividly from the old Parliament of 1992 which graphically made the point was the 
incident that arose from the Royal Commission (Custody of Records) Amendment Bill that was introduced 
in the dying days of the 1992 session. The Parliament agreed to certain new rules that would be applied to 
the custody of records arising out of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and 
Other Matters. Members will recall that amendments were made by members in the other place not only in 
the firm belief that they would strengthen the legislation, but also with the aim of putting a supervisory role 
over the royal commission. Members actually witnessed the spectacle of legal staff of the royal 
commission making some quite wild and extraordinary accusations against the members of Parliament who 
were sponsoring those amendments. I was one of the members who sponsored them. It revealed that the 
time honoured question of "Who judges the judges?" needs to be alive and well in this community. It does 
not matter whether there is a multiplicity of organisations which must check on each other. Members will 
recall that the royal commission assumed something of a godlike status. Of course, that was 
understandable because there were three eminent judges on that royal commission: One was a former High 
Court judge and the other two members were highly respected by their former colleagues in the jUdiciary 
and the legal profession. No-one suggested that any of those judges did anything that reflected on their 
conduct. What did happen was that staff members of the royal commission were investigating corrupt or 
improper practices and they said things about that legislation which, frankly, were quite untruthful. One of 
the claims made in the media by unnamed spokespersons of the royal commission was, "By doing what we 
intended to do with the custody of records we would be endangering the lives of some of the witnesses." 
People, including me, asked why the provisions of the Criminal Code were not being triggered if any of the 
witnesses' lives were at stake because the most severe penalties possible are applied in the case of people 
injuring or threatening the health or lives of witnesses. In response to the Deputy Premier, sadly, we 
cannot have enough bodies to look over each other's shoulder because the days are gone when one single, 
central body can do the job. 

I commend the Government for moving this motion. The joint standing committee which will be created 
will, in its entirety, depend on how serious the Government is in resourcing it. I would like the Premier to 
address this in his response: One of the best ways to ensure that the work of a select or standing committee 
is not successful is to starve it of adequate resources. The proposed standing committee will need access to 
some of the best lawyers and investigators in this city. After all, it is proposed to take the Official 
Corruption Commission out of the realm of being a postbox and put it into an entirely new category. In 
order for the proposed standing committee to do its job correctly, it will need a resourcing level the like of 
which has not been seen before in this Parliament. That is the reality of the situation. The Government can 
debase the coinage of the entire process that will be set up by this motion if it is not prepared to properly 
equip the proposed standing committee with officers of the kind I have referred to. 

I have never believed in the notion that the current OCC is a toothless tiger. It is a great pity that that 
phrase ever gained widespread currency in Western Australia. The commission actually did, and continues 
to do, a very good job. There are still some arguments to sustain the view that by being a mere postbox it 
has a greater capacity for objectivity than if it is at the coalface investigating alleged incidents of 
corruption. I accept that we have moved on from that point and most people in the media and 
commentators will not be satisfied with anything less than a fully functional organisation which has its own 
powers of investigation. 

The member for Cockburn raised the possibility of Independent members having a place on the proposed 
standing committee. I am not looking for, nor would I accept, such a job because I have enough to do 
chairing the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Intergovernmental Agreements. However, 
the Government and Opposition can, on that point alone, demonstrate their good faith by accepting the 
view that a standing committee of this nature should and can have on it membership other than those 
representing the major parties in this House - that is, an Independent. 

My final comment essentially comes by way of questions which I will direct to the Premier and I ask him 
to respond to them in his reply. As far as I can determine, in the main, the terms of reference reflect the 
~ontents of the report brought down in this House in 1992. At page 37 of that report is an appendix which 
mcludes a draft resolution that was intended to come to this House. The resolution which has been 
sponsored by the Premier is different in its drafting, but so far as I can tell, it picks up the essential 
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ingredients of the 1992 report with one exception. I will raise this point because I want to make sure that 
this House is not proceeding down the wrong path. The terms of reference are unusual inasmuch as they 
say what the committee shall not do. It has in part (b) at least three components about what it shall not do. 
lt is quite unusual; it is rare and perhaps unprecedented. It raises concerns - I do not rate them higher than 
that - and I certainly want to hear what the Premier has to say about them. The three things that the joint 
standing committee will not be allowed to do - in fact, which it will be specifically excluded from doing -
are-

(i) investigate a matter relating to particular information received by the Official Corruption 
Commission or particular conduct or involvement considered by the Official Corruption 
Commission; 

I can understand that exclusion. It is there to ensure that the joint standing committee remains an 
overseeing body rather than a standing committee investigating corruption. I am not terribly concerned 
about that. However, part (ii) does concern me, because it states that the committee shall not -

(ii) reconsider a decision made or action taken by the Official Corruption Commission in the 
performance of its functions in relation to particular information received or particular 
conduct or involvement considered by the Official Corruption Commission; 

I wonder why it is thought that we need to exclude the joint standing committee from reconsidering a 
decision made by the Official Corruption Commission. Members might consider the following scenario. 
The Official Corruption Commission is asked to reinvestigate a matter and, for its own reasons, declines to 
do so. However, a member of the joint standing committee, acting in an overseeing role, comes by some 
information that he or she believes should be put before the committee. Yet, the committee will be 
explicitly excluded from reconsidering that decision. 

In recent days I have had occasion to learn of the full powers of the Director of Public Prosecutions. This 
again falls into this category of procedure; that is, who judges the judges and many people juilging each 
other, and that adds strength to everyone's arm. Recently a constituent of mine complained that he had not 
received justice in a police inquiry. The issue related to the break-up of a business partnership and my 
constituent losing access to a piece of furniture that was very important to him - I believe for sentimental 
reasons. He was convinced that the partner had illegally removed the furniture and he has been backwards 
and forwards to the police over a period. In the end, once I learnt that it was within the jurisdiction of the 
Director of Public Prosecutions to call for the police file and to confine his investigations not to the 
adequacy of the original investigation but to examine whether it was a reasonable decision for the police to 
make given the evidence before them, I asked him to do that. That seems to me to be a good thing. In fact, 
it appears to be a better route to follow to track down, in this case, official corruption or misconduct, rather 
than to go to the Ombudsman, because he is more inclined by his powers to look at the adequacy of the 
investigation itself. On the other hand, the Director of Public Prosecutions will look at the weight of the 
evidence upon which the police decided not to proceed. That is relevant to this debate only to the extent 
that the committee itself will be excluded from reconsidering a decision made or action taken by the 
Official Corruption Commission. I am not sure that that is a healthy exclusion. The Premier may be able 
to provide explanations for it and, if so, I would be grateful to hear them. 

In relation to part (b )(ii) and (iii) I have asked for access to the federal legislation governing the National 
Crime Authority. My request was made at short notice and I will probably not receive it within the time 
available to me to speak on this issue. However, I would be interested to know whether the terms of 
reference of the joint standing committee of the Federal Parliament looking at the National Crime 
Authority have exclusions of this kind attached to them. As I understand it, that committee will be 
undertaking a not dissimilar task to that undertaken by the proposed joint standing committee on the 
official corruption commission in Western Australia. I can understand an exclusion in relation to part (iii) 
more than I can in relation to part (ii), and that is why I want to compare both with what has happened in 
respect of the National Crime Authority. I can understand, for example, that, as is stated in part (iii), the 
joint standing committee shall not "have access to detailed operational information or become involved in 
operational matters". That is obvious to any of us so that we do not inject into this standing committee the 
elements of political interference. However, what bothers me is that if we have this exclusion for all cases 
the committee may be prevented from becoming involved in matters such as that on the one or two 
occasions when such interference might be justified. There could be an occasion when a parliamentary 
committee might need to say to the Official Corruption Commission that it did not normally get involved in 
?perational matters but on a particular matter it wanted to get involved because the information provided to 
It was of sufficient seriousness that it believed it was appropriate to make an exception. 

Members should not forget that a parliamentary committee has unlimited powers. In the ordinary course of 
~vents, if we did not have the exclusion clause and if something so serious arose as to warrant that sort of 
1Otrus~on, the committee would be able to do that. It is a bit like the arguments we are hearing - I accept 
them 10 the main - from successive Police Ministers, including the current Police Minister, who say that 
ther do not get involved in operational mallers. However, there might be occasions where a Minister for 
Pol~ce, once in every 25 years, might need to become involved because he might have lost all faith in a 
poltce commissioner - and I am not referring to any current situation. It might be a situation where he has 
!10 recour~e other than perhaps to use parliamentary privilege to say that the situation is so bad that he will 
~nvolve himself in an operational matter and he will tell the public why he is doing it. The public can then 
Judge that it is not a question of political interference but of the Minister's using a facility because 
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everything else has failed. That is what ministerial responsibility should mean: That the Minister keeps 
open to himself that final act of "interference". Of course, when a Minister for Police or any other Minister 
says that in the normal course of events, what he really means is that he does not normally get involved in 
operational matters because that in itself would be unhealthy. We would have the Minister for Police - or, 
in this case, the joint standing committee - becoming involved in operational matters. That would be 
unhealthy because we would see the injection of an unhealthy political element 

Mr Trenorden interjected. 

Mr PENDAL: Yes, I do. However, the safeguard to that final abuse is the Minister, for example, "saying 
that for five years he had not been involved in operational n:tatters - neither had his predecessors - but on 
this occasion he was. He could say that in the Parliament. The people could make the judgment and be 
assured that on that occasion it was not political interference; it was because everything else had failed. I 
relate that comment to my concerns about paragraphs (ii) and (iii). They are related, but separate principles 
are involved. I am not sure that we should be supporting a proposition that will specifically prevent the 
joint standing committee from reconsidering a decision of the Official Corruption Commission, because 
perhaps on many occasions the joint standing committee will have good reason to do so. My second point 
is that I can understand why we do not want a joint standing committee, any more than a Minister for 
Police, getting involved in detailed operational information. However, I am very reluctant to exclude that 
for all time. As I have said, there may be some good reasons that is being excluded - reasons that so far 
have not been explained but which I suggest should be explained. 

I finish on the point at which I began: I do not think we should be reluctant to bring about a position where 
we have a multiplicity of people whose task is to look over each other's shoulders. Years ago there used to 
be the notion that it was only upper Houses of Parliament which were Houses of Review. These days, of 
course, we have two Houses of Review effectively, if we use our system properly. Because we initiate 
legislation in the other place this House often picks up issues in its review of that legislation from the other 
place. That is an evolutionary matter in the parliamentary system. We have now two Houses of Review 
because each should be looking over the other's shoulder. If we accept that principle, there is no reason for 
us to feel threatened if we have that multiplicity of bodies addressing official corruption. In this case it 
would be the Official Corruption Commission, and there would the joint standing committee. We would 
also have the powers that would be retained for the Ombudsman, and for the new office bearers created in 
the Public Service protecting the public against misconduct. We have the other offices such as the Auditor 
General. Sadly we cannot have too many because occasionally one apple in the barrel will find ways to 
corrupt the rest of the process. That is a reality of life. I would like those questions to be answered by the 
Premier. In the meantime I support the motion. 

MR BLOFFWITCH (Geraldton) [12.23 pm]: I remind all members that at this stage we are not talking 
about the proposed changes to the Official Corruption Commission; we are talking about the establishment 
of a joint standing committee which will in effect be a pipeline from the OCC to this Parliament. The 
establishment of such a body will allow the Parliament to be aware of any difficulties faced by the OCe. 
During the past three years we have not been aware whether the changes made in 1994 have been effective. 
We insisted that chief executive officers be obliged to report any details of corruption. Our investigations 
in other States indicated that it is through such a reporting method that bodies such as the Criminal Justice 
Commission in Queensland receive the majority of their information. It is an offence for any CEO who 
learns of corruption within his organisation not to report it. 

Our changes in 1994 were an attempt to make the OCC more effective by widening its definitions. The 
recommendations of the two select committees effected the subsequent changes. We were confident that 
the changes would be effective. Like other speakers, I have not changed my mind about the Western 
Australian situation. However, I have become more aware - particularly through the efforts of the New 
South Wales royal commission into the Police Force - that Australia-wide there is a great deal of corruption 
within many of our official bodies. I still firmly believe the worst thing we can do in Western Australia is 
to follow the example of New South Wales and appoint a royal commission. The public hearings there 
have become a farce. That body has a $2Om budget, and must continue to show results. The public must 
be kept satisfied that such expenditure is being well spent. Some of the projects in that State are absolutely 
ridiculous, and we should not place any commission in this State in such a situation. 

I was very impressed with the South Australian model, and I believe that is the way we will proceed. That 
model gave its commissioners power and resources, on a limited basis, to carry out any investigations they 
wished. Under South Australian legislation, if that commission were inquiring into the Wanneroo City 
Council, it would have the ability to proceed with a royal commission. As I understand the Premier's 
statement we will institute something along those lines, and that will go a long way towards fulfilling the 
recommendations of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters, 
to create a more powerful body than the current Official Corruption Commission. The OCC has not been 
paid due credit for the job it does. It has been effective. With its current staff and resources it is doing an 
extremely good job. Given more resources and some investigators - it has few at the moment - it could be 
a very effective body. 

I am sure the terms of reference will allow the joint standing committee to be an effective organisation. I 
have only one criticism. When the select committee made its recommendations I was not convinced about 
the need for a joint standing committee. With our bicameral system of government, each House is 
supposed to be independent. Therefore, why do we need a joint standing committee? That 
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recommendation was made and the majority of members supported it, but I still doubt the wisdom of it. 
From past experience I know, with our parliamentary sitting hours, it is almost impossible to obtain a 
quorum for any joint standing committee. I ask that, if more standing committees are to be created, the 
Government keep that in mind. 

Corruption must be prominent in the mind of the Government; it must be given top priority. We have read 
reams and reams of royal commission reports and Commission on Government reports which refer to 
corruption. However, one wonders where all the corruption is. That is exactly what the two committees 
that I was on investigated. We listened to a host of witnesses who referred to allegations of corruption in 
the Police Force, the post office and the immigration department. We followed through with some of the 
more notorious allegations that had been made in the newspaper. From my observation, as with the many 
people who come into my electorate office to complain, except for one or two cases with which I did have 
some sympathy for the complainant, these people did not understand the law in that proof of evidence is 
required to substantiate a case. In most cases the allegations were based on what the complainant thought 
had happened. It is for that reason that most of these committees, including the OCC, are criticised. Many 
of the allegations are based on rumour. However, when the facts are obtained, nothing could be further 
from the truth. Many of the allegations are based on innuendo; there are no facts to back them up. This is 
another reason that the hearings should not be open hearings, at least in the early stages, because every 
crank in the world would be able to make allegations and, with the way the media love to pick them up, we 
would add to their standing when there is no reason for their having any standing. 

I say to the member for South Perth that we should not be reporting on the decisions that this commission 
makes. Where will it stop and where will it start? To understand whether it should have done more, we 
need to get into operational matters. We need to know what was the evidence for and what was the 
evidence against. In Queensland, where the committee had the power, members of the committee told me 
that they wished they had never been given it. The embarrassment as a result of the leaks from that 
committee made them rue the day they were given that authority. Consequently, the committee in New 
South Wales was rigid in not getting involved in operational matters. Certainly, it called Mr Temb'before 
it and took him to task over the running of the department, its budget and the monster that was being 
created. It was the committee's job to control that. When Mr Temby asked for more funding, it was up to 
the committee to go to the Parliament and ask it to support the committee. It was very important that that 
commission support the parliamentary committee because after all, without its support, none of the 
resources or extensions to the terms of reference would have been achieved; it would have received a 
negative response from the committee. It works extremely well. 

I believe our existing OCC will work a heck of a lot better. The committee was divided about whether it 
should have given it more power by giving it the power to investigate. We gave it the power to call for 
evidence and persons; however, we did not give it the power to investigate. Initially we said it should have 
that power. We then changed our minds. That was probably as a result of talking to the commissioners, 
who said they did not see a need to have that power at that stage. However, as a result of the 
recommendations of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters 
and of people saying they really wanted to promote change to get an effective a body as possible, there 
should be no objection to these changes. It has been a long time in coming. I look forward to this matter 
being dealt with rapidly by the upper House and returning to this House so that the committee can be 
established. I look forward even more to the changes that will give the OCC the teeth to do the job that all 
of us want it to do. 

Amendment to Motion 

Mr BLOFFWITCH: I move -

That the motion be amended by adding to paragraph (b)(f) the words "and to report from time to 
time". 

MR PRINCE (Albany - Minister for Health) [12.38 pm]: I hope that members of the House will accept 
the amendment. The joint standing committee should be able to report from time to time. With respect, I 
doubt whether the amendment requires any more debate than that. My remarks arise out of the fact that I 
hold the position of Minister in this House representing the Attorney General. I was not in the Parliament 
at the time of the two select committees and I am indebted to the member for Cockburn and others for 
some of the background to these matters, which I found to be interesting. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Hames): Order! Is the Minister speaking to the amendment or the motion? 
The procedure is that the Minister speak on the amendment and when the amendment is passed, he can 
speak on the motion. However, a certain leeway is allowed and I suggest that the Minister proceed. 

Mr PRINCE: I thank you, Mr Acting Speaker, for your perspicacity. My first point relates to the status 
and nature of independent authorities, particularly those that have some sort of investigative power. It is 
accepted that authorities such as the Ombudsman and the Auditor General, and, to a certain extent, the 
Director of Public Prosecutions, should have an independence, otherwise they are not seen to be, nor are 
they in fact, independent enough in their operations to be free from any form of interference by the 
Government of the day, by which I mean not just the Executive, but the total public sector. 

That is an important principle. It raises the conundrum, the paradox, to which the members for Nollamara 
and South Perth have alluded with these questions: Who watches the watchers and who judges the judges? 
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It is fundamental from the activities of the Independent Commission Against Corruption of New South 
Wales that where there is very little by way of watching or responsibility, the organisation can for various 
reasons that can be well explained go off on adventures of its own and not concentrate on the matters on 
which the public would wish it to concentrate. There are deficiencies with the Queensland model which 
have been well explained and with the Hong Kong model, which is somewhat different. Although it is 
probably one of the best models in the world, it is suitable for Hong Kong but not for here. 

Those involved in agencies like the Official Corruption Commission must be responsible, for that is the 
herut of accountability. Accountability is not necessarily something that is an open and public exercise, but 
it must always be responsible in some way to the people. It is from the people that all power comes to 
Parliament. In part, responsibility is found in the personnel who have these positions and exercise this 
power and authority. In the case of the office of the Director of Public Prosecutions or the Auditor 
General, one always strives to obtain personnel of the highest possible calibre and of both public and 
private integrity so there is never any doubt of an individual or group of individuals who form the body 
from time to time. 

Of itself, that is not enough. We are talking about systems in the sense of the public sector, created and run 
by people with all their frailties and failings. There will be problems from time to time. We should 
therefore ensure for responsibility reasons that there is a check and balance mechanism; so there should be 
the formation of a joint standing committee. It is difficult to balance whether the joint standing committee 
should have carte blanche access to what the OCC does or should be limited. Clearly if it has total access, 
we may wind up with the OCC spending more of its time explaining to a standing committee what it has 
done rather than getting on with its job. The work of a joint standing committee is capable of being 
misused, perhaps for political reasons and so on. 

There is a requirement, so there is no adverse effect upon the operations of an OCC, that the ability of the 
joint committee to look at operational matters, specifically, is severely limited and this applies also, I 
would argue, for the ability of the committee to reconsider actions taken or decisions made. On balance, 
that is the right decision. I am looking at paragraph (b)(ii) of the motion. I am mindful of the remarks 
made by the member for South Perth, who queried whether that was an appropriate part of the motion; that 
is, to prevent the standing committee from having the power to reconsider. There is the requirement from 
the responsibility point of view to watch the OCC, to see what it does, to look at it from the point of view 
of its results. There is also a requirement not to be involved in what it does in its day to day operations and 
so on. As soon as a joint standing committee is given the power to reconsider actions taken or decisions 
made by an OCC, we are duplicating its work. Potentially we could get a rerun of the action or the 
decision making process of the OCC. 

Mr Trenorden: An important part is that we do not wish the Parliament to embarrass itself. It has a 
capacity to do just that. 

Mr PRINCE: On balance, although there are arguments both for and against the proposition that paragraph 
(b)(ii) should, or should not, be included, I come down in favour of the joint standing committee not having 
the power to reconsider. At some future time when this joint standing committee has been in operation, it 
will have the power and ability to report and make comment upon its operations. It is a question that can 
always be revisited. Responsibility is coming to the people through the Parliament by the joint standing 
committee and it should have the role of critical examination. 

The member for Cockburn asked whether the revamped OCC would be a royal commission. My 
understanding is that it will not. However, it will have the power to recommend that there be royal 
commissions into any subject. As to whether there should be public hearings, this is a matter of concern. 
Hearings, particularly where they deal with accusations of some form of scandal or corruption, may well 
result in a gross injustice to those against whom the accusations are levelled who are subsequently found to 
be blameless, yet the harm has been done. For that reason there should not be the necessity for public 
hearings and royal commissions. 

I remind members of the powers, rights and immunities of a royal commission under the Royal 
Commissions Act which has the power to summon witnesses and documents. Failure to attend can be dealt 
with by the Attorney General as if it were a contempt of the Supreme Court. It has the power to examine 
under oath. Search warrants may be issued. Statements made by witnesses in answer to any questions put 
by it shall not be admissible in evidence in any civil or criminal proceeding. In other words, a royal 
commission has, of necessity, extremely wide powers, wider than those in most courts, and that is 
appropriate. Should an OCC have those powers as of right and be a standing royal commission, I think not. 

Mr Bloffwitch interjected. 

Mr PRINCE: It probably is. There is political damage, personal damage, damage to the person's 
reputation, but that is not the only example. My point is this: If an accusation is made, the accusation 
should not be punishment of the individual against whom is it is made unless it is proved. If the accusation 
receives publicity of a type that punishes the individual in any event, a subsequent total exoneration is of 
no use or help. To that extent the OCC must work in confidence; hence, even more, the reason for having a 
joint standing committee with an oversight role. 

I come back to this question: Who watches the watchers? The establishment of a joint standing commiLLee 
is the best possible way of achieving this within the systems we have. In regard to another maLLer raised by 
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the member for South Perth when he discussed who judges the judges - he gave the example of the person 
with the furniture problem and the DPP - I make this observation: Official corruption can be of many 
kinds, but it is not the exclusive preserve of, nor is it exclusively dealt with by, the OCC, the Director of 
Public Prosecutions, the Ombudsman, the Auditor General or any other independent investigatory agencies. 
Depending upon its character, it may also be the subject of police inquiry or civil remedy, if that is an 
appropriate way to go. It can also be the result - the furniture example is one case - that there may be a 
private prosecution for an alleged criminal offence. The whole area is not limited in its supervision or its 
remedy to the OCC, although I accept without question that much of that which is characterised as 
corruption is misbehaviour which is not necessarily of a criminal kind and often is the sort of behaviour for 
which there may be no civil remedy. I simply bring to the attention of the House that there can be other 
remedies and ways of addressing individual examples of corruption which may work in some cases but not 
in others. I support the establishment of the standing committee; it is a most important step forward. 

I again remind the House that the creation of the joint parliamentary standing committee on official 
corruption is only one leg of the tripod. This Government has announced, and will implement, measures to 
beef up official corruption inquiries, investigations and control in this State. The second measure is 
amendments to the Criminal Code to improve the accountability of Ministers of the Crown, members of 
Parliament and members of government corporations. The third measure is to strengthen and change 
legislation for the Official Corruption Commission. This is one leg of the tripod; it is most important. I 
support the motion, and I remind the House of the two other parts to the whole story. 

MR McGINTY (Fremantle - Leader of the Opposition) [12.50 pm]: As has been indicated already the 
Opposition supports this motion as far as it goes. The Opposition's view, however, is that this motion is an 
inadequate response to the calls that increasingly have been made by a number of bodies in the community 
for a true, effective, independent, anti-corruption watchdog in Western Australia. To establish a 
supervisory committee to oversee the operations of the Official Corruption Commission, when the Official 
Corruption Commission has been variously labelled as a toothless tiger and a mere postbox, is noPNhat the 
community is demanding. 

In 1991 and 1992 the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters 
cost the taxpayers of this State $30m. One of royal commission's clearest and strongest recommendations 
was to abolish the Official Corruption Commission and to establish an independent anti-corruption 
watchdog with full investigatory powers, and otherwise the powers and immunities of a royal commission. 
That has been done in a number of other States, and over the past several years we have learned from the 
teething problems and mistakes of the anti-corruption bodies, particularly in New South Wales and 
Queensland. The issue that the Government should bring before this Parliament is the establishment of 
such a body in Western Australia. At the moment, effectively, the Official Corruption Commission has no 
investigatory powers. It has been roundly criticised, perhaps even condemned, by the Director of Public 
Prosecutions. It was criticised by the Commission on Government, a creature established by this 
Government to recommend on the implementation of the reforms suggested by the royal commission, and 
it was also criticised by the royal commission. On corruption matters generally, the Government argued, 
for instance, on its rejection on two occasions last year of legislation which would have given us an open 
inquiry into the scandal at Wanneroo, that the expert law enforcement bodies had recommended against the 
establishment of an open inquiry into Wanneroo. Whether that is the case is not the point. The 
justification for not having an open inquiry into the official corruption allegations associated with the 
Liberal Party in Wanneroo was that these same bodies recommended that it not be "done. When the 
Director of Public Prosecutions, the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and 
Other Matters and the Official Corruption Commission in unison call for the abolition of the Official 
Corruption Commission and its replacement by a body which is designed to tackle official corruption head 
on in a serious way, there is certainly a serious inconsistency in the approach that has been adopted by the 
Premier. Why was the Premier so keen to accept the advice of these expert bodies not to have an open and 
public inquiry when the people who would be inquired into are Liberal Party supporters? 

Mr Court: What are you referring to? 

Mr McGINTY: The Premier stood in this Parliament and said that the advice of the DPP, the 
Commissioner of Police and other law enforcement agencies -

Mr Court: And of Kyle himself. 

Mr McGINTY: The Premier should listen to me. Peter Kyle publicly supported the legislation that the 
Opposition brought into this Parliament for an open inquiry into the corruption allegations associated with 
the Liberal Party in Wanneroo. 

Mr Omodei: He also said that his terms of reference were adequate to deal with them. 

Mr McGINTY: Let us deal with this issue. Why is it that on the one hand the Premier accepted the advice 
of ~ese ex~rt bodies; however, when it came to dismantling the OCC and putting in its place a decent 
antI-corruptIon watchdog, he rejected the advice of those bodies? There is no internal consistency. The 
only r~aso~ that any objective observer could see for that was the subject matter of the corruption 
allegatIOns In Wanneroo and who was being protected in that whole equation. 

We n~ed" a body which will pick up in its terms of reference, its powers and structure what the royal 
commISSIon and the Commission on Government have recommended as being appropriate. The people of 
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Western Australia will judge harshly any Government or Opposition that turns its back on 
recommendations from those two august bodies. The issue of fighting official corruption is a difficult one. 
For many years this Parliament has resisted constituting any anti-corruption watchdog. As the member for 
South Perth indicated in his speech to the Parliament today, the OCC began as a private member's Bill that 
was ultimately accepted by the Labor Government of the day and enacted into law. It was a tentative step 
in the right direction of establishing a body to deal with this difficult and increasing problem of official 
corruption by Ministers of the Crown, members of Parliament and senior public servants in this State. 
However, eight years ago it was a tentative step in a particular direction. Time has overtaken us, and I 
cannot understand today the Premier's continuing infatuation with the Official Corruption Commission, a 
body that has been so discredited on so many fronts. 

Mr Minson: Would the Leader of the Opposition be satisfied if we put in place the body that we are now 
proposing, and gave it a different name? It seems that the Opposition has a hang-up with the name, rather 
than anything else. 

Mr Omodei: What is in a name? 

Mr McGINTY: There is nothing in a name. The Official Corruption Commission, in its simplicity, is a 
delightful name. If the Minister for Works accepts that there should be a body with strong investigatory 
powers, somewhat akin to but learning from the mistakes of New South Wales and Queensland - which is 
the position that the Opposition adopts - the starting point is what the royal commission and Commission 
on Government have recommended for that body. At this stage all we have from the Premier is a press 
release spelling out the changes that will be made to the OCC. If that is indicative of what will come 
ultimately before the Parliament - bearing in mind we do not have the details at this stage - the Premier 
must look at the seven points with which the Opposition is concerned. If the Government's legislation 
revamps the OCC in each of these seven points I would be happy if the new body were called OCC and not 
CICIC, the commission for the investigation of corrupt and improper conduct. I am not hung up on the 
name. It is not a question, as the Premier alluded to in his speech today, of a debate about a name; it is a 
debate about the substantive powers of an official corruption watchdog. 

I will give the House one example of those seven points, which is quite important. The recommendation 
from those expert bodies was that a full time commissioner and deputy commissioner needed to pursue 
these matters properly. One of the things we found during Peter Kyle's inquiry into Wanneroo was that 
official corruption was one of those issues that needed someone who had a nose for, and a dogged approach 
to pursuing official corruption to chase leads all around the place. We have seen that with the police royal 
commission in New South Wales. The commission is pursuing the matter almost as a personal passion to 
get to the bottom of it. However, the Premier's press release proposed that a retired judge would continue 
to head the revamped OCC on a part time basis. With due respect to Justice Wickham, whom I have had 
the honour of knowing and appearing before, time has moved on, and if this body is to be a true, go-getter, 
anti-corruption fighter, we need someone more akin to Peter Kyle than to Justice Wickham heading up this 
body. 

[Leave granted for speech to be continued.] 

Debate thus adjourned. 

[Continued on page 1009.] 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

[Questions without notice taken.] 

ST A TEMENTS - SPEAKER 
Questions on Notice. Submissions for Tuesday 30 April Closed on Wednesday 24 April 

THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko): I advise members that under current practice the submission of questions 
on notice for Tuesday, 30 April 1996 would close on Thursday, 25 April 1996. As members realise, that is 
Anzac Day and as the Legislative Assembly offices will be closed then, I have approved the closure of the 
submission of questions on notice at 4.00 pm on the day earlier; that is, Wednesday, 24 April. 

Hansard. Transcriptionfor Tuesday 1. Wednesday 2 April. Production Options 

THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko): Earlier today the member for Belmont asked me what was a question on 
notice disguised as a point of order. I advise the House that transcription of Hansard for Tuesday and 
Wednesday of this week will be produced as soon as possible. Options to produce it are under 
consideration. At this stage I can give no guarantee on the time frame. 

MATTER OF PUBLIC INTEREST - TEACHER STAFFING FORMULA 

THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko): I have received a letter from the member for Nollamara seeking to debate 
as a matter of public interest the rigid enforcement of the teacher staffing formula. If sufficient members 
agree to this motion, I will allow it. 

[Five members rose in their places.] 
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The SPEAKER: In accordance with the sessional order, 30 minutes each will be allocated to the 
Opposition and the Government and three minutes to the Independent members, should they seek the call, 
for the purpose of this debate. 

MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [2.34 pm]: I move -

That this House -

(I) Is concerned at the withdrawing of teachers from a school during the school year through 
the rigid enforcement of the teacher staffing formula which results in -

(a) disruption to the school's education program; and 

(b) students being required to readjust to a new teacher and classroom which is 
unsettling and retards their learning progress and is likely to increase the number 
of split classes in the school. 

(2) Calls on the Minister for Education to immediately review the situation in those schools 
which are to lose a teacher from today, with a view to retaining existing staff levels in 
term 2 where a school can demonstrate that its students would be disadvantaged in the 
above ways by the reduction in teaching staff. 

I hope we have the support of both sides of the House for this motion. In framing the motion, I have 
attempted to reflect the views put by the Minister for Education in this place yesterday when he said that he 
was concerned about the changes taking place with the reduction in teaching staff in some schools and that 
he would review the matter. He said that he would review it for just one primary school. This motion is 
asking for a review of all those schools that as of today are likely to have their numbers reduced, in the 
hope that at least in some of the other schools the status quo can remain into next term. We are all aware of 
the disruption in the education of our children by a change in their teacher and a restructuring ofJlte classes 
at this time of the year to meet a formula. This is the last sitting day before Easter, and it woU'rd be very 
fitting to have the support of both sides of the House for this motion. 

The staffing formula which is applied and which the Minister needs to uphold is important. We must 
ensure all children across the State receive equity in respect of the number of children in a class. That is 
difficult and has been addressed by the staffing formula. If the Minister can improve on the way in which 
the staffing formula works and on the staff-student ratios, I will be willing to give him credit. All Ministers 
have tried to battle with those issues. 

A staffing formula is needed. In large part the one we have has been in place for some time. No-one is 
taking issue with the need for a staffing formula; the difference now is that the staffing formula is being 
applied far more rigidly. In the past, schools were allowed to continue with a number of teachers allocated 
to that school above what would be provided had the staffing formula been applied strictly. 

I need to say a few things about why it is important to have flexibility in the application of the staffing 
formula. We are dealing with the education of children. We are not involved in selling a product, such as 
tins of baked beans. If it were a matter of arranging tins of baked beans on the shelf, it might be a rational 
and economically prudent decision to rearrange larger shelving and try to put more tins on the shelves. 
This does not involve selling a product, such as a baked beans; it involves the education of children. How 
those children are placed in a class and the number of children that one teacher must educate are issues 
critical to the quality of education in our schools. When children start a year in a class and settle down, a 
relationship is established between them and the teacher; the children learn how to understand and relate to 
the teacher, who in tum learns the needs of her students. That classroom climate is destroyed by the 
reorganisation of the clas~. It is not a step taken lightly to reorganise a whole school and classes because of 
the need to meet the staffing formula. 

Someone from the outside who does not know about education may simply say that the number of staff at 
the beginning of the year should be nominated according to the number of students enrolled and that 
number should remain. Things are not as simple as that. We live in a free country and parents are allowed 
to take their children from one school to another if that does not create economic problems. We must also 
take into account that people shift their place of residence and have a right to take their children to the 
school in the draw area that covers their new home. The number of students will fluctuate from day to day, 
week to week and term to term. Some schools are in the areas of urban growth where more housing will be 
built which will bring in more families and result in the need to provide education for an increasing number 
of children. We must have some flexibility in how the staffing formula is employed. It has been fairly 
standard practice to look at the enrolment over the preceding year or two, to make a judgment about the 
trend of the enrolments in the school and then make a decision at the end of one year about the staffing 
requirement for the following year. 

Many ~chools anticipate their enrolments will increase, perhaps by a large number or only slightly in the 
fol~owmg year; so they ask the Education Department to provide a specific number of teachers based on 
therr assessment of student numbers. At the start of the 1996 school year a number of schools - the 
Ministe~ said there were 44 - started with a staff complement which was slightly in excess of what would 
be requrred by the number of students enrolled. The Education Department knew about that and some 
allo~ance was made for those schools to continue with the number of teachers slightly in excess of the 
staffmg formula. That was on the basis that it was likely that through this year the student numbers in 
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those schools would increase. If that were not done, and they had been told to withdraw those teachers and 
reorganise the classes and then at some time later in the year they found that their student population had 
grown, a teacher would have to be returned to the school, all the classes would be reorganised and the 
students would be disrupted twice, not once. 

It is difficult to cater in a professional way for the increase in the enrolments that occur in a number of our 
schools. It makes good sense to do what has been done for many years; that is, allow a degree of 
flexibility, and a slight overstaffing of schools when there is a good basis for a judgment that the number of 
students in that school is likely to increase. It does not make good educational sense to reduce the number 
of teachers at that school at the end of first term when no sound information suggests that the judgment that 
was made at the beginning of the year or the end of the preceding year was somehow flawed. The school 
should be allowed to run on that basis. I am not taking into account that in a small number of cases some 
clerical error has occurred or a statement of numbers was not correct. Ruling that out - and to my 
knowledge that does not apply in any of the cases that have been brought to my attention - we need to 
ensure the flexibility to allow a slight overstaffing of schools in order not to cause major disruption. 

We are dealing with the education of children and not simply with some product that is to be sold off a 
shelf, therefore we must be accountable for the quality of education in the schools and how that can be best 
achieved. It seems unfortunate that in this rigid adherence to the staffing formula the Government is being 
too hard-nosed about the accounting side of education and forgetting why we have schools in the first 
place. We have schools for the education of our children, and not simply to put them in seats and keep 
them busy. Schools provide for the education, development, and future of those children. We need to take 
account of the quality of that educational environment, and for it to be disrupted by simply rearranging the 
school because of a slight discrepancy in the enrolments compared with the limits that are set by the staff 
formula is to overlook the importance of education in our schools. 

I will say a few words about education and the role that teachers play in the teaching and education of our 
children. More and more responsibility is placed on teachers to understand the individual needs of each 
child in their care. The first steps program and the way that we approach education in this day and age 
requires teachers to address the individual needs of students. Therefore, when the Government changes 
classes, on that score alone it puts back the whole educational process. The teacher, whether taking in a 
whole new class or part of a new class, must start over again with getting to know the individual students, 
knowing how to react to each child, and knowing the specific educational needs of each child. A 
restructuring at this time of the year is a step backwards for the education of those children whose classes 
will be reorganised. Also, individual students are faced with a problem. Some students, as we all know, 
are confident, independent and robust, so swapping from one class to another is not a matter which causes 
them great concern. However, for many children it is disruptive to have to learn to accept another 
classroom as their class, and even more so to face up to a new teacher, particularly if in the first term of the 
year they have developed an attachment and rapport with their teacher. From the individual child's point 
of view major problems can arise when restructuring is occurring in the school. For some children that can 
be the catalyst that might set off a range of behavioural problems. 

The other issue that comes to mind is trying to ensure that class sizes are reduced to the smallest possible 
size. I am a firm believer that the quality of education is directly linked to individual class sizes. The 
formula for restructuring tends toward larger class sizes. Given the need that exists for equity between 
schools so that some schools do not have an advantage over others, because they are allowed to get by with 
smaller classes, the tight application of the staffing formula at this time of year is guaranteed to increase the 
average class size at the school. I wi1\ briefly allude to some of the examples that have been brought to my 
attention over the past week or so. These are schools which have written to me or to other members, and 
been passed on to me, because of their great concern about the restructure that was due to have taken place 
as of today. Given the Minister's statement yesterday, perhaps he has put things on hold and, as this 
motion is asking, intends to use the two weeks of the school holidays to ensure that each of the schools that 
will be affected by this edict to reduce the number of teachers will be reviewed and that most, if not all, 
will continue through to the end of the year with the staff entitlements for the current year. 

Iandakot Primary School services a growing residential area. In 1995 its enrolment grew from 284 at the 
start of the year to 316 at the end of 1995. In 1995 it had 16 staff on the basis of full time equivalents. At 
the start of 1995 it had 332 children and a staff entitlement of 16.8 teachers. At the end of term one the 
enrolment had grown to 336, a growth of only four during first term. On that basis the school has been told 
that it is three short of the required number and there will be a staff reduction at that school. That creates a 
considerable problem because Iandakot Primary School, from its enrolment record, is growing and it is 
likely that it will have to reorganise the whole school in order to take account of that staff reduction; and 
when its numbers grow, it may need to reorganise again. That would be totally disruptive to the education 
of students there. In addition to that, the primary school has an education support centre, but these 
numbers do not take that into account. The Iandakot Primary School has been implementing the 
recommendations contained in the 1993 Shean report, and students in the education support centre have 
been integrated into the mainstream classes. That places an additional burden on teachers of those classes 
who already have to deal with their normal full size class. Those teachers have taken students from the 
special support unit and given them part of the school day in their classrooms. When the classes are 
restructured and the class sizes then increase, teachers will have to start allover again. If they have had 
major changes in the composition of their classes, it will be much more difficult, if not impossible, to 
continue the program of partial integration of students from the education support school. 
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Goomalling Primary School parents have written to the Minister, and sent me a copy of the letter. They 
started with 5.15 staff, and as of today they are to be reduced to four. With the 75 enrolled students, they 
are two short of the magic number of 77, because if they had 77 students they would be entitled to the 
present number of staff. As the letter states, the staffing of the whole school is affected by a change of that 
magnitude at this time of the year. The confidence of the students and their familiarity with teachers will 
be put in jeopardy because of those changes. Clearly the situation at Goomalling must be reassessed. 
Hopefully they will be allowed to retain the 5.15 staff for the remainder of this year. 

Lastly, Samson Primary School currently has 364 students, whereas it needs 371 to retain the number of 
staff it started the year with. Simply by being a small amount short of the formula it will have to take 13 
classes and collapse them into 12 classes. I do not know the detailed numbers in the classes, and it may be 
that the disruption will affect only half the school, but possibly the whole school could be disrupted 
because one teacher has to be removed to meet the staffing formula. 

I hope the Minister will be able to accept this motion, which is worded along the lines of the statement he 
made yesterday. It is within his power to have an immediate review, not only with regard to the Samson 
Primary School, which he addressed yesterday, but all the schools which are to be affected today by staff 
reductions. Hopefully the high quality of education in those schools will continue by maintaining the 
current structure for the remainder of the school year. 

MR McGINTY (Fremantle - Leader of the Opposition) [2.55 pm]: In seconding the motion I will refer to 
the South Terrace Primary School at Fremantle, which is a great inner city school. It has shown great 
resourcefulness in recent times. In 1990 it was near closure with 85 students, and the number had been 
decreasing over a period. By virtue of its dedicated principal, staff and parents, the school underwent a 
significant transformation and last year had an enrolment of 214 students, well and truly more than 
doubling the enrolment figures it had six years ago. This was achieved by a variety of methods, including 
innovative programs and offering different choices to parents. Last year and for the first term of this year 
the school had 10 teachers. Because of a very small enrolment this year in year 1 flowing thro1fgh from a 
small preprimary enrolment, the number of students has dropped beneath the cut-off point of 180 students, 
which is necessary for retaining 10 teachers. As a result of dropping down to 177 students at the beginning 
of this year - only marginally beneath the cutoff point - the school will lose two full time teachers. It will 
lose 1.6 teachers in terms of the teaching formula, but it means two out of 10 full time teachers will be 
taken out of the school. It means that every class will have to be reorganised. They will have to shuffle 
around, and mixed classes will become the order of the day. All students will have the continuity of their 
learning program disrupted as a result of taking away these two teachers. 

I ask the Minister to apply the staffing formula to the South Terrace Primary School in Fremantle not 
rigidly and inflexibly. I do so for a number of reasons, the most important of which is that to apply the 
formula in the rigid way proposed would be to the detriment of 177 children at the school. I have indicated 
that the school has grown greatly over the last six years and the continual trend of enrolment has been 
upwards, more than doubling over the last six years. This year the enrolment in the preprimary centre is 
27, which is dramatically up from the 16 of last year, which caused the problem. We all know that the 
enrolment next year will be in excess of the 180 students required to attract the 10 teachers. We know that 
next year the teachers left out as a result of the application of this formula will need to be returned to the 
school. It is important to bear in mind that the school provides for a fluctuating enrolment over a period. 
The local women's refuge sends children to the school and the numbers vary during the course of the year. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is an important point about that school. You are right. 

Mr McGINTY: I am glad the Minister acknowledges that. I think it is a reason, given their being so close 
according to the formula. It could be that during the course of the coming term the numbers will go above 
the 180 students cut-off point. The school staff tell me there are three re-enrolments. After the parents 
have been away on a temporary transfer, they will be re-enrolling those students, which will place the 
numbers above the cut-off point. The school-age population within the City of Fremantle has been 
growing in recent years. Many school populations have been growing, although not as dramatically as that 
of South Terrace Primary School. From our experience, this year is an aberration, and the growth in 
student population that the school has experienced in recent years will continue. Many of the 10 teachers 
~t South Terrace Primary School come from the local community. Transferring them will destroy an 
Important part of the school's link with the community. 

For all those reasons, particularly the detrimental effect this move will have on South Terrace Primary 
School, I ask the Minister to consider urgently notifying the school that it will be permitted to retain its 
teaching staff, notwithstanding the level of enrolments at the school. Quite clearly, if the school were in a 
lo~g term decline with no reasonable expectation that the numbers would pick up, I would not be putting 
thIS proposition to the Minister. When the Labor Government was in power this formula was applied far 
more practically and pragmatically than the rigid bureaucratic way proposed on this occasion. I made 
representations on behalf of parents and students of the Winterfold Primary School, for instance, when Hon 
Kay ~allahan was the Minister for Education, and a proposed reduction in staff caused by the application 
of thiS formula was deferred to the end of the year to give the school a chance to rebuild its student 
num~rs, and to make sure that during the course of the year it did not have the disruption which is about to 
be VISIted on the South Terrace Primary School. I urge the Minister to revisit this as a matter of great 
urgency and endeavour to retain those two teachers in the interests of the children at South Terrace Primary 
School. 
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MR CATANIA (Balcatta) [2.58 pm]: I support the motion on behalf of the Kyilla Primary School in 
North Perth. Like Fremantle, the inner city suburb of North Perth has a growing population with an 
increasing number of young children. I live a short distance from Kyilla Primary School and so I am aware 
of the type of young population coming into the inner city suburbs. My office conducted a survey of 12 
schools in the northern suburbs and was advised that this school would lose 1.6 teachers in the second term. 
One of the parents wrote a letter to the Minister for Education. That letter from Eva de Heer by and large 
captures succinctly the spirit of the parents. The letter states -

It is a damning indictment of your Government, that education has become such a low priority in 
funding, yet the Government espouses concern over literacy levels, youth unemployment and 
suicide, youth crime and the need for Australia to become a "clever" country etc. 

My general concerns however, have recently been ignited to particular indignation upon hearing 
that the school my three children attend, KYILLA PRIMARY SCHOOL, SELKIRK STREET, 
NORTH PERTH is to lose 1.6 staff at the beginning of term 2, because their student numbers fall 
only TWO below what seem a very arbitrary number of 151. This has occurred even AFTER the 
school community were ~ of maintaining their present staffing levels, earlier in the year ... 

Staffing problems last year, compounded by long service leaves and legitimate industrial action, 
resulted in a very uncertain and counter productive atmosphere for the students and teachers. I for 
one, would be furious if some numerical edict was enforced without any thought to the security, 
confidence and educational continuity of the pupils this year. 

The proposed staff cuts are forcing the school staff to organise stop-gap measures and disrupting 
routines for four of the senior grades; very much against their best intentions and efforts. The 
staff and administration, I would like to add, get a very large measure of parental support. 

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Balcatta appears to be quoting from a two page letter. It is our 
practice for members to quote some parts of a letter and perhaps paraphrase other parts. It is not our 
practice to read two pages of a letter into the Hansard. 

Mr CATANIA: I have only another two lines to quote -

We all feel that they are being placed in an unfair and professionally compromising position by 
being made helpless to protect the high standards they have so actively built ... 

On behalf of the students, parents and staff of the Kyilla Primary School I request that the Minister for 
Education look at the situation, bearing in mind that that school is two students short of the total required. 
One hundred and eighty-one students would give it the present complement of teachers; it has 179. 
Considering the growing population in the area, next year those numbers would be made up. It is thought 
that next year there will be four more students than the required number; therefore, reducing that 
complement of teachers by 1.6 only adds to the disruption and trauma to the students and parents of the 
school. I urge the Minister to reconsider the situation at Kyilla Primary School for the sake of those 
students who will suffer the greatest disadvantage by that reduction in the staff complement. 

MR DAY (Darling Range) [3.03 pm]: On occasions motions are moved by the Opposition with which we 
on the government side have a gre-?l deal of sympathy. This is one of those occasions. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You're not suggesting the House is united in condemning me? 

Mr DAY: I am pleased to say that I have not seen any words of condemnation of the Minister in this 
motion. If I had, I would not have made the comment I just did. I can speak on this subject with some 
degree of feeling because of my direct involvement in the issue. At the Darlington Primary School, where 
my son is in a class which is directly affected by the proposed transfer of a teacher to another school 
because of the reduction in numbers slightly below the established level for the current number of staff, I 
have taken an interest in the issue and dealt with it as strongly as I can. However, because I have a conflict 
of interest with the Darlington Primary School, a week ago I made a decision to hand over management of 
the issue at Darlington to my colleague the member for East Metropolitan Region, Hon Derrick Tomlinson. 
I appreciate the hard work he has done. 

I know from the reaction of parents at that school and other schools and from the reaction of children at the 
school that they feel strongly about the loss of their teacher at the end of the first term and that they are 
emotional about the issue. That is understandable because there is nothing as important to parents as the 
education of their children and their desire in the main to ensure that the very best is provided for their 
children's education. The teacher at Darlington, Mrs Cheryl Silcox, is being moved because of the 
precedent which has been established over a number of years that because she was the last staff member 
employed at the school, she is required to be the first to be moved. I understand that although she has not 
been able to say anything publicly about the issue, she is somewhat disappointed. That is a natural reaction 
of any teacher, especially one in the position of Mrs Silcox, who has made a significant contribution to the 
education of children across the State, particularly in Geraldton where she has served in recent years, 
including last year. She has served at many other country areas of the State, including Wyndham, I 
understand. 

When teachers are appointed to a school back in the metropolitan area they establish their programs, 
classes and routines. They find that although they expect they will be there for the whole year, after the 
end of only one term they are moved. Together with the parents and children, naturally they are 
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disappointed. I am aware of other schools at which the issue is similar. For example, yesterday I was contacted by a parent from the Dawson Park Primary School in Forrestfield. That school is in the electorate of the member for Helena. The member for Helena has been vigorous in pursuing this matter with the Minister for Education. 
Mrs Roberts: Not very successfully so far. 
Mr DAY: I think the member has been effective. The Minister has been responsive to the whole issue. I was contacted also because the school will be part of the Darling Range electorate from the next election. 
Mr Thomas: Have you been endorsed yet? 
Mr DAY: No. No Liberal Party candidates have been endorsed yet, but we will deal with those issues in a very orderly manner. 
Mr Thomas: When? 

Mr DAY: I think we are being sidetracked from the important issue the House is considering at the moment. I understand that the teacher at Dawson Park, Carol Burroughes, a preprimary teacher, is being moved to make room for another teacher who has been seconded outside the school to return to the school from second term. It is understandable that the Education Department would try to make way for a teacher who has a connection to the school to return. However, the parents and children in the preprimary class have become attached to Carol Burroughes and are distressed that it is proposed to relocate her to another school from the beginning of second term. I understand that Miss Burroughes was given a clear indication by the manager of the primary staffing section of the Education Department that she could stay at Dawson Park until the end of 1996. We find that because of the current situation, that is not to be. It is entirely understandable that Miss BUlToughes and her students and their parents are distressed at the situation. 
The member for Helena pointed out to me also a similar problem at the West Midland Primary~chool. I . am indebted to her for providing me with the details a short time ago. I understand that at the school there is a class with a particular set of problems. It has had a large number of relief teachers in recent months. 
Mrs Roberts: It is the year 3-4 class; it has had six teachers this year. 
Mr DAY: I was not going to identify the class; however, to put the record straight, I am told that it is the year 4-5 class. As the member said, recently it has had a large number of teachers. This has led to a great deal of instability, and concern among the parents. The teacher who is now teaching that class at West Midland Primary School is Mr Richard Parish. I am told he has been extremely well accepted by the students and their parents and that the class is now working well. Mr Parish's appointment is temporary and under the existing guidelines and formula he faces the prospect of being moved from the school in a very short time. 
Mrs Roberts: The school needs another teacher and the formula should not be imposed so strictly. 
Mr DAY: I know the member for Glendalough has an interest in the Midland area and this issue may form part of her preselection speech. From what the member for Helena told me, that is not entirely the situation. I am sure the member for Glendalough will have every opportunity to take an active interest in the Midland area during the next election campaign. The member for Helena and I will be able to give her all the information she needs. 
Mr Tubby: If she gets endorsed. 
Mr DAY: Of course. 

Mrs Roberts: You don't have to worry about that. 
Mr DAY: In view of the circumstances, there is a strong case for that teacher to be retained at the West Midland Primary School, for the benefit of the students and their education, until the end of 1996. 
This issue has arisen because of the natural necessity of the Education Department to be a large ?rganisation and to have a very large budget. It is important that strict guidelines and staffing formulae are In place. Currently, the Education Department's budget is in the vicinity of $1.2b; the money must, on behalf of taxpayers, be spent in the best way possible. We cannot have widespread overstaffing throughout the Sta~. However, it appears that on occasions the formulae do appear to be too rigid and a greater degree of fleXIbility should exist. This is a strong argument for the principle of devolution of the administration and authority to schools, which this Government has been pursuing in the last couple of years. It will allow schO?I~ to react to the particular needs of their students in a responsible and caring manner. Of course, a cost IS Involved in keeping staff in place and appointing additional staff where they are needed throughout the ~tate. I understand the cost would be in the vicinity of $1.5m to $2m. In the broader scheme of things that IS not a huge amount of money and I hope the Government will make changes to its policy. 
~e Minister for Education is doing whatever he can to provide the very best of education to students in thIS State. I know he cares about the matter and that he is commilled to achieving a resolution and I thank him for his interest. 

I wi~l quote t? the House the final paragraph of a letter by Mollie Hewitt, who is a year 5 student at DarlIngton PrImary School. The letter sums up the feeling of students in a very effective manner. It reads -
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Mrs. Silcox is organised and good with our class, she does work but in a fun way. We have 
started methods and now we will not be able to finish them. We had good plans for this year and 
now they are shattered to pieces and we would rather that it would not happen. How would you 
like it? I'm sure you would hate it. We won't have as much fun now unless you can change it 
PLEASE this means a lot to us please try and do something. 

Amendment to Motion 

Mr DAY: I move-

That all words in paragraph (2) be deleted, and that the following be substituted -

(2) Endorses action by the Minister for Education to assess the situation in individual schools 
on merit, and to review the application of the policy for future years. 

DR HAMES (Dianella) [3.14 pm]: I am grateful to the Opposition for moving this motion. I was kicking 
myself that I was not the member who raised the grievance pertaining to schools. It was the member for 
Melville who did that I am pleased the Opposition has given me the opportunity to speak on this issue. 

I note that the member for Perth is leaving the Chamber, but I must apologise to her for delving into her 
electorate. I was pleased to hear the member for Balcatta speak about the same school which happens to be 
in the electorate of the member for Perth. Therefore, I do not feel bad for having just returned to the House 
from her electorate. I have visited the Kyilla Primary School where I had the opportunity to address the 
school on its proposed reduction in staffing. A copy of the letter from which the member quoted was sent 
to me and I will not delay this House by quoting from it again. I am pleased to have the signatures of 73 
parents from the Kyilla Primary School to a petition requesting that the matter be raised in this Parliament 
as a matter of urgency. Unlike the petitions from members opposite, which are generally concocted, this is 
a genuine petition. 

Ms Warnock: Rubbish! 

Dr HAMES: I was hoping the member for Perth would say that. Obviously she has forgotten the story I 
told not very long ago. In addition the member forgets that I have patients who come from all walks of 
life. One of my patients who is a car salesman was sent a petition to sign by the member for Maylands. He 
lives miles from her electorate and he was told what to put in the petition. The petition I have is genuine, 
but it does not have the correct wording and for that reason I cannot present it as a petition. 

Mr Thomas: Therefore, it is not genuine! 

Dr HAMES: It is because it was presented to me by parents who are genuinely concerned about the 
problem. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr HAMES: The problem at Kyilla Primary School is that because the year 6 class has in it 21 students it 
is proposed the school will lose 1.6 teachers because it is two students under the requirement of 181. This 
means that some of those students would go into a split year 5 and 6 class with 31 students. Seventeen of 
those students would go to a split year 6 and 7 class which would also have 31 students. If one additional 
student attends that school this year, the student numbers would be over the set 31 students for each class. 
It would mean the school would have to seek the appointment of another teacher. 

I am pleased to inform the Minister for Education that at the meeting I just attended I was advised that a 
year 7 student has been enrolled for next term which will take the numbers at that school over the required 
limit and another teacher will be required. This emphasises the point I am making. I am pleased with what 
the Minister has done and I am also pleased with the point he made when the grievance was raised. He 
said that the situation was unfair and he would do his best to resolve the situation. He also said he would 
judge each case on its merits. I gave that information to the parents today and they were pleased to hear it. 
I have arranged an urgent meeting between the president of the parents and citizens' association and the 
director general of schools to discuss this matter. I have not invited the member for Perth, in whose 
electorate the school is located, to that meeting. I am very hopeful that this matter will be resolved very 
soon. It is inequitable that a school is placed in this position through no fault of its own. 

The Minister for Education is responsible for a very large budget for Education and a lot of demands are 
placed on it If he makes certain decisions with regard to this matter, it could have repercussions in other 
areas. It is important to note that he is putting the parents first in his considerations, which is excellent. 
The Minister's actions augur well for the future of education. The Minister has already shown he is a very 
good Minister of Education. 

DR CONSTABLE (Floreat) [3.20 pm]: I will comment on this motion, and support the frrst part of the 
motion, which is obviously supported by both sides, the original motion and also the amendment. Clearly, 
the withdrawal of teachers from school involuntarily by the imposition of a rigid policy during the school 
year concerns us all. No school is directly affected in my electorate, although I understand one school is on 
the magic cut-off figure of 343; therefore if that school loses one student today it will be faced with this 
situation. I have a particular concern there, but I am generally concerned about education policy and 
practice and that we get this procedure right. 

I imagine that in most schools every year there are withdrawals on a voluntary basis; that is, teachers going 
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on long service leave for a short period, illness, pregnancy and for family reasons when people move 
interstate and so on. We have a natural disruption to schools every year without having a policy that 
compounds the problem. It is important that we look very clearly and carefully at this policy and its 
implementation in order to get it right. 

I point out to the Opposition that this policy and practice has been in place for at least 15 years; it was in 
place throughout its time in government. 

Mr Kobelke interjected. 

Dr CONSTABLE: Probably there were times when it was, but that is beside the point. We now need an 
overall review of the policy and its implementation, and I understand that that is to occur. However, in the 
short term we certainly need a school by school review as each school faces this situation. That is the only 
way the Minister and the Education Department can possibly proceed. It is very important that where a 
school's enrolment is one or two students below the magic cut-off for staffing we look at not only the 
numbers but also the composition of the population of the school. For instance, a number of children with 
disabilities who have been mainstreamed might attend the school and that might be a reason for not 
changing the staffing level. On a case by case basis I hope that there will be minimal disruption to schools 
now and that by next year we have a much more effective policy than the one currently in place. 

MR C..J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Minister for Education) [3.23 pm]: I thank members on both sides of 
the House for their comments. I note that the subject of this matter of public interest is essentially the 
subject of a grievance by the member for Melville. Indeed, while some members opposite will say things 
like, "It is too little too late", that is not the case. The member for Melville has been dealing with me in 
relation to his school and the member for Dianella and others have been dealing with me for some time 
about issues relating to individual schools. If members opposite have schools in similar situations, while 
they are entitled to raise and should raise such matters in the Parliament, they should also take the time to 
speak to me personally about individual schools. That would probably be a good way of repres8llting their 
constituents. 

I will retrace some of the background relating to this issue and repeat some of the comments I made last 
night. As members well understand, for many years the Education Department has quite rigidly applied a 
staffing formula that sets the level of staff on the basis of student enrolment, and obviously there are good 
reasons why that is the case. This education system comprises 770 schools, 250000 students and 18000 
teachers. A small change in policy, even with the best of intentions, can have widespread ramifications 
throughout the system and, therefore, we must be careful. At the end of each year, an estimate is made of 
the expected enrolment for the following year and on the basis of that the staffing level is determined. In a 
number of cases schools may have an estimated enrolment within four or five students of the next cut-off 
level. In those cases where the school management feels they may reach the next cut-off level they are 
often allocated an additional staff member; we have had examples of that cited today. That is done always 
on the basis that that staffing position will be reviewed at the end of term one. If the student enrolments do 
not rise above the cut-off level the staff member is removed and assigned to a school where the need is 
greater. As part of that arrangement there is a clear understanding with the principal and the district 
superintendent that a teacher in that position will not be used in a mainstream role; therefore, if it were 
necessary to withdraw that teacher, the disruption to the school would be minimal. 

Some 44 secondary and primary schools have had additional staff allocated on the basis that while they did 
not meet the enrolment requirement they were close to it and believed that they would. I recognise that the 
impact of the removal of a staff member is more difficult to cope with in a primary school, particularly a 
small primary school, than in a high school. Of the 540 primary schools in this State, 23 were affected by 
this policy this year. I am advised that as of now about seven schools are facing a particular problem, and 
most of those schools have been mentioned in the debate this afternoon. 

While it is easy to say that there are particular reasons that a teacher should be left in a school, we must not 
lose sight of the fact that other schools in the system have experienced an unanticipated growth in 
enrolment and the class sizes at those schools are greater than originally estimated. While some students 
would be disadvantaged if their teacher left their school, students at other schools are disadvantaged 
because that teacher has not been allocated to their school. It is very important to be fair and to be 
conscious not to solve one problem by creating a problem for another school. 

Having said that, if a staff member has been allocated to a primary school, particularly a small primary 
school, for whatever reason - whether or not it has been judged correctly by the principal - and the primary 
school sets up its structure, allocating students and teachers to classes, to withdraw that teacher at the end 
of term one will in some cases be highly disruptive and disadvantageous to the education of children. I do 
not pass judgment on what has happened. Some principals have handled the situation effectively in terms 
of the way they have used the transient staff member - if that staff member has had to leave the disruption 
has been less - but in other cases perhaps principals have not handled the situation as well. I will not 
comment on specific cases. However, I do accept the general point that to withdraw staff from a primary 
school is disruptive. I prefer a situation where once a staff allocation is made to a school at the beginning 
of the school year that remains the allocation throughout the year, barring some quite dramatic change in 
enrolment - say, if there were a sudden influx or exit for some reason. Marginal changes should be 
tolerated within the staffing levels established at the beginning of the year. 

I will now make some general comments about what I propose should happen in the future. First, the 
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staffing formula will be reviewed; in fact, that process has commenced. That review will seek to make the 
system more incremental so that we do not get a situation where a small change in student numbers results 
in the removal of a teacher. In that way small changes in student numbers will result in small changes in 
teacher entitlement Similarly, consideration will be given to applying some tolerance level, as suggested 
yesterday by the member for Melville, so that the system operates within a band rather than a discrete, all 
or nothing level. That will take time, but most members would agree with that Our policy is to review the 
staffing formula for next year, to have a more incrementally based policy, perhaps with some tolerance 
limits. 

The second aspect relates to schools. About seven schools are facing severe problems. I undertake that 
each school will be assessed on an individual merit basis - indeed, that is currently happening. The Leader 
of the Opposition referred to the South Terrace school, and I understand that the situation there has been 
resolved over the last few days to the satisfaction of at least the principal. The member for Dianella 
menti.oned the Kyilla school. Work is going on to resolve that situation -

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will not open the floodgates on schools around the State. 

Mrs Roberts: The member for Balcatta raised several issues regarding one school. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That was the school I mentioned that is being reviewed. Also the member for 
Dianella raised a matter several days ago. I have mentioned two schools: One in the electorate of the 
Leader of the Opposition, and one of interest to both the member for Balcatta and the member for Dianella. 

Mr Catania: I raised it two weeks ago! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Perhaps we might put the children first. Let us try to fix it for the kids. 

About seven schools will be assessed on a merit basis to find a compromise to resolve the situation. Next 
year, as part of the review of that policy, it will be my intention and that of the Education Department that 
schools be staffed on the basis of enrolments in week 1. Once determined that will apply for the year. In 
other words, we will receive the enrolment numbers in week 1. There may be some rejigging from 
estimated to actual enrolments in year I, but at the end of week 1 the staffing allocation will be put in place 
and, barring some extraordinary circumstance, that would be the staffing for the year. Any rejigging would 
occur in week 1; the principal and staff would allocate students to classes and that situation would apply 
throughout the year. That will serve us better. 

I thank members for their comments. I realise there is some rivalry with an election coming up but with 
some sincerity all members in this House have a genuine concern for primary schools in their areas. I 
appeal to members: There is a limited number of very difficult situations that are being dealt with now, 
and we must resist the temptation to try to widen it. If we widen it we will not achieve the resolution of 
these cases. I welcome input from members to the Education Department to review the staffing formula to 
make it less brutal in its application, and to adopt a procedure where staff are put in place, estimated and 
confirmed for the year at the end of week 1. 

MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [3.33 pm]: It is Holy Week and the Opposition is prepared to accept the 
amendment in the spirit of achieving some sort of reconciliation. We will not crucify the Minister. Weare 
pleased to accept the amendment which endorses the action by the Minister to assess individual schools on 
a merit basis and to review the application of the policy for future years. I wish to comment on the 
application of policy for future years. It comes in a number of ways: The Minister has indicated he will 
look at an incremental system with some degree of tolerance. Nonetheless a line will be drawn beyond that 
tolerance. Although the policy will be incremental there could be a situation where parts of FrEs are lost. 
On occasions whole teachers will be lost, so it is difficult to see how the policy can be flexible enough to 
get away from that -

Mr C.J. Barnett There will always be problem areas. 

Mr THOMAS: The problem which the member for Melville and I share is that in a particular circumstance 
during an academic year there should be some delay in the implementation of the policy so that children in 
the classroom do not have a program disrupted. Generally speaking children enrol for an academic year 
and expect to remain for that year. It is almost a contract that the program they enter will come to fruition. 
If personnel and program changes are made it will disadvantage the students. My proposition is that the 
review not be implemented and changes not be made until the subsequent academic year. 

MR TUBBY (Roleystone - Parliamentary Secretary) [3.35 pm]: I support the amendment and the 
comments by the Minister. This issue has been a problem since the days when members opposite were 
going to school, and it has been handled in various ways over the years. Gradually we have moved to 
smaller incremental movements of pupils in order to gain or lose staff. The Minister has outlined a further 
step along this path. Some schools will always produce inaccurate figures in a range of circumstances. In 
the past a decision was made during the first week of school. Superintendents have rung the schools and 
determined the numbers. If necessary, they have counted the number of children in classrooms, and all 
staff movements have been made during the first week. I cannot understand why this now happens at the 
end of rust term. It is something that has happened in recent times. 

As the member for Cockburn said, the problem with a wider range of tolerance is that a line will always be 
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drawn. Even if we have a tolerance range of three or four plus or minus, a school will fall one or two 
below the tolerance range, and we will always have an argument We will always have cases put by 
parents and local schools about why they deserve to be placed in the next tolerance bracket. The 
department will need to take a fairly hard line because as some schools fall just below, others will fall just 
above the tolerance line. Those who fall just above deserve the extra staffing. 

Mr Kobelke: And they get it! 

Mr TUBBY: Yes, but where does it come from? It must be from the schools that fall just below, otherwise 
the Education budget will be regarded as a bottomless pit 

Mr Kobelke interjected. 

Mr TUBBY: We have 760 schools in the State, 540 of which are primary schools. I can guarantee that 
each of the 540 primary schools could make a case for the allocation of an extra teacher, as was the case 
with the South Terrace school. The extra allocation could be used very well because every school in the 
State could demonstrate an educational case to retain its staff. I have been there, and I have put such cases. 
I know exactly what schools would argue. The member for Glendalough has been in the same situation 
where each school has a special circumstance. It could be children with disabilities or it could be the 
distances some children must travel. It could be for a range of reasons including the mix of classes and 
perhaps the number of teachers each class has had in a year. A range of arguments can be put but at some 
point a line must be drawn. The Minister has indicated that the tolerance limit will be increased next year 
but I will bet London to a brick that the schools which fall below the line will put similar cases next year. 
As the Minister said, we must make a decision during the frrst week of the year and make sure that staff 
stay at the schools unless there is a dramatic change in the numbers and a teacher must be taken away. In 
the case of an increase in enrolments we must make allowances in the budget to provide the teachers, 
because those schools should not be understaffed compared with others, otherwise we will just encourage 
schools to ghost the numbers to ensure they receive the number of staff they require. ., 

Mr Kobelke: Don't do it at this stage of the year. 

Mr TUBBY: I could not agree more. I do not know why it has been allowed to slip out to the end of first 
term. It always used to happen at the end of the first week. I support the amendment. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

Question put and passed. 

MOTION - JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON OFFICIAL 
CORRUPTION COMMISSION, APPOINTMENT 

Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. Debate was adjourned after the following amendment had 
been moved-

That the motion be amended by adding to paragraph (b)(f) the words "and to report from time to 
time". 

MR McGINTY (Fremantle - Leader of the Opposition) [3.40 pm]: Before the motion was adjourned 
earlier, I was explaining why this motion is inappropriate and does not go far enough to provide the people 
of Western Australia with the sort of anti-corruption watchdog that they need. I was in the process of 
going through the announcement by the Premier of his proposed revamping of the Official Corruption 
~ommission and why his proposals do not satisfy the requirements laid down by the Royal Commission 
Into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters and the Commission on Government. I had 
sai~ that, under the Premier's proposals, the chairperson will be a part time, retired person .. I made the 
pomt that, to be effective in the fight against official corruption, we need a go-getter sort of person - such 
as Peter Kyle, who has pursued official corruption in Wanneroo with great vigour and who was 
unfortu~ately removed from that inquiry by legal action in the Supreme Court. I do not believe it is 
approp~ate to put a retired person into that position part time. If we are serious, we need a person who will 
get senous about these issues and that must be done on a full time basis. That is the first area in which I 
believe the Premier's proposals fall short. 

The other area to which I wish to refer briefly is the dichotomy which appeared in the Premier's press 
sf:atement between matters of corruption on the one hand and matters of improper conduct on the other. In 
hiS press ~elease in which he announced the revamping of the commission the Premier said that the role of 
the Of~clal Corruption Commission in relation to improper conduct would be to continue to receive 
~omplamts. The commission will be given investigative powers only in relation to corruption which 

reaches ~e Criminal Code of this State. My concern is that the power to investigate corrupt and improper 
cond~ct wdl. not be given to the Official Corruption Commission under the Premier's revamp. It will 
remain ~nly m respect of corrupt behaviour and that behaviour can already be fully investigated by other 
appropnate authorities such as the police. 

~ ~~ond I?<>int to which I want to refer is the inadequacies in the Premier's statement relating to the 
e mllion of Improper conduct. On the Labor Party side, contrary to the Premier's earlier assertion that we 
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brought the Bill which I introduced last night into the Parliament rather quickly, a working group of the 
Labor Opposition in this State has been working for several months on the recommendations of the 
Commission on Government -

Mr Court: How often did they meet? 

Mr McGINTY: Several times over the Christmas break. 

Mr Court: Where did they meet? 

Mr McGINTY: I was not on the committee. I cannot tell the Premier where they met. 

Mr Court: Who was present and who was not present? I am going through the questions we normally get 
asked on these matters! 

Mr McGINTY: The people who worked on it were those who have participated in the debate. They have 
had a long term interest in the matter and were involved in the parliamentary inquiry into this matter over a 
number of years. They include the members for Cockburn, Nollamara, Pilbara, and Victoria Park. They 
met several times following the recommendations of the Commission on Government. They applied their 
minds to the question of improper conduct. 

Mr Thomas: We met in your office. 

Mr McGINTY: Apparently they met in my office when I was not there. They turned their minds to the 
question of improper conduct because we thought the proposals that came out of the Commission on 
Government on that matter needed to be made more specific. A more objective yardstick should apply 
rather than leaving it to the discretion of the person who happened to be the commissioner to look at 
improper conduct. We have come up with the yardstick which adopts the definition from the royal 
commission report and then provides for the Parliament to lay down codes of conduct against which that 
conduct can be judged. It is a difficult issue. The Premier's press release skirted round the issue a bit. I do 
not underestimate the difficulty. However, over several months we applied ourselves to it and came up 
with a very workable proposition, which I commend to the Premier. 

The next area which the Bill that the Labor Party introduced last night dealt with and on which the 
Premier's press release was silent was whether the Official Corruption Commission would be able to hold 
its hearings in public. The only way in which the Commission on Government addressed this matter was 
when it said that certain matters referred to the anti-corruption watchdog should be dealt with in secret. 
We do not agree with that. Occasionally, the sensitivity of the person who has brought the information 
forward should allow the investigations to be held in private. However, by and large they should be held in 
public. The Parliament will recall that on numerous occasions during 1995, the Labor Opposition called 
for the inquiry into Wanneroo to be open, and for the Government to provide the necessary powers, 
protections and immunities which would enable the commissioner to hold his inquiries in open session. 

The great double standard was revealed during 1995 when the Premier insisted there be an open royal 
commission into Carmen Lawrence's recollections. However, when it came to corruption associated with 
the Liberal Party in the City of Wanneroo, the Premier on two occasions in this House rejected a proposal 
to have an open inquiry, which was being demanded by everyone, because it affected his friends in the 
Liberal Party and he wanted that covered up and kept secret. Therefore, we have said in the Bill that the 
inquiry should be open. We do not think that the recommendations from the Commission on Government 
for secret hearings is appropriate. The silence in the Premier's press statement on this maller accompanied 
by the recommendation for secrecy in the Commission on Government report leads me to believe that his 
proposal will be inadequate to that extent. 

A similar question arises in relation to the reports from the Official Corruption Commission. The Premier 
has refused to say whether those reports will be publicly available. That was recommended by the royal 
commission and is provided for in the Labor Party Bill. However, the Premier was silent on that matter. I 
hope that all reports of the Official Corruption Commission in its revamped form will be made available to 
the public subject to a discretion when issues might prejudice an ongoing investigation in the same way 
that, in the W A royal commission, a confidential report was forwarded for further action by the Director of 
Public Prosecutions. There is no provision in what the Premier has said for the OCC to educate the State's 
public servants and the general public about strategies to prevent official corruption. I hope when we see 
the detail of the Bill that that matter will be appropriately provided for. 

Another question is the extent to which the definition of public officer should involve every public officer 
in the State, including the Governor and members of the judiciary. If the committee is serious about having 
a power to inquire into corrupt and improper behaviour by public officials, it should relate to all officials, 
notwithstanding the recommendations to the contrary that have come forward. 

In each of those areas what the Premier appears to be proposing will not adequately provide us with what 
the royal commission recommended and what the Commission on Government moved towards; that is, a 
complete, independent, strong and viable anti-corruption watchdog in this State. The Premier should have 
done, and the Labor Party when it is in Government will do, what the royal commission and COG have 
recommended; that is, abolish the Official Corruption Commission. I give this undertaking now: The 
~bor Party, when it comes to power, will abolish the Official Corruption Commission and will replace it 
WIth a body that has all of the characteristics to which I have just referred. 
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The final matter to which I will refer is the make up of the committee. Given the nature of the matters to 
be dealt with by this committee, it would be wrong for the committee to be made up of four government 
members and two opposition members. We are serious about dealing with the questions of official 
corruption. It is not a party political position; it is something in which all interests in the Parliament should 
have a say. I urge the Premier to give consideration to including on that committee one Independent 
member from at least one House, without reducing to beneath two the Labor Party representation on that 
committee. So long as it remains the State's only anti-corruption watchdog, we must do our best to make it 
work. I hope we will see a real anti-corruption watchdog in the not too distant future; we are certainly not 
seeing it with the Official Corruption Commission. 

Amendment put and passed. 

MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [3.51 pm]: I thank members for their support for the establishment of 
this committee. I will very quickly respond to some of the questions raised. The member for Cockburn 
asked whether I thought the joint standing committee could investigate the effectiveness or otherwise of the 
system for dealing with complaints against members of the Police Force. The functions of the Official 
Corruption Commission relate to official corruption. Under the Government's proposals to expand the role 
of the OCC, it would investigate corruption and crime on the part of all public officers, including the 
police, members of Parliament and the Ministers. It will also oversee the investigation of improper conduct 
involving gross departures from acceptable standards. It will not be involved in the investigation of 
complaints unless criminality or serious conduct is involved. 

As the member knows, a large number of complaints against police are of a relatively minor nature that are 
properly handled by the current process involving the Ombudsman. We could debate where the cut-off 
point should be. If there were any evidence of criminality, the complaints would be investigated. The 
member also talked about the police investigating police. The OCC will investigate allegations of 
corruption and criminality against police, including the most senior ranked officers. Its inves~ators will 
be responsible to the OCC and will be independent of the Police Service. In the announcement we said that 
we did not want any former police on the OCC; but that is not to say that they would n~t have some 
assisting role in the investigations in certain areas. 

Mr Thomas: Can you confirm that they will be answering to the OCC? 

Mr COURT: Yes, very much so. The member asked whether the committee will have the capacity to hold 
public hearings. It is not the intention to do that. This sort of power could lead to enormous injustice to 
individuals; they could be dragged into a public hearing without knowing what the matters were about. 
Talk about a star chamber! 

Mr Thomas: Tell me about it. I know all about it. Will they be able to call evidence and compel 
witnesses? 

Mr COURT: Without going into detail, the situation would be that if the committee believed a series of 
events were serious enough to warrant a royal commission with all the powers and the like that go with it, 
the committee would make that recommendation and the Government would put it into effect. That gives 
the committee the ability to call witnesses etc. As far as having public hearings, the member will agree that 
we need to be very careful. I have been in this situation: Someone makes a complaint and people leak 
information. That situation can do a lot of damage, a lot of harm. We in this House have seen that where 
privilege is abused, a lot of pain can be caused to a lot of families. 

Mr Thomas: If the police come around and knock on my door, I can choose not to speak to them. That is 
my right. In most areas the official corruption jurisdiction has a capacity to compel evidence. Are you 
telling me that unless they invoke a royal commission power, they do not have that ability? 

Mr COURT: I will seek advice on that matter and will provide an answer later. The member for 
Nollamara referred to who watches the watchers. The joint standing committee will monitor and review 
the performance of the OCe. He also asked about the demarcation between the Ombudsman and the 
Official Corruption Commission. The corruption commission will have the power to investigate the 
allegations of criminality and allegations involving possible corruption of public officers, including police 
officers.. That must be reported immediately to the OCC. Other investigations wiII continue to be 
conducted by the agencies that presently hold that responsibility. 

The member for South Perth asked about the inclusion of paragraph (b)(ii) referring to the ability to 
reconsider a decision. He wanted to know whether the federal legislation setting up the National Crime 
AutJ:tority had a similar provision. The National Crime Authority Act 1984 requires the appointment of a 
parh~mentary joint committee to monitor and review the performance of the National Crime Authority. 
Sectlo~ 55(2)(ii) of that Act says that nothing authorises the committee to reconsider the findings of the 
NCA m an investigation. Section 64(2) of the New South Wales Independent Commission Against 
C0l!uption legislation has a similar limitation for its parliamentary joint committee that monitors and 
revIews that organisation. 

~e Bill introdUCed by the Leader of the Opposition yesterday also proposes a similar limitation for the 
Jomt committ~e, I think in clause 56(2). It is not appropriate for the joint standing commiuee to have 
access. to detaIled operational information as it would do if it were to reconsider a decision. The select 
comm~ttee ~xpressly recommended that the joint standing committee not have access to detailed 
operatIOnal mformation, and we have adopted that recommendation. In answer to the question of the 
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member for Cockburn, I advise that the acc will be able to compel people to give evidence. In 
conclusion, I thank members for their support. 

Question put and passed. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON HEAVY TRANSPORT 

Report Tabling - Extension of Time 

On motion by Mr Tubby (parliamentary Secretary), resolved -

That the date for presentation of the final report be extended to 9 May 1996. 

BIOLOGICAL CONTROL AMENDMENT BILL 

Second Reading 

MR HOUSE (Stirling - Minister for Primary Industry) [4.00 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time. 

The control and release of organisms selected as biological control agents in Australia is managed through 
a suite of state Acts and a single commonwealth Statute. In Western Australia, the Biological Control Act 
1986 binds the Crown not only in right of Western Australia but also, so far as the legislative power of 
Parliament permits, the Crown in all its other capacities. In return, the Act provides protection for the State 
and its agencies against claims of compensation for any losses attributable to an official release of an agent 
organism, provided the procedures of the Act are followed. 

In so far as release procedures are concerned, the Act establishes a state biological control authority, which 
is the Minister of the Crown of the State of Western Australia who is, for the time being, a member of a 
body named as the "council". Action to facilitate the declaration of an agent organism may be commenced 
by a unanimous recommendation made to the authority by the council, or by an individual application 
made by a person to the authority. 

This Bill provides for simple but extremely important amendments to the Biological Control Act 1986 to 
correct anomalies caused by the restructure of the Australian Agricultural Council and the coming of age of 
the Australian Capital Territory. 

As currently constituted, before release of a biological control agent can be effected, the Statute requires 
consultation with, and approval by, the defined "council", which is named as the Australian Agricultural 
Council. Although many functions of this body have not been substantially changed, they have been 
significantly widened by amendments to its constitution and its name, effective May 1993, to reflect 
responsibilities in the broad primary resource management field. The new name of the council specified in 
the Biological Control Act is the Agricultural and Resource Management Council of Australia and New 
Zealand. Despite the fact that the new body is clearly, in one sense, a substitute body for the Australian 
Agricultural Council, the Crown Solicitor has advised that it is not legally possible to interpret the words 
"Australian Agricultural Council" used in the definition included in section 3(1) of the Act as meaning the 
Agriculture and Resource Management Council of Australia and New Zealand. From a legal standpoint, 
the latter body is an entirely new one and there has not been a change merely in name. 

This issue has become extremely important in recent times because of the introduction of rabbit calicivirus 
onto mainland Australia. Scientific advice suggests that this virus is likely to be a useful agent in the 
control of rabbit populations on farming land. It would be desirable to give effect to the official release of 
this agent in Western Australia, if and when the release has been approved by the Commonwealth under 
the provisions of the commonwealth Biological Control Act 1984. This Act has already been amended to 
recognise the new body now recognised as the council. 

The alternative procedure, an application from a person wishing to release a biological control agent - in 
this case the rabbit calicivirus - must in any case be referred to the "council", which as explained does not 
now exist. 

In summary, the current wording of the State's Biological Control Act does not permit the state authority to 
progress the release of an agent organism. To give effect to this requirement, this Bill makes one simple 
amendment. It deletes from section 3(1) the current definition of council and substitutes a new definition 
in two parts: The first establishes the Agriculture and Resource Management Council of Australia and 
New Zealand as the council. The second extends the definition to include any other body that may later be 
prescribed to the council. This action is parallel to that in the commonwealth legislation and eliminates the 
need to return to Parliament should another body be established as the council by the Commonwealth for 
the purposes of the suite of Statutes. 

The Bill also amends the principal Act to recognise the full statehood now attained by the Australian 
Capital Territory as one of the participating jurisdictions. Furthermore, it recognises that the name of the 
Statute governing the body known as the Industry Commission has been changed. These amendments are 
of a housekeeping nature and it is appropriate to include them in this Bill. I commend the Bill to the 
House. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Ms Warnock. 
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TAXES AND CHARGES (LAND SUBDIVISION) LEGISLA nON AMENDMENT BILL 
Second Reading 

MR LEWIS (Applecross - Minister for Planning) [4.04 pm]: I move -
That the Bill be now read a second time. 

This Bill contains a package of measures designed to maximise the production of residential land throughout the State. Since the early 1980s the amount of available residential land has declined each year with the exception of 1989-90 and most recently in 1994-95. As a result, there has been an overall drop in the amount of the buffer stock of residential lots. The development industry has become more sophisticated over this period and has adopted a "just in time" approach to the creation of more lots. 
It is, however,still of concern to the Government that there will be sufficient land in stock to meet future upturns in demand such as that forecast for 1997. There is also a need to ensure that Western Australia maintains its position at the forefront of having the most affordable land and housing in the nation. If there is a shortage of land, prices will rise and we will face the prospect of families camping out at auctions and land releases as unfortunately occurred during the eighties. 
Many of the Government's existing taxes and charges act to exacerbate the lot supply situation. They act as disincentives to the development industry bringing land to the market at an earlier stage and in larger quantities. . 
A comprehensive review involving consultation with industry and all relevant government agencies was ·completed last year. It closely examined land tax, Water Corporation headworks charges and Water Corporation interim rating. These charges have the common characteristic of being applied to the development process at a stage earlier than the sale of lots. Thus most developers act to minimise the effect of these costs by either delaying the production of lots or releasing smaller sized subd~isions, or bpth. This impacts negatively on the availability of lots in the completed state and reduces theaevelopers' capacity to meet any increase in market demand. 
The most striking example is the effect of land tax. In June each year developers demonstrably stop producing new lots to avoid being taxed on the basis of a higher subdivided rate of valuation for the unsold lots they hold in stock at 30 June. In recent years production has dropped by as much as 50 per cent. The numbers go up again in July to compensate. The end result is that government revenues are decreased in any event, because the lots are held back from production. The lot supply dries up and subcontractor workloads are artificially reduced in the months immediately prior to 30 June each year. 
Similar effects are caused throughout the year by the current requirements of the Water Corporation to have head works charges payable at the time of final planning approval. On average, this is at least three months before the lots are constructed and available to be sold. Similarly, interim water rates are imposed before the services are in use. This is inappropriate and in a sense immoral, because the developer pays for the capital cost and installation of the service infrastructure, plus a reasonable contribution to headworks, but the services are not used until a house is constructed after the lot is sold. The immorality of the current taxing regime is akin to taxing a manufacturer of goods prior to the goods being distributed or placed on the shelf for sale. Land should be treated as other goods. Taxation should be at the point of sale. There should not be a tax on production. 
This Bill will address the three principal issues. First, the land tax system is changed so that the subdivider is charged land tax at the en globo valuation rate for the survey strata and single residential lots subdivided in the previous financial year, and remaining in the ownership of the subdivider at 30 June in any year, until the following 30 June. The concession ceases on the first sale of the lot. Developers will be required to apply to the State Revenue Department by 31 August each year providing full details of their land holdings on which they wish to claim the concession relating to the previous 30 June. 
Secondly, as an option to the existing system of paying head works charges prior to clearance by the Water Corporation of a proposed subdivision, a subdivider will be able to elect to defer payment on each lot until immediately prior to that lot being sold for the first time, or within 12 months of final subdivisional approval by the Western Australian Planning Commission, whichever is sooner. Headworks charges for water, sewerage and drainage are significant at a minimum of about $4 000 a lot. To achieve security for the payment of the charge, the subdivider will agree to the registration of a memorial on the title which will restrict dealings on the title until the head works charges have been paid. 
Thirdly, Water Corporation rating charges for water, sewerage and drainage where applicable will not apply until the lot is sold for the first time or within 12 months of final subdivisional approval by the Western Australian Planning Commission, whichever is sooner. The cumulative effect of these reforms is estimated to be a cost differential in excess of $1 000 a lot, depending on valuation. 
The Bill amends the Land Tax Assessment Act 1976 for the purposes of land tax reform, the Water Agencies (Power) Act 1984 and the Water Services Coordination Act 1995 to introduce the changes to the payment of headworks charges and interim rates. In addition, as part of the statewide implementation of these reforms, the Water Boards Act 1904 is amended so the charges apply to the Bunbury and Busselton Wate.r Boards. The Bill requires a review of the success of these measures to commence as soon as prac~ca~l.e three years after the implementation of the Act. The effects of the changes set out in this Bill are slgntflcant: 
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There will be no artificial drop off in lot production leading up to 30 June in each financial year. 

Titles may be applied for as soon as the physical construction of the subdivision is complete and 
cleared by the relevant authorities. This should result in larger numbers of lots being applied for 
on fewer plans at the Land Titles Office. 

Fewer plans should cause a reduction in administration costs for all authorities. 

Developers advise that if there is an overall saving in oncosts, it will allow them to produce more 
lots for the same value and/or allow the sale of lots at a luwer price to achieve quicker turnover. 

Revenue neutrality for head works charges which will still be collected at the same rate by the 
Water Corporation and the water boards - their only loss is the current windfall gain from having 
developers' funds on deposit. 

The supply of residential land will be maximised, thus providing a positive economic benefit for 
the State during construction of the subdivision. 

Relief is provided from the currently immoral rating of services which are unused by the 
landowner until the sale of the lot and the construction of housing. 

I commend the Bill to the House. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Ms Warnock. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (CONSEQUENTIAL AMENDMENTS) BILL 

Second Reading 

MR OMODEI (Warren - Minister for Local Government) [4.11 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time. 

I am pleased to introduce the Local Government (Consequential Amendments) Bill 1996. Members will 
remember that the new Local Government Act was passed late last year. This Bill now makes the 
necessary amendments to all other Acts to ensure that the State's legislation is consistent with the new Act 
principles. The Bill is large and reflects the fact that over 200 Acts will need consequential amendments. 
In most cases the amendments do nothing more than incorporate the new local government terminology. 
There are also extensive amendments to update cross-references, to delete provisions which no longer 
apply and to alter provisions because of changes in principles or procedures. Some amendments move 
provisions of the current Local Government Act into other Acts, where they are more appropriately 
located. 

The Bill contains two significant matters which I wish to bring to the attention of members. In relation to 
the City of Perth Restructuring Act, the Government supports the principle that the Lord Mayor of the City 
of Perth should be elected by the electors rather than the councillors. The new Local Government Act 
contains a mechanism for a local government to change its method from one system to the other and the 
amendments in this Bill will ensure that the ability to change will not apply for the City of Perth. The other 
matter relates to the powers in various Acts for local governments to make by-laws or, as they will now be 
called, local laws. In many cases the other Acts do not follow the new procedures and principles for 
making local laws and this Bill now ensures that the new Act requirements will apply in all cases. This 
means that the method for making a local law will now be uniform and will apply in the bushfires, health, 
cemeteries, dog and other Acts. In relation to the Health Act, the requirement for local governments to 
obtain the prior approval of the Executive Director of Public Health will be retained. The Bill has a 
commencement date of 1 July 1996 to bring its operation into line with the commencement of the new 
Local Government Act. I commend the Bill to the House. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Ms Warnock. 

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE - SPECIAL 

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

That the House at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 30 April at 2.00 pm. 

House adjourned at 4.14 pm 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

FAMIL Y AND CHILDREN'S SERVICES - CAPITAL WORKS PROGRAM New Community Centres; Child Care Centres; Other Facilities 
15. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Family and Children's Services: 

1015 

(1) In the Department of Family and Children's services capital works program for the year ending 30 June 1996, how many-
(a) new community centres; 
(b) child care centres; and 
(c) other community facilities, 
will be provided? 

(2) Have any decisions been made on the locations of any of the centres' facilities mentioned in (I)? 

(3) If so, what centres or facilities will be provided in which location? 
Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1) (a) Nine community centres are being planned. 
(b) Five new child care centres and extensions to five existing child care centres are being planned. 
(c) Nil. ., 

(2) Yes. 

(3) Nine community centres are in the planning stage. The proposed locations are -
South Ballajura 
Atwell 
Ellenbrook 
Manjimup 
Australind 
Wungong 
Fitzroy Crossing 
Secret Harbour 
Armadale 

The locations of the new child care centres are -
Manjimup 
Onslow 
MtBarker 
Oonnybrook/Balingup 
Australind 

The location of extensions to the existing child care centres are -
Esperance 
Kununurra 
Karratha 
Port Hedland 
South Hedland 

FAMILY AND CHILDREN'S SERVICES - CAPITAL WORKS PROGRAM; 
COMMONWEALTH FUNDS 

16. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Family and Children's Services: 
(1) Are there any Commonwealth Government funds in the Department of Family and Children's Services capital works program for the year ending 30 June 1996? 
(2) If so, what amount? 
(3) How has that amount been allocated in the program? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) $1 736000 (estimate). 
(3) Commonwealth contribution to the children's services program. 
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FAMll..Y AND CHll..DREN'S SERVICES - FAMILY CENTRES; COMMUNITY 
CENTRES; OTHER COMMUNITY CENTRES, OPENINGS SINCE FEBRUARY 1993 

17. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Family and Children's Services: 

(1) How many -

(a) family centres; 

(b) community centres; 

(c) other community facilities, 

funded or partly funded through the Department of Family and Children's Services (and 
its predecessors) have been opened since February 1993? 

(2) What is-

(a) the location of each centre; and 

(b) the purpose of each centre? 

(3) How many centres, described in (I), are in the construction and planning stage? 

(4) What is the location of and purpose of each centre described in (3)? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1) (a) Eight. 

(b) Three. 

(c) Nil. 

(2) (a) Family centres -
Bayswater 
East Victoria Park 
Falcon 
Greenfields 
Joondalup 
Ballajura 
Mirrabooka 
Waikiki 

Community centres -
Merriwa 
Canning Vale 
Port Hedland 

(b) Family centres are multipurpose local community facilities which offer, as the 
primary objective, an early childhood program for four year old children. The 
centre also provides a venue for a range of activities for children, young people, 
adults .and seniors. Community centres provide a mUltipurpose facility that will 
continue to be useful to the community as the age range of the community 
changes. 

(3) Nine community centres are in the planning stage. 

(4) The number and locations of community centres are dependent on negotiations with local 
government authorities. The proposed locations are -

South Ballajura 
Atwell 
Ellenbrook 
Manjimup 
Australind 
Wungong 
Fitzroy Crossing 
Secret Harbour 
Armadale 

Community centres provide a mUltipurpose facility that will continue to be useful to the 
community as the age range of the community changes. 

COMMUNITY LINK NETWORK (CLAN) - MEETING COMMUNITY NEEDS 

18. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Family and Children's Services: 

(1) Have the services provided by Community Link and Network met community needs? 

(2) Has any research shown CLAN has not met community needs? 

(3) If so -
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(a) what research; and 

(b) what needs were not being met? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1) CLAN meets some of the needs of communities. It does not try, and is not expected, to 
meet all community needs. 

(2)-(3) I am not aware of any research showing that CLAN does not meet some community 
needs. 

FAMILY AND CHILDREN'S SERVICES - HOME VISITING SERVICE 
Community Link and Network (CLAN), Ministerial Involvement 

19. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Family and Children's Services: 

Did the former Minister directly involve himself in the -

(a) implementation of the home visiting service; 

(b) nature of services to be provided by Community Link and Network; and 

(c) services to be provided by CLAN and the home visiting services in Mandurah? 
Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

I am not aware of the extent of the former Minister's involvement. 

FAMIL Y AND CHILDREN'S SERVICES - FAMILY CENTRES, FUNDING 

26. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Family and Children's Services: 

(1) How many family centres were provided with recurrent funding in the 1995-~ financial 
year? 

(2) What centres were provided with funding? 

(3) What amount of funding was provided to each centre? 

(4) What amount of funding was provided to each centre in the financial years _ 

(a) 1992-93 

(b) 1993-94 

(c) 1994-95? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1) 40. 

(2)-(3) Organisation 

Armadale Family Centre 
Barlunginy Family Centre 
Bayswater Family Centre 
Beechboro Family Centre 
Busselton Family Centre 
Canning Vale Community Centre 
Carey Park Doolan Street Preschool 
Churchill Brook Family Centre 
Cooke Point Playgroup 
East Victoria Park Family Centre 
Eaton Family Centre 
Falcon Family Centre 
Forest Lakes!Thomlie Family Centre 
Frank Konecny Family Centre 
Greenfields Family Centre 
High Wycombe Family Centre 
Jenolan Way Community Centre 
Joondalup Family Centre 
Karratha Family Centre 
Kingfisher Park Family Centre 
Kingsley Community Family Centre 
Kulungah-Myah Family Centre 
Lamington Family Centre 
Langford Family Centre 
Leeming Family Centre 
Marangaroo Family Centre 

Annual Allocation 
1995-96 

$ 
63450 
63450 
63450 
62950 
63450 
63450 
58175 
67150 
63450 
63450 
63450 
63450 
63450 
63450 
63450 
67150 
63450 
63450 
63450 
63450 
63450 
63450 
60875 
67150 
60650 
63450 
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Mirrabooka Family Centre 63450 
Noranda Family Centre 63450 
Roleystone Family Centre 73550 
Rostrata Family Centre 62950 
Sandalwood Family Centre 63450 
South Lake Ottey Family Centre 71 750 
Spalding Family Centre 63450 
Timbertops Family Centre 63450 
Waikiki Family Centre 63450 
Warnbro Family Centre 63450 
Westerly Family Centre 63450 
Whitfords Family Centre 63450 
Woodlupine Family Centre 62150 
Yangebup Family Centre 63450 

(4) Name of Organisation Funding Funding Funding 
Provided Provided Provided 
1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 

$ $ $ 

Armadale Family Centre 61 137 56390 60904 
Barlunginy Family Centre 44450 62738 62531 
Bayswater Family Centre 28200 34675 47550 
Beechboro Family Centre 58426 57145 64 834 
Busselton Family Centre 31804 58089 60850 
Canning Vale Community Centre 2000 
Carey Park Doolan Street Preschool 28750 59590 58210 
Churchill Brook Family Centre 53534 57550 64 555 
Cooke Point Playgroup 1000 
East Victoria Park Family Centre 32275 55450 59150 
Eaton Family Centre 49918 57654 55650 
Falcon Family Centre 32275 53250 66550 
Forest Lakes(fhomlie Family Centre 61001 58350 58752 
Frank Konecny Family Centre 56050 58350 57350 
Greenfields Family Centre 33379 58688 57950 
High Wycombe Family Centre 63310 63050 61652 
Jenolan Way Community Centre 2000 
Joondalup Family Centre 32775 27350 52448 
Karratha Family Centre 50706 51450 59424 
Kingfisher Park Family Centre 32275 42575 64 750 
Kingsley Community Family Centre 61998 67531 69592 
Kulungah-Myah Family Centre 49238 59850 61962 
Lamington Family Centre 57009 46975 53875 
Langford Family Centre 22835 59958 60886 
Leeming Family Centre 55150 46450 54650 
Marangaroo Family Centre 41093 56740 61050 
Mirrabooka Family Centre 33379 56493 61813 
Noranda Family Centre 54465 66306 65503 
Roleystone Family Centre 63643 53670 57850 
Rostrata Family Centre 60850 45427 57850 
Sandalwood Family Centre 63638 57481 55950 
South Lake Ottey Family Centre 66050 64 850 61576 
Spalding Family Centre 39662 62279 65285 
Timbertops Family Centre 51875 59550 59850 
Waikiki Family Centre 45343 27350 54250 
Warnbro Family Centre 47000 56550 52850 
Westerly Family Centre 61463 56344 61915 
Whitfords Family Centre 60850 57062 62607 
Woodlupine Family Centre 28150 56850 58967 
Yangebup Family Centre 31295 55380 60898 

1 745251 2025440 2217289 

FAMIL Y AND CHILDREN'S SERVICES - ABUSE IN FAMILIES; ABORIGINAL 
A.~D ETHNIC GROUPS, ADDITIONAL FUNDS AND PROGRAMS PROMISE 

31. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Family and Children's Services: 

(1) In April 1994, did the former Minister for Community Development, at or around the 
time of the launch of the Abuse in Families campaign, promise additional funds would be 
provided to programs to help ~ople from abusive or potentially abusive families as well 
as additional funds being proVIded to assist Aboriginal and ethnic groups? 
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(2) Exactly what additional programs has the Government provided? 

(3) What is the nature and cost of each program? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) The Government has funded a mass media campaign; established the Family Help Line; 
funded services for victims, perpetrators and children who are the secondary victims of 
abuse; and funded community initiatives. 

(3) The mass media campaign aimed to increase community awareness and understanding 
about abuse in families, to reinforce attitudes that abuse is not acceptable, to create 
awareness of the community's responsibility and to create awareness of the services 
available. Funds of $900 000 were allocated to the media campaign. 

The Family Help Line provides a telephone information service which particularly 
targets families that are experiencing abuse or other relationship problems. The 
operational cost of the service is $22 500 per annum and the staffing cost is $151579 per 
annum. 

Non-government agencies were funded to provide services -

for victims of abuse to develop skills in areas such as self-esteem, competence, 
community resources, and wellbeing of children; 

for perpetrators of abuse to develop skills in areas such as respect, non
threatening behaviour, partnership, conflict resolution and responsible 
parenting; • for children who are secondary victims of abuse to develop skills in areas such 
as problem solving, children's rights, identification and expression of feelings, 
personal safety and self-esteem; 

for parents and young people to provide skills to prevent parent-adolescent 
conflict; and 

educational programs for community groups to assist them to reduce or prevent 
spouse abuse in their local communities. 

The total funding provided in 1994-95 was $149 659. Funds of $25 530 were provided in 
1994-95 for 16 local community based initiatives to reduce or prevent spouse abuse. 

FAMILY AND CHILDREN'S SERVICES - FAMILY HELPLINE 

48. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Family and Children's Services: 

(1) How many trained counsellors are available to receive calls on the Family Helpline each 
hour between the hours of 5.00 pm and 8.00 am Monday to Friday and on Saturdays and 
Sundays? 

(2) Do circumstances arise where callers have to wait an inordinate amount of time to have 
their call answered? 

(3) Does the Family Helpline provide counselling and information? 

(4) What is the average period spent by counsellors counselling (as opposed to giving 
information) a caller? 

(5) Of the 7 200 people who called the Family Helpline in calendar 1995, how many were -

(a) referred; 

(b) obtained, 

further counselling and/or advice from -

(i) the Department of Family and Children's Services or another govemment 
department or agency; 

(ii) a non-government organisation? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1) On weekdays, Saturdays and Sundays the following trained counsellors are available to 
receive calls -

5.00 pm - 1.00 am 
1.00 am - 8.00 am 

One designated worker. 
Calls covered by crisis care unit staff 
due to low demand. 

(2) No. Callers are answered promptly and given the option of being placed on hold or have 
their calls returned when the counsellor completes an existing call. 
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Yes. 

A total of78 per cent of information calls are dealt with in under 10 minutes; 54 per cent 
of counselling calls are up to 30 minutes in length; and 20 per cent are between 30 
minutes and one hour. 

A total of7 610 calls were received in the 1995 calendar year. 

(a) 64 callers were actively referred to another service -

(i) 47 to Family and Children's Services or another government 
department or agency. 

(ii) 17 to a non-government organisation. 

Of the total callers, 50 per cent were given referral information in relation to 
government and non-government services. 

(b) Information is not available regarding services subsequently obtained due to the 
confidential and voluntary nature of the service. 

POLICE SERVICE - LOCKRIDGE POLICE STATION 
Upgrade Funds 

61. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Police: 

(1) Does the Government intend to provide funds to upgrade the Lockridge Police Station? 

(2) If so, when will the funds be provided? 

(3) If not, why not? 

Mr WIESE replied: 

I am advised by the Commissioner of Police as follows -

(1) Yes. 

(2) Upgrade of the Lockridge Police Station is listed for consideration in the 1999-2000 
police service forward estimates for capital funding. 

(3) Not applicable. 

FIRE BRIGADES - VOLUNTEER FIREFIGHTERS, TRAINING 

76. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Emergency Services: 

(1) Is the Minister aware of an article that appeared in the Sunday Times on 18 February 
1996 which quoted Chief Fire Officer Barry Duck as saying that volunteer firefighters 
were trained to the same level as full time firefighters? 

(2) On induction, how many hours of training do -

(a) full time; and 

(b) volunteer 

firefighters receive? 

(3) Why is there a difference in the level of training? 

(4) Does the level of training provided to full-time and volunteer firefighters result in them 
being equally efficient and skilled? 

(5) If not, what are the differences? 

(6) Can the Minister explain how different levels of training result in volunteers and full
time firefighters having the same skills? 

Mr WIESE replied: 

(1) Yes. However, I have been advised that the chief officer was misquoted. The article 
should read that volunteers are trained in the same skills but generally to a different 
standard. 

(2) (a) A total of 325 hours in a controlled environment at the Western Australian Fire 
Brigades Board Training Academy. This course consists of a number of 
modules and on completion the firefighters are skilled to perform the tasks 
required by the organisation. 

(b) The volunteers join brigades in small numbers and are integrated with a number 
of already skilled volunteers for training purposes. On induction they receive 
basic firefighting training which enables them to perform skills at a basic level. 
The training is done "in house" and it is difficult to calculate the actual hours 
because training is competency based and carried out at different paces. The 
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skills required are the same as for career firefighters. Volunteers receive 
training in specialist skills such as breathing apparatus as well as rescue and 
hazmat training. 

There is a difference in the method of training which career and volunteer firefighters 
receive. However, the material and the skills required by either group are the same, 
because of the circumstances which both groups face while combating emergencies. 

The level of efficiency and skill of career firefighters is higher than volunteers upon 
completion of initial induction training as career firefighters receive a condensed course, 
whereas the volunteers' training and acquisition of individual skills is spread over a 
longer period. Once training has occurred, standards achieved by volunteers in areas 
such as breathing apparatus wearing and procedures, are similar to career firefighters. A 
testament to this is that over 90 volunteer brigades operate in country communities and 
they efficiently and effectively protect the community from fire, attend hazardous 
materials and rescue people. For example, the Mandurah volunteers protect a community 
of about 30000 people and the recent Hines Hill train crash, which was one of the State's 
most catastrophic, was attended by a number of volunteer brigades without career 
firefighter assistance in combating the fire and the hazardous materials at the crash scene. 
Through their ingenuity, skill and efficiency, the volunteer firefighters isolated the main 
fire, extinguished it and dealtwith hazardous materials which were part of the cargo. 

(6) The skill levels of volunteers as previously explained are similar because both groups 
receive similar standards of training. The same specialist training officers provide the 
initial and maintenance training to both volunteers and career firefighters. 

POLICE SERVICE - WHITE, DYLAN, STEPFATHER'S COMPLAINT TO POLICE 

Mr BROWN to the Minister for Police: 

(1) I refer the Minister to the front page of The West Australian of 18 January 1996 and ask, 
when did Dylan White's stepfather complain to police that the boy did not like him? 

(2) Were the police ever involved with the boy's family before Dylan's death? 

(3) If yes, what was the nature of the involvement? 

(4) Were the police ever aware or suspicious that the boy was being mistreated? 

(5) If yes, what action or records were taken at the time? 

Mr WIESE replied: 

I am advised by the Commissioner of Police as follows -

(1) Dylan White's stepfather first made the statement that the boy did not like him to police 
when he was interviewed on the day of Dylan's death. 

(2) No. 

(3) Not applicable. 

(4) No. 

(5) Not applicable. 

FAMILY AND CHILDREN'S SERVICES - BUDGET ALLOCATION, 
COMMONWEALTH FUNDS 

89. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Family and Children's Services: 

(1) Does the 1995-96 budget allocation for the Department of Family and Children's 
Services include Commonwealth Government funds? 

(2) What amount of Commonwealth Government funds is/was included in the Department 
(and the former Department of Community Development) budgets in the-

(a) 1993-94 financial year; 

(b) 1994-95 financial year; 

(c) 1995-96 financial year? 

(3) Which items of expenditure have Commonwealth funds been allocated to in the 1995-96 
financial year? 

(4) What is the total amount of Commonwealth funds allocated to each item of expenditure? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) (a) 
(b) 

$11 057700 
$7953116 
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(c) $12003000 (estimate) 

~~ $ 
Children's services program 819000 
Family Law Court 1 026 000 
Supported assistance accommodation program 10 042 000 
Unattached refugee children 22 000 
Home and community care program 94 000 
Total 12003000 

FAMILY AND CHILDREN'S SERVICES - CHILD PROTECTION 
New Arrangements; Inappropriate Parenting Cases, Support; Referrals 

121. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Family and Children's Services: 

(1) Are the new child protection arrangements working effectively and efficiently? 

(2) Have the new arrangements resulted in fewer staff being -

(a) needed; 

(b) involved, 

in child protection work? 

(3) Are staff or staff in certain district offices still under considerable pressure to try to keep 
up with the volume of child protection work? 

(4) Has the pressure on staff involved in child protection work been eased or relieved as a 
consequence of the new arrangements being introduced? 

(5) Are cases of "inappropriate parenting" comprehensively followed up? 

(6) Are departmental staff members providing support and assistance to parents identified as 
providing inappropriate parenting? 

(7) What support and/or assistance is provided by departmental staff? 

(8) Is the support and/or assistance provided in every case identified as needing such support 
and/or assistance? 

(9) Are cases of inappropriate parenting being referred to other agencies or non-government 
agencies? 

(10) If so, what agencies or non-government agencies are such cases being referred to? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1) The new child protection arrangements have been successfully piloted in five of the department's 
21 districts. 

(2) No. The new arrangements are about providing a more effective response to referrals, not 
reducing staff numbers. 

(3) Child protection work is always difficult and stressful. The volume of work continues to be high. 

(4) Staff in the pilot districts report greater work satisfaction in providing a more appropriate and 
effective response to referrals. 

(5) Depending on the circumstances of each case. 

(6) Yes. 

(7) A range of services are offered including advice, counselling, practical assistance or referral to an 
appropriate agency or service providing parenting skills support. 

(8) Support and assistance is offered but may not be accepted in all cases. 

(9) Yes. 

(10) Range of services depending on the needs of the case, location, clients' wishes and availability of 
service. 

FAMILY AND CHILDREN'S SERVICES - CONTRACTING OUT SERVICES DECISION 

122. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Family and Children's Services: 

(1) Has the Government/Minister/department carried out any examination of the type of 
services currently provided by the Government which could or may be contracted out to 
the private sector? 

(2) What services have been identified as being feasible to contract out to the private sector? 

(3) Has the Government/Minister made a decision to contract any of these services out to the 
private sector? 
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(4) If so, what services? 

(5) In the next 12 months, will the GovernmentlMinister be making any decision on the 
possibility of contracting out certain services to the private sector? 

(6) What services will be considered for contracting out over the next 12 months? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) At this time, none. 

(3)-(4) Not applicable. 

(5)-(6) Decision not made. 

MENTAL HEALTH BILL - INTRODUCTION DATE 

265. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: 

(1) Does the Government intend to introduce the mental health Bill this session of 
Parliament? 

(2) If yes, when? 

(3) Will there be adequate time available for consultation with the community about the Bill? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1) The Bill will be introduced when the final draft has been completed and the Bill has gone through 
the necessary procedures. 

(2) 

(3) 

Not applicable. 
., 

Yes. 

GILLES, DR MARISA - SWAN V ALLEY NYUNGAH COMMUNITY INCIDENT, INQUIRY 

320. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Police: 

(1) Has the Minister received correspondence from Dr Marisa Gilles concerning an incident 
she witnessed on 31 January 1996 while conducting a medical visit at the Swan Valley 
Nyungah Community? 

(2) Has the Minister carried out or had carried out an investigation of the incident? 

(3) What did that investigation reveal? 

Mr WIESE replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) The correspondence was referred to the Commissioner of Police for advice and I have since 
responded to Dr Gilles. 

(3) The details were provided in my response to Dr Gilles. 

SENIORS INTERESTS, OFFICE OF - FTEs, POSITIONS; LEVELS 
Infrastructure to Meet Information Needs of Seniors 

343. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Seniors: 

(1) What is the position/title of each of the full time equivalents at the Office of Seniors 
Interests? 

(2) What level are each of the FTEs at the Office of Seniors Interests? 

(3) What specific infrastructure was developed to meet the information needs of Seniors in 
1994-95? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1)-(2) Position 
Director 
Public Affairs Consultant 
Research and Evaluation Manager 
Manager, Corporate Development 
Senior Research and Policy Officer 
Media Liaison Officer 
Research and Evaluation Officer 
Communications Officer - Marketing 
Finance and Administration Officer 
Librarian 
Publications Officer 

Level 
Class 1 
Level 9 
Level 7 
Level 6 
Level 6 
LevelS 
LevelS 
LevelS 
Level 3 
Level 2/4 
Lvvel2 
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Seniors Card Officer (2) Level 2 
Research and Evaluation Assistant Level 2 
Personal Assistant Level 2 
Infonnation Officer (2) Level 2 
Information Administration Officer Level 2 
Receptionist Level 1 
Communications Assistant Level 1 

(3) The Office of Seniors Interests developed the following infraslructure to meet the information 
needs of seniors in 1994-95 -
Implemented the Touch Screen System and Information display. Information on subjects relevant 
to seniors is retrievable by just touching the screen. 
Investigated the infonnation needs of seniors and pre-seniors. 
Published the "Seniors Respite Care Guide" and "Accommodation Guide". 
Established the Office's volunteer program within the Seniors Information Service. 
Published the "GreatLife" magazine. 
Published a detailed profile on "Western Australia's Seniors". 
Published the Seniors Card Discount Directory. 

SENIORS IN1ERESTS, OFFICE OF - RESEARCH PROJECTS 

344. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Seniors: 

(1) What research projects were undertaken by the Office of Seniors Interests in 1994-95? 

(2) Who conducted each of the research projects and at what cost? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1) Audit of state government concessions; budget impact statements; respite care survey; 
accommodation survey; the community's perception of seniors; and the phasing out of the wife 
and widows' B pensions. 

(2) All the above were conducted by the office using its own resources with the exception of the 
community's perception of seniors study. This was conducted by Reark Research at a cost of 
$6235. 

SENIORS IN1ERESTS, OFFICE OF - INFORMA nON REQUESTS 

348. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Seniors: 

(1) How many requests for information did the Office of Seniors Interests receive from each 
of the following during 1994-95 -

(a) government agencies; 

(b) private sector; 

(c) aged-care organisations? 

(2) How many requests for information has the Office of Seniors Interests received from 
each of the following so far in 1995-96-

(a) government agencies; 

(b) private sector; 

(c) aged-care organisations? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1)-(2) The office does not record statistics in these categories. The 1994-95 annual report records the 
number of inquiries to the seniors information service. 

SENIORS INTERESTS, OFFICE OF - ADMINISTRA nVE PROJECTS OUTSOURCED 

387. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Seniors: 

(1) What administrative projects of the Office of Seniors Interests were outsourced during 
1994-95? 

(2) Who undertook the outsourced projects and at what cost? 

(3) Were tenders called? 

(4) If so, when? 

(5) If not, why not? 

(6) What is the duration of any contracts? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1) Internal audit. 
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(2) Stanton Partners - $3 606. 

(3) No. 

(4) Not applicable. 

(5) In accordance with State Supply Commission policy it is not necessary to call for tenders where 
costs are less than $50 000. 

(6) Not applicable. 

SENIORS INTERESTS, OFFICE OF - ADMINISTRATIVE PROJECTS OUTSOURCED 

388. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Seniors: 

(1) What administrative projects of the Office of Seniors Interests have been outsourced so 
far during 1995-96? 

(2) Who undertook the outsourced projects and at what cost? 

(3) Were tenders called? 

(4) If so, when? 

(5) If not, why not? 

(6) What is the duration of any contracts? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1) The 1995-96 outsourced administrative projects for the Office of Seniors Interests are as follows -
sponsorship package development; telemarketing for 1995 seniors awards; and 1995 second 
global conference of the International Federation on Ageing, Jerusalem, Israel. ., 

(2) ConSUltant/Company Project Cost 
Sandra Toby Sponsorship $6 000.00 
Lightning Distributors Telemarketing $4 439.30 
Robertson Hill & Knowlton Israel Conference $3 000.00 

(3) No. 

(4) Not applicable. 

(5) Because the current guidelines do not require tenders to be called at this level of expenditure. 

(6) Consultant/Company Duration 
Sandra Toby 14 weeks 
Lightning Distributors 127 hours 
Robertson Hill & Knowlton 6 weeks 

SENIORS INTERESTS, OFFICE OF - SENIORS CARD, CONCESSIONS EXTENSION 

389. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Seniors: 

(1) Has the Government investigated extending the range of concessions offered to Seniors 
Card holders? 

(2) If so, what form have those investigations taken? 

(3) If not, why not? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) Work is in progress on feasibility of an air-conditioning subsidy for disadvantaged 
seniors living in the north west, and reciprocal travel. 

(3) Not applicable. 

CARAVAN PARKS - SEWERAGE CHARGES 

390. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Seniors: 

(1) Is the Minister aware of the increased sewerage charges to caravan parks? 

(2) Will the Minister instruct the Office of Seniors Interests to investigate the impact that 
those increased sewerage charges are having on seniors who live on a permanent basis in 
caravan parks? 

(3) If not, what action, if any, does the Minister intend to take to see that the accommodation 
charges in caravan parks do not go up in the order of 35 per cent and impact severely on 
seniors on very limited incomes? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1) Yes. 
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(2) Already evaluating the issue. 

(3) Not applicable. 

SENIORS INTERESTS, OFFICE OF - NEW CORPORATE IMAGE, COSTS; 
SPEAKERS ON SPEAKERS DATABASE 

395. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Seniors: 

(1) What costs were involved in establishing the Office of Seniors Interests new corporate 
image? 

(2) What costs were involved in the development and implementation of the Office of 
Seniors Interests new corporate design? 

(3) What was the value of wasted discontinued stationery? 

(4) How many speakers are listed on the Office of Seniors Interests speakers database? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1)-(2) Total cost - $3 257.00. 

(3) Nil; all "old style" stationery was used up before using new stock. 

(4) An extensive survey revealed that other organisations already had effective registers of 
speakers. The Office of Seniors Interests has therefore confined its activities to training a 
number of its own volunteers, 12 at present, to speak about the services offered by the 
office. 

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT - GOVERNMENT AGENCIES OR DEPARTMENTS 
REQUESTED TO ADVISE MINISTER'S OFFICE OF ANY REQUESTS 

414. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Labour Relations; Housing: 

(1) Has the Minister requested any agency or department within any of the Minister's 
portfolios to advise the Minister's office of any requests under the Freedom of 
Information Act 1992? 

(2) If yes, which department, or agency, was involved? 

(3) What was the subject matter covered by the request? 

(4) What is the reason for the request? 

(5) Is such a referral provided for in the FOI Act 1992? 

(6) Does the Minister's office play any role in drafting or approving responses to requests 
under the FOI Act 1992? 

(7) If yes to (6), what is that role? 

Mr KIERA TH replied: 

(1)-(7) Agencies within my portfolios, other than exempt agencies, have been requested to 
advise my office of applications received under the FOI Act 1992. The agencies are -

Department of Productivity and Labour Relations 
Commissioner for Workplace Agreements 
Department of the Registrar, W A Industrial Relations Commission 
WorkCover Western Australia 
WorkSafe Western Australia 
Homeswest 
Government Employees Housing Authority 
Rural Housing Authority/lndustrial and Commercial Employees Housing Authority. 

My office is advised of the nature of applications and documents to be released. Under 
the Westminster system of government, a Minister is responsible to Parliament for the 
general conduct of his or her departments. In addition, the Minister is ultimately 
responsible where agencies do not comply with their responsibilities under the FOI Act 
1992; see s63(3). 

Advice of applications received by departments enables the Minister's office to 
determine whether it has received the same application. Agencies are able to consult any 
person -or agency who can provide information that may assist in the decision making 
process. Where an application is made to me, I am the decision maker under the FOI Act 
1992 and am responsible for making the decision and for ensuring that the applicant is 
provided with a notice of decision that complies with s30 of the FOI Act 1992. Any 
decision made by me is subject to external review by the Information Commissioner. 

Where an application is made to an agel1cy within my portfolios, the agency's decision 
maker is responsible for making the decision and for ensuring that the applicant is 
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provided with a notice of decision that complies with s30 of the FOI Act 1992. The 
decision is subject to internal review by another decision maker who is not subordinate to 
the initial decision maker and external review by the Information Commissioner. 

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT - GOVERNMENT AGENCIES OR DEPARTMENTS 
REQUESTED TO ADVISE MINISTER'S OFFICE OF ANY REQUESTS 

420. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Health; Aboriginal Affairs: 

(1) Has the Minister requested any agency or department within any of the Minister's 
portfolios to advise the Minister's office of any requests under the Freedom of 
Information Act 1992? 

(2) If yes, which department, or agency, was involved? 

(3) What was the subject matter covered by the request? 

(4) What is the reason for the request? 

(5) Is such a referral provided for in the FOI Act 1992? 

(6) Does the Minister's office play any role in drafting or approving responses to requests 
under the FOI Act 1992? 

(7) If yes to (6), what is that role? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1)-(7) Agencies within my portfolios, other than exempt agencies, have been requested to 
advise my office of applications received under the FOI Act 1992. The agencies are: 
Health Department of Western Australia, Health Promotion Foundation, Alcohol and 
Drug Authority and Aboriginal Affairs Department. My office is advised of th!'nature of 
applications and documents to be released. 

Under the Westminster system of government, a Minister is responsible to Parliament for 
the general conduct of his or her departments. In addition, the Minister is ultimately 
responsible where agencies do not comply with their responsibilities under the FOI Act 
1992; see s63(3). 

Advice of applications received by departments enables the Minister's office to 
determine whether it has received the same application~ Agencies are able to consult any 
person or agency who can provide information that may assist in the decision making 
process. Where an application is made to me, I am the decision maker under the FOI Act 
1992 and am responsible for making the decision and for ensuring that the applicant is 
provided with a notice of decision that complies with s30 of the FOI Act 1992. Any 
decision made by me is subject to external review by the Information Commissioner. 

Where an application is made to an agency within my portfolios, the agency's decision 
maker is responsible for making the decision and for ensuring that the applicant is 
provided with a notice of decision that complies with s30 of the FOI Act 1992. The 
decision is subject to internal review by another decision maker who is not subordinate to 
the initial decision maker and external review by the Information Commissioner. 

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT - GOVERNMENT AGENCIES OR DEPARTMENTS 
REQUES;rnD TO ADVISE MINISTER'S OFFICE OF ANY REQUESTS 

422. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister representing the Minister for Racing and Gaming: 

(1) Has the Minister requested any agency or department within any of the Minister's 
portfolios to advise the. Minister's office of any requests under the Freedom of 
Information Act 1992 (FOI Act 1992)? 

(2) If yes, which department, or agency, was involved? 

(3) What.was the subject matter covered by the request? 

(4) What is the reason for the request? 

(5) Is such a referral provided for in the FOI Act 1992? 

(6) Does the Minister's office play any role in drafting or approving responses to requests 
under the FOI Act 1992? 

(7) If yes to (6) above, what is that role? 

Mr COWAN replied: 

The Minister for Racing and Gaming has provided the following reply -

(1)-(7) Agencies within my portfolios, other than exempt agencies, have been requested to 
advise my office of applications received under the FOI Act 1992. The agencies are: 
Office of Racing, Gaming and Liquor, Totalisator Agency Board and Lotteries 
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Commission of W A. Included in the return from the Office of Racing, Gaming and 
Liquor are the following agencies: Betting Control Board, Burswood Park Board, 
Gaming Commission of Western Australia; Racecourse Development Trust and Racing 
Penalties Appeals Tribunal. 

My office is advised of the nature of applications and documents to be released. Under 
the Westminster system of government, a Minister is responsible to Parliament for the 
general conduct of his or her departments. In addition, the Minister is ultimately 
responsible where agencies do not comply with their responsibilities under the FOI Act 
1992; see s63(3). Advice of applications received by departments enables the Minister's 
office to determine whether it has received the same application. Agencies are able to 
consult any person or agency who can provide information that may assist in the decision 
making process. Where an application is made to me, I am the decision maker under the 
FOI Act 1992 and am responsible for making the decision and for ensuring that the 
applicant is provided with a notice of decision that complies with s30 of the FOI Act 
1992. Any decision made by me is subject to external review by the Information 
Commissioner. 

Where an application is made to an agency within my portfolios, the agency's decision 
maker is responsible for making the decision and for ensuring that the applicant is 
provided with a notice of decision that complies with s30 of the FOI Act 1992. The 
decision is subject to internal review by another decision maker who is not subordinate to 
the initial decision maker and external review by the Information Commissioner. 

HOSPITALS - BENTLEY 
Wards 4, 5, Role; Closure 

498. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: 

(1) What role is played by wards 4 and 5 at Bentley Hospital? 

(2) Are wards 4 and 5 at Bentley Hospital closed? 

(3) If yes -

(a) for how long have they been closed; 

(b) why have they been closed? 

(4) When will they be reopened? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1) Ward 4 - Geriatric Rehabilitation and Assessment; 
ward 5 - Acute Child and Adolescent approved beds. 

(2) Ward 4 - No; 
ward 5 - Yes. 

(3) The following pertains only to Ward 5 as Ward 4 is not closed-

(a) Since 1994; 
(b) inability to recruit specialist psychiatrist. 

(4) Ward 4 - Not applicable; 
ward 5 - anticipated to be reopened in June 1996. 

HOSPITALS - BUNBURYREGIONAL 
Collocation with St John of God Health Care 

499. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: 

(1) Who was engaged by the Health Department to provide legal, commercial and other 
advice for the proposed Bunbury Regional Hospital co-location with St John of God 
Health Care? 

(2) What money has been spent on each of the private sector consultants to this project? 

(3) Who was involved within the Health Department and other Government agencies in 
drawing up plans and advising the Government on the St John of God Health Care's 
proposal? 

(4) What is the estimated total cost of the project up to the date of signing the contract? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1) Apart from internal government services, principal external advice was provided by -

(a) Doc:krill Health Projects Pty Ltd 
(b) Arthur Andersen & Co 
(c) Archon Health Consultants Pty Ltd 
(d) Parker & Parker. 
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(2) As at 29 February 1996 the following expenditure has been incurred on the Bunbury 
collocation project -

2.1 Dockrill Health Projects Pty Ltd (project director) $72 209 
2.2 Arthur Andersen & Co (financial) 238302 
2.3 Archon Health Consultants Pty Ltd (financial) 55 085 
2.4 Parker & Parker (legal) 64 609 
2.5 Blee Media (public relations) 5781 
2.6 Kelly/Monte Marketing (public relations) 3493 
2.7 Silver Thomas Hanley (bed confirmation) 8965 
2.8 Taylor Thompson Burrell (rezoning of land) 10455 
2.9 Claude Soraru/Choice Personnel (brief compilation) 14 109 
2.10 Davis Langdon & Silver (quantity surveying) 920 

$473298 

(3) A memorandum of understanding was signed by the Minister for Health, the Bunbury 
Health Service Board and the St John of God Health care system on 4 September 1995, 
followed by a formal combined facilities agreement on 12 March 1996. Senior officers 
of the Health Department, Bunbury Health Service, Crown Solicitors Office, Treasury, 
Department of Land Administration and Building Management Authority were involved 
in the provision of advice in the negotiations that took place with the St John of God 
health system. 

(4) As at 29 February 1996, approximately $1 133914. 

HOSPITALS - JOONDALUP; MANDURAH 
Model Determining 20 Year Life Cost 

500. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: .. 

(1) Did the Health Department develop a model for determining the 20 year life cost of a 
government-owned and managed hospital at Joondalup and Mandurah as opposed to the 
privati sed model which is being followed? 

(2) If yes -

(a) who developed the model; 

(b) what are the basic assumptions in the model in respect of economic and health 
variables? 

(3) What does the model estimate the 20 year life cost of the government alternative to be 
for -

(a) Joondalup; 

(b) Mandurah? 

(4) What is the estimated 20 year life cost of the proposed -

(a) Health Care of Australia contract for Joondalup; 

(b) Health Solution (W A) contract for Mandurah? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) (a) 

(b) 

It was developed by the Health Department of Western Australia in consultation 
with other government agencies and independent consultancies. 

It is not appropriate to release this information until the contracts for Joondalup 
and Peel are finalised. 

(3)-(4) It is not appropriate to release this information until the contracts for Joondalup and Peel 
are finalised. 

HOSPITALS - JOONDALUP; MANDURAH 
Consultants; Costs for Plans and Considering Bids 

501. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: 

(1) Who has been engaged by the Health Department to provide legal, commercial and other 
advice for the proposed Joondalup and Mandurah hospital? 

(2) Who was involved from the Health Department and other government agencies in 
drawing up plans and considering bids for the Joondalup and Mandurah hospitals? 

(3) What money has been spent on each of the private sector consultants to these two 
projects? 

(4) What is the total estimated cost to government of drawing up plans and considering bids 
for the Joondalup and Mandurah hospitals? 
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Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1),(3) Mandurah Hospital -
Dockrill Health Projects Ply Ltd (project director) 

Financial/legal consultants -
Arthur Andersen 
Archon Health 
Parker & Parker 
Gordon Pearce (probity) 
Kelly Monte (marketing) 
Blee Media (public relations) 
Dr F.R. Jones 
Freehill Hollingdale 
Franther Consulting 
Philip Della 
Brand Deakin Hay 
Judy Hardy 

Joondalup Hospital -
Dockrill Health Projects Ply Ltd (project director) 

Financial and legal -
Arthur Andersen & Co 
Archon 
Parker & Parker 
N. Smith 

Other -
Ernst & Young (probity officer) 
Kelly Monte (marketing) 

$123602 

123071 
42481 
26796 

2463 
12698 
2505 
1748 
2982 
1606 

300 
7362 
4337 

123355 

193960 
107775 
93231 

2337 

58644 
9001 

(2) There were numerous people involved from several government agencies and the Health 
Department. These included: Office of the Premier and Cabinet, Public Sector 
Management Office, Treasury, Treasury Corporation, Building Management Authority, 
Crown Solicitor's Office. The Health Department had input from many of its internal 
divisions; that is, Operations, Finance and Resource Management, Mental Health, Health 
Workforce, Health Systems Policy, Commissioner's Office, and local health services. 

(4) The original budget for the initiation of this project was $2.4m. The estimated cost is: 
Joondalup under $lm, Peel under $0.5m. 

HOSPITALS - ROYAL PERTH 
MRSA 

502. Dr GALLOP to the Mini"ter for Health: 

(1) How often are rooms in the outpatients' department of Royal Perth Hospital 
decontaminated for MRSA? 

(2) How much does it cost every time a room is decontaminated? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1) Rooms in the outpatients' department are not decontaminated for MRSA. Royal Perth 
Hospital has a special isolated room for known positive outpatient MRSA cases where 
the standard protocols for treatment of these patients is undertaken. 

(2) No additional cost is incurred as it is built into the overall routine cleaning program for 
the area. 

HOSPITALS - ROYAL PERTH 
Wards 6G, 6H, Major Cleaning Program 

503. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: 

(1) Were wards 6G and 6H at Royal Perth Hospital subject to a major cleaning program in 
December 1995? 

(2) If yes, were patients shifted from their beds and the wards during cleaning? 

(3) Why were the wards cleaned? 

(4) Was Prephen used in the cleaning program? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) Those patients who were. mobile were asked to leave the room for the duration of the 



-

[Thursday, 4 April 1996] 1031 

clean (approximately two hours). Where it was not possible for patients to leave, they 
remained in the room. 

(3) As a result of cases of MRSA being detected and as part of the standard MRSA 
management program, it was determined that a major clean as a preventive measure was 
necessary. 

(4) Yes. Prephen is a standard infection control disinfectant for this type of cleaning. 

MRSA - LOCAL STRAINS; HOSPITALS 

504. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: 

With reference to the article "RPH bug linked to death" in The West Australian on 23 March 
1996 -

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

what are the local strains of MRSA; 

from where have the local strains of MRSA originated; 

how do the local strains of MRSA differ one from the other; 

how resistant to antibiotics are the local strains of MRSA; 

(e) in which of our State's public hospitals have there been notifications of these strains of 
MRSA; 

(t) in which of our State's private hospitals have there been notifications of these strains of 
MRSA? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

I am informed -
., 

(a) There are many different local strains, some of which are closely related. The strain detected in 
Royal Perth Hospital has been typed with considerable difficulty with the assistance of the 
Microbiology Department of the Royal Alfred in Sydney. 

(b) Unknown, as they emerge randomly. Community local strains have emerged in virtually every 
country allover the world. 

(c) Local strains differ from imported strains as they are generally susceptible to all anti
staphylococcal antibiotics except beta-lac tarn antibiotics - penicillin group. It is exceedingly 
difficult to distinguish between them, except by a complex process of phage typing, pulsed-field 
gell electrophoresis and coagulase gene typing using polymerase chain reaction followed by 
restriction fragment length polymorphorism. 

(d) Approximately a third are resistant to tetracycline, one third to erythromycin and approximately 5 
per cent resistant to erythromycin and fucidic acid. A few have high level resistance to mupirocin 
which is associated with resistance also to teracyclin and trimethoprim. 

(e)-(t) This information is not readily available and it is not required to be notified. 

RETAIL TRADING HOURS - EXTENDED FOR DUTY FREE SHOPS 
Thomas. Tom. Statemerzt 

546. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Fair Trading: 

(1) Did Mr Tom Thomas, the owner of Gateway and Compass duty free shops, in the 
February-March issue of Retail Action, state "all extended trading hours had done was to 
increase overheads without any visible increase in turnover"? 

(2) Does the Minister agree with this statement, and if so, what action does she intend to take 
to redress this problem? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1) I am not aware of the statement. 

(2) No. Extended trading opportunities for duty free shops such as those mentioned were introduced 
by the former Government in 1990. I do not propose to amend those flexible trading 
opportunities. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

SKILLED LABOUR - SHORTAGE IN REGIONAL AREAS 

117. Mr RIPPER to the Minister for Regional Development: 

I refer to the potentially serious shortages of skilled labour in our regional areas. 

(1) Has a proposal gone to Cabinet to redress the shortage of skilled labour in the south west or in 
other regional areas? 
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(2) What are the details of that submission? 

(3) VVasitapproved? 

(4) What action has the Minister taken to ensure that there is no shortage of skilled labour in regional 
VVestern Australia? 

Mr COWAN replied: 

(1)-(4) My recollection is that a minute was brought before the Cabinet for consideration. As Minister for 
Regional Development, I can assure the member that the South VVest Development Commission 
has for some time, in conjunction with the Department of Resources Development and Energy, 
employed a consultant to identify opportunities for employees and people in the south west to be 
reskilled or retrained in areas where they are likely to win a job. I can assure the member that that 
consultant is working and will continue to work to provide opportunities for people in the south 
west to meet the demands that will be imposed on them by the additional resource projects that are 
coming on stream because of the very good Government we have in VVestern Australia. 

SKILLED LABOUR - SHORTAGE IN REGIONAL AREAS 

118. Mr RIPPER to the Minister for Regional Development: 

As a supplementary question I ask again, what was the outcome of that proposal going to Cabinet and has 
the State Government committed one extra dollar to redress skills shortages in the south west or other 
regions of the State? 

Mr COWAN replied: 

I cannot advise the member of the outcome of a Cabinet minute, but I will advise him that the sum 
allocated through the South VVest Development Commission for the consultant is in the vicinity of $80000. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! 

VVESTERN POVVER - AERIAL BUNDLE CABLES PROGRAM, HILLS 
AREA 

119. Mrs van de KLASHORST to the Minister for Energy: 

VVill the Minister please advise of the progress in the provision of ABC cabling for the hills area? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. In August last year the Government announced a 
program to progressively underground the power supply. Coincidentally, contracts were signed this 
morning for the first of those projects in the Applecross locality. As part of the project the Government 
allocated a special $lm towards the installation of aerial bundled cables in the hills suburbs where 
undergrounding was not practical and certainly not commercial. That work is being planned and will get 
under way shortly. It is being done in consultation with the hills shires. A meeting was held in February 
with the hills shires on the criteria and the selection of areas. Some further work is to be done, and a 
meeting will be held later this month to discuss that. The cost is quite high: To install even low voltage 
cables using aerial bundle cable is about $37 000 a kilometre; for the high voltage material it is $100 000. I 
expect work to start in the coming months. That will be a substantial benefit to the hills suburbs. It will 
allow trees to grow; it will reduce pruning costs; it will improve the aesthetics of the area; and it will 
substantially reduce interruption to the power supply during severe storms. 

Mrs Hallahan interjected. 

Mr CJ. BARNETT: It is a pity members opposite did not do something about this matter when they were 
in government VVe are doing something about the power system in this State and are putting $lm of state 
government money, not VVestern Power's money, towards improving power supplies in the hills areas of . 
Perth - no doubt including parts of the member for Armadale's electorate. 

VVESTERN POVVER - AERIAL BUNDLE CABLES PROGRAM, HILLS 
AREA 

120. Mrs van de KLASHORST to the Minister for Energy: 

As a supplementary question, I ask: As many families living in the hills area do not have scheme water 
and rely on electricity for power pumps, on health reasons could the Swan Hills area be considered first for 
the aerial bundle cables? People cannot flush their toilets when the power drops out. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 

That is a good question. The member for Swan Hills draws attention to a practical problem when an 
interruption occurs to the power of people who are not connected to the water supply. However, the 
program for aerial bundle cables is an electricity program; it is neither a health program, nor a welfare 
program. 

Mrs Hallahan: Are you having supplementaries on dorothies? 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: This is not a dorothy; it is an important question from a member concerned about her 
constituents and it should be taken seriously. The member for Swan Hills cares about her constituents, as 
do all members on this side of the House. The problem is that the aerial bundle cable program is an 
electricity distribution program. Part of it is to recognise the needs of local people. Indeed, the 
development of the criteria and the selection of the areas are being done in conjunction with local 
government. I respectfully suggest to the member for Swan Hills that that point of view should be part of 
the criteria put forward by local government. Western Power, the electricity utility, is interested in picking 
those areas most susceptible to storm damage. There is a balance of criteria. That point should be pursued 
with local government. There is room for compromise, but this is primarily an electricity distribution 
program. 

ALBANY WOOLLEN MILLS - INCENTIVE PACKAGE; NOBEL INVESTMENTS PTY LTD 

121. Mr THOMAS to the Minister for Commerce and Trade: 

In relation to the rescue package for Albany Woollen Mills Ltd -

(1) Is Nobel Investments Pty Ltd a $2 shelf company? 

(2) To quote from the Minister's press release yesterday, what are its "extensive South East Asian 
operations"? 

(3) Why will Nobel not locate its polypropylene yam plant in Albany, given that it will be integrated 
with the woollen mills and would provide 30 extra local jobs? 

(4) Did three companies, including major Victorian mill Godfrey Hirst, look at the Albany mill and 
decide that it was not viable? 

(5) Some notice has been given of this part of the question: Will the Minister detail all assistance 
provided by the State Government to Albany Woollen Mills during the past 15 years? .. 

Mr COWAN replied: 

(1)-(4) I am unable to give the member an answer to part (1). Nobel Investments Pty Ltd is part of the 
Indonesian company Nobel Merak. It has an operation in Ban Dong in Indonesia which has a 
turnover of $US30m and assets valued at approximately $US20m. An investigation has been held 
into the parent company. I will have to get the information about Nobel Investments to verify the 
allegation the member makes. A discussion was held about the need to attempt to locate the 
polypropylene yam plant at Albany; however, that was not a matter for consideration. It was 
rejected by the company. To attract new industries to Western Australia the Government was 
prepared to assist the company to purchase land at Canning Vale. That land is being used as 
security for the loan which is being granted. 

(5) No assistance has been provided to the Albany Woollen Mills other than to Auslndustry through 
the National Industry Extension Service. I am not sure when that assistance took place. I regret I 
cannot give the member the complete information because unfortunately all the files on the 
Albany Woollen Mills and the assistance provided by previous Governments to the Albany 
Woollen Mills were sent to the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and 
Other Matters. I regret to inform the House that not all that information was returned. Therefore, 
the department has not been able to verify all the information. However, from the information at 
the department I advise the member - I will have to go back to 1976 - that for the past 20 years 
Albany Woollen Mills received assistance of $526 528 for a payroll tax rebate and a 5 per cent 
interest subsidy on some investments it made to restructure. In 1981, $650 000 was allocated by 
the then Government for a payroll tax rebate and an interest subsidy. I understand that the money 
was taken up in 1984. In 1989 a guarantee of $2.4m was offered by the then Government for the 
purpose of a management buyout by the employees of the company. That guarantee was not taken 
up by the company's employees. Finally, other assistance provided to the company, which 
operates under the label Auslndustry, over the years through the National Industry Extension 
Service has amounted to $150000. In the time of this Government there has been an application 
for Auslndustry support and, because of the extent of commitment that has been previously given 
through Auslndustry, it was declined. 

NOBEL INVESTMENTS PTY LTD - INDUSTRY INCENTIVE PACKAGE 
FOR POLYPROPYLENE PLANT, CANNING V ALE; ALBANY WOOLLEN MILLS 

122. Mr THOMAS to the Minister for Commerce and Trade: 

(1) Is it not true that Nobel Investments Pty Ltd established itself in Perth 12 months ago and last year 
moved to establish a polypropylene plant at Canning Vale? 

(2) Does this not mean that the Government is giving millions of dollars to a foreign company to do 
what it always intended? 

Mr COWAN replied: 

(1)-(2) Again, I will have to take the member through the situation. The Canning Vale operation has been 
able to receive an industry incentive package that is associated with the Canning Vale plant. I told 
the House yesterday that that is in the form of an interest-free loan of $1.067m which will convert 
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to a grant subject to the company meeting certain criteria. The negotiations for the company to 
receive an industry incentive package certainly commenced last year at the time the proposal was 
first put. It has taken until now to work through that proposal. When the Albany Woollen Mills 
was placed in the hands of an administrator, the company was approached by officers of the 
department, on my instruction, to ascertain whether it would be prepared to purchase the Albany 
Woollen Mills as part of an integrated carpet manufacturing facility. I am very pleased it was 
prepared to examine that proposal. It has not finalised the arrangement with the administrator. 
Even though a package has been put together, I admit the final decision on whether it can 
purchase the Albany Woollen Mills will be up to the administrator and the company. If it declines 
to purchase it, the Albany Woollen Mills segment of the package will not proceed. 

HOMES WEST - ABORIGINAL HOME OWNERSHIP SCHEME 

123. Mr BOARD to the Minister for Housing: 

I was pleased to hear recently of the new government initiatives to assist Aboriginal people to obtain better 
housing. Will the Minister inform the House of these new initiatives? 

Mr KIERATH replied: 

It is with great pride that I announce a new initiative - the Aboriginal home ownership scheme. Yesterday I 
had the great privilege of presenting the package to the first home owners under that scheme. The scheme 
is being operated by Homeswest to help Aboriginal families purchase their own home. This couple, the 
Abrahams, indicated that they always dreamed of owning their own home, but they thought that that would 
never be a reality. Some 46 applications have been approved and, as Mrs Abraham said, at long last the 
dream of all Australians of owning their own home has become a reality. I hope the Opposition supports 
the Government in this scheme, which allows Homeswest to take up to 30 per cent equity in the house to 
make it more affordable and under which repayments are capped at 23 per cent of the household income. 
Only 20 per cent of Aborigines own their own home compared with 67 per cent of the rest of the 
population in Western Australia. Obviously we have a long way to go, but this is a positive step that we in 
this State can take to help Aborigines own their own home. 

CONSERVATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT,DEPARTMENTOF - LETTER TO 
VICE-CHANCELLOR OF MURDOCH UNIVERSITY; ARTICLE BY PHD STUDENT 

124. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister representing the Minister for the Environment: 

Some notice has been given of this question. It concerns a letter from the Department of Conservation and 
Land Management to the Vice-Chancellor of Murdoch University. The letter attempts to intimidate a PhD 
student, whose recent article identified serious deficiencies in CALM's logging practices. 

(1) Is it true that the letter from CALM accused the university of turning out substandard students? 

(2) Does the letter also allege that supervision of students by the university is substandard? 

(3) Is it normal practice, and appropriate, for CALM to write to vice-chancellors to intimidate and 
denigrate postgraduate students who happen to hold a view that is different from CALM's? 

The SPEAKER: There is a possibility that the last part of the question seeks an opinion. I ask the Minister 
to take that into account when he replies. 

Mr MINSON replied: 

(1)-(3) I am happy to answer the question in full, but I am not happy to answer it in the way in which it 
was framed because it makes two assumptions and, unfortunately, those assumptions are quite 
erroneous. I had occasion last night to chastise the member about her attitude in respect of 
environmental matters and the fact that she was listening to the wrong people. The two erroneous 
assumptions are that the Department of Conservation and Land Management attempted to 
intimidate a student and that the article identified serious deficiencies in CALM's logging 
practices. I will table the two letters referred to and they will clearly reveal why those 
assumptions are erroneous. 

The article identified some serious deficiencies in methodology. It is the methodology of a 
scientific investigation that gives it credibility as well as the results. In this case, the results alone, 
without looking at the methodology, are a bit of a problem. The director of the scientific branch at 
CALM, Dr Jim Armstrong, wrote to the vice-chancellor and sent a copy of that letter to the 
student involved. I believe and hope the university will reply. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr MINSON: I will quote the relevant part of the letter which indicates why it was necessary for Dr 
Armstrong to write to the university, and why I believe it is in the university's best interests to address the 
problem and write to the Department of Conservation and Land Management. The letter by Dr Armstrong 
reads -

Since this document is now in the public arena and is being used to discredit the Department of 
Conservation and Land Management, I am obliged to write to you to bring to your attention the 
very poor standard of science being conducted by one of your students 
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Several members interjected. 

Mr MINSON: That is incredible! A student has written a document which purports to be a credible 
scientific document, and which claims that -

logging removes nearly all suitable habitat trees for phascogales and that phascogales do not nest 
in logged forests; 
CALM does not adhere to its habitat tree retention prescription in not leaving enough suitable 
habitat trees for phascogales; and 
CALM's current logging practices will cause phascogales to become extinct in State forests in 
Western Australia 

What body in Western Australia, if not CALM, should answer this? I find it astounding. This is a five 
page letter to the vice-chancellor of the university, Dr Schwartz, from Dr Jim Armstrong. People who do 
not know Dr Armstrong should acquaint themselves with his ability, track record and qualifications. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr MINSON: I do endorse it. I have no hesitation in endorsing -

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I call on the Minister to complete his answer. 

Mr MINSON: I table the two letters. Anyone who has an interest in this matter - particularly the shadow 
Minister - must read the document to have any credibility. I urge journalists from The West Australian to 
read it also. It is appropriate for CALM to answer in this way; indeed it must. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr MINSON: To the many interjectors, I suggest that before they comment further they read ~se two 
letters. 

[See papers Nos 179A and 179B.] 

CONSERVATION ANDLANDMANAGEMENT,DEPARTMENTOF - "WESTERN SHIELD" 

125. Mr DAY to the Minister representing the Minister for the Environment: 

(1) What benefits to conservation of the State's fauna in both the Darling Range and elsewhere will 
derive from this week's announcement of the Western Shield program? 

(2) How will the program operate? 

Mr MINSON replied: 

(1)-(2) I thank the member for some notice of this question. It is not a question specifically to me, but I 
will provide an answer because I am pleased that some work I helped to initiate as Minister for the 
Environment is bearing fruit. The operation known as Western Shield, which shows the executive 
director's flair and sense for the dramatic, is one of the greatest undertakings by the Department of 
Conservation and Land Management. It will involve an increase from 1 million to 5 million 
hectares in the area of land to be baited for the control of foxes and feral cats; that is, roughly one
quarter of the conservation estate in Western Australia, which represents a very large slice of the 
conservation area in the south west. 

Mrs Hallahan interjected. 

Mr MINSON: I will come to the Darling Range. Feral cats and foxes have been responsible for the 
extinction of 10 species of native mammals and a further 31 speci~s -

Dr Edwards: Table your evidence. You have been critical of scientific studies. 

Mr MINSON: I have no problems with tabling the evidence. However, I need time to get it. There are 
al~ 31 species of native mammals on the endangered list and on the brink of extinction. Those 31 species 
Will be rescued by Western Shield. In the Darling Range in particular, the numbat, the chuditch, the 
quokka, the tammar wallaby, the woylie, the bilby, the western ground parrot, the mallee fowl and carpet 
python will all be helped. 

Mr Cowan: It sounds like you are naming the whole of the opposition front bench! 

Mr MINSON: The Deputy Premier might be interested to know that most people think that the quokka 
does not even exist on the mainland. I suggest also that a large percentage of this House does not realise 
that the quokka was endemic to the south west of Western Australia before the introduction of cats and 
foxes. At the launch of Western Shield, the Minister for the Environment announced the removal of the 
woyl~e from the endangered species list and, at the same time, the federal Minister also announced that the 
woyhe was to be removed from the commonwealth endangered species list. That is a direct result of feral 
cat and fox control in the south west of Western Australia. Western Shield will have enormous benefits for 
conservation. It will enable the synergies to be best exploited. An amount of $1.5m will be spent by the 
~~ent of Conservation and Land Management and the private sector. As with the earlier programs, it 
wdl be Implemented by aerial baiting and by the ground spread of baits. 
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TOWN PLANNING APPEALS - UPHELD BY MINISTER FOR PLANNING 
Scott. Barbara. Installation of Windows in her Heritage Listed Home 

126. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Planning: 

On Tuesday, the Minister defended his decision to uphold an appeal by Ian Laurance, a former senior 
Liberal MP. I ask -

(1) Would the Minister now care to explain to the House why he upheld an appeal by his Liberal 
Party colleague, Barbara Scott MLC, against a decision by the East Fremantle Town Council to 
deny her permission to install dormer windows in her heritage listed home? 

(2) Is it true that the Heritage Council supported the council's decision and that this is yet another 
example of the Minister looking after his Liberal mates? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

(1)-(2) We are getting to the situation where the Opposition in this House is trying to bring into disrepute 
a convention that has existed through many Administrations over the past 70 years or thereabouts. 

Mr McGinty: Tell us about your shonky deals. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr LEWIS: I ask that the Leader of the Opposition's comment about shonky deals associated with town 
planning appeals be withdrawn. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I did not hear the comment because of the noise. If the Leader of the Opposition 
accused the Minister of being involved in shonky deals, I ask him to withdraw. 

Mr McGINTY: I withdraw, Mr Speaker. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr McGinty: You're very touchy today. aren't you? 

Mr LEWIS: No, I am not at all. It seems that those opposite believe that people who happen to be 
associated with conservative government do not have normal rights; they are not allowed to appeal about 
anything. If the Leader of the Opposition wants to take that to its logical conclusion, every time I get an 
appeal from one of his friends or members opposite write to me, as they do from time to time, asking me to 
consider an appeal they believe should be supported, I should automatically reject it. Is that what those 
opposite want? Just for the benefit of the Leader of the Opposition -

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I gave the Leader of the Opposition some latitude because the point was directed 
to him. For that reason I took no action. It is not appropriate to have interjections of the sort we are getting 
now; they are grossly disruptive. 

Mr LEWIS: For the benefit of the House, two appeals from members of the Opposition who are sitting in 
this Chamber are before me now. I consider those members to be friends, believe it or not. On the premise 
that has been put to me today, do I automatically reject those appeals because of some predilection that I 
may have to act against members opposite? 

Mr McGinty: You deal with them on their merit. 

Mr LEWIS: The Leader of the Opposition has made a point, and I will again make this point: I deal with 
about 750 appeals a year. I can say absolutely categorically that every appeal with which I have ever 
dealt - unlike Ministers in Labor Governments - has been dealt with without fear or favour and on its merit. 


