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ADDRESS-IN-REPLY 
Motion 

Resumed from 20 August. 

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [5.38 pm]:  I appreciate the help of certain members on this side of the 
Chamber, who are keeping a good eye on me.  I take this opportunity to make my contribution to the Address-in-
Reply to His Excellency the Governor of Western Australia.  First, I congratulate Hon Norman Moore for his 
contribution to the Address-in-Reply.  It was absolutely brilliant and the material he used was without question.  
I now refer to our Prime Minister’s response to President Bush’s statement that the United States of America 
intended to use a limited nuclear weapons strike against Iraq.  It is no wonder the man is a bit of a worry around 
the world.  Of course, the Iraqis have retaliated verbally.  Who would not?  I am certainly not an Iraqi supporter.  
I have made it clear in the Chamber before that the United States is the most important of our allies, but that is 
not a good enough reason for the Prime Minister’s response and for him to roll over as he has done.  I believe 
Australia is the first and only country to come out with such strong support for the rather questionable intellect of 
President George Bush. 

I have a number of concerns on the subject of Iraq, and one is in response to Hon John Fischer’s question a 
couple of days ago to the Leader of the House when he asked whether there had been any discussions with 
Minister Vaile regarding our wheat trade.  The Leader of the House said no.  What worries many of our wheat 
growers is whether it is the plan of the State Government of Western Australia to have discussions with and put 
pressure on the federal Government about the subject of our wheat trade with Iraq.  Naturally, farmers are 
concerned, because during the Gulf War, when the Prime Minister was the Labor Prime Minister Bob Hawke, 
farmers were promised full compensation for losses they suffered following any reduction in our wheat sales to 
Iraq.  In those days Iraq not only was our largest wheat customer, but also paid the highest price for our wheat, 
and most of the wheat going to Iraq came from Western Australia. 

Hon John Fischer:  I think that is the case now. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  No, no longer, but there still is a considerable wheat trade with Iraq.  However, the 
point is that our farmers are concerned, and for very good reason; namely, the federal Labor Government’s track 
record.  As yet, no compensation has been received by wheat farmers, despite the promise made by Prime 
Minister Hawke.  The least this State Government could do is to ensure that the lies told by its federal colleagues 
at that time are not told again by the present federal Government. 
I want to put the recently announced gas trade deal with China into perspective.  The public has been subjected 
to a fanfare of backslapping and self-congratulation.  The West Australian in its write-up of the deal stated that 
the federal Government would receive $30 million per annum in royalties and that the Western Australian 
Government would receive $50 million annually.  The truth is that the Australian Government gives $55 million 
per annum in foreign aid to communist China.  To put that into perspective, five-eighths of the royalties for the 
gas deal are returned to China in foreign aid.  The public should be informed of this absolute nonsense of 
Australia, which has a relatively small economy, giving all this money to China, which has such a huge 
economy.  We give foreign aid to a number of countries.  We give India $20.5 million per annum.  That is 
another country with a huge economy, and one that is doing a lot of research with nuclear weapons.  Members 
must be aware of that. 
Hon John Fischer:  It is also a country that has taken a lot of work out of Australia. 
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Indeed.  Pakistan is another country with tremendous armaments and to which we give 
$56 million per annum.  Indonesia is a country that we were almost at war with not very long ago - it has the 
largest land army in the world - and we give it $121.5 million per annum. 
Hon Peter Foss:  Is any of that money tied back into the money being spent in Australia? 
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  The figures came from the AustAid program. 
Hon Peter Foss:  Often they do it by spending the money on Australian services in Australia. 
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That could be so, but that was certainly not clear from figures provided by the aid 
program.  The point is that Australia has a very small economy by world standards.  Of course, our foreign aid 
programs are very good.  We obviously have obligations to some of the smaller countries to our north, there is 
no question of that, but it is questionable whether we should be ploughing these huge sums of money into the 
types of warlike countries that I have referred to.  It is obvious that the more money we give them, the less 
money of their own they have to find to put into what we call reasonable social programs.  Many people believe 
that the majority of our foreign aid programs should be in response to natural disasters, such as fire, flood and 
earthquakes.  We have food surpluses; we used to have surpluses of material, clothing and blankets - the ideal 
things countries need when they suffer natural disasters.  We are continually told by State and federal 
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Governments that we do not have the money to put into the worthwhile programs that Australians need.  
Apparently, there is not enough money to meet health needs, education and policing, and we certainly have a 
problem funding country roads.  It is well known that country roads are very low on the priority list of this 
Government.  Major expenditure is required on drainage and other works if we are to be serious about reclaiming 
salt-affected land. 

I wish to touch on a subject that is still about money: compensation for those people who are affected by 
decisions made by government for community reasons; that is, decisions made for the greater good - Iraqi wheat 
sales is an example.  I refer, for example, to compensation that is not provided as a result of decisions made 
under land-clearing legislation.  It is probably correct that there should be a reduction in land clearing in this 
State.  Very few people would argue about that.  However, that is a community decision made by Governments, 
and those affected should receive compensation.  If the Government does something like extend a freeway in the 
metropolitan area, it pays compensation to those landowners who are affected, and rightly so.  However, it does 
not pay compensation to rural landholders who are affected by things like land clearing.  In all fairness, 
community decisions should be paid for by the entire community.   

The most extensive and long-term land clearing in Western Australia is that undertaken to provide building 
estates in the metropolitan area.  That has caused the greatest land degradation that this State has seen for many 
years.  It is total clearing.  One can drive down the freeway in either direction to see the damage.  The developers 
remove every tree and leave bare sand.  That sort of thing has not been done in agricultural areas for a long time.  

Several members interjected.  

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  There is no question that I have seen a lot more agricultural land in this State than the 
member has seen.    

We are told that there is no money for this or for that.  It is no wonder when so many of our resources are sold 
overseas - for example, woodchips - at ridiculously low prices.  The Japanese are very good at renegotiating 
commercial contracts.  They do it consistently with coal and other export commodity contracts.  The 
renegotiated contracts always involve a reduction in price.  I cannot remember a case in which the price was 
increased.  Of course, the prices of the products that are made from that steel - for example, motor vehicles - 
have definitely increased.  

There is no question that this country needs to spend a fortune if it is serious about reclaiming land affected by 
salinity.  I have a letter from a constituent.  The Leader of the House is aware of this case because he was 
involved in it; the land in question is in his electorate.  The man lives on the outskirts of Albany, so he is a 
constituent of mine.  In 1989 he applied for a permit to clear regrowth.  He had previously cleared the land and 
put in a crop, but was in a serious road accident and unable to work for a couple of years.  In that time, regrowth 
appeared.  I believe that once the regrowth is 18 inches high it cannot be recleared.  My constituent has a total of 
8 000 acres of land allocated for agriculture.  He cleared one block comprising 1 200 acres, but he was not 
allowed to clear another block comprising 4 000 acres.  He had a clearing permit that did not include a sunset 
clause, but, as he states in his letter, he is law abiding and was bullied by the bureaucrats’ attitude, so he applied 
for another clearing permit.  As a result, he was prohibited from clearing the block.  Of course, 1989 is a long 
time ago and he has been completely frustrated in his plans for the future and his family.   

He continues to pay rates on his 8 000 acres.  The blocks are in two different shires and are not adjoining.  He is 
not allowed to clear one block and the 1 200-acre block is not viable.  He has no way to ensure his agricultural 
survival on that basis.  Yet, he receives no compensation.  He has been granted a slight reduction in rates.  That 
is laughable.  He has put a number of proposals to Governments over the years - for example, land swaps - but 
none has been accepted, so he can no longer work to achieve his ambitions in life.  Hundreds of people can tell 
similar stories.  It is a community decision to stop the clearing and the community should pay a fair price to the 
people affected.  Many people of my constituent’s generation sell their farms to provide superannuation or 
pension funds, but that option has been denied to him.   

On 8 March 1999, Hon Kim Chance - the then shadow Minister for Primary Industry, the Mid West and the 
Wheatbelt - wrote the following letter to my constituent - 

Thank you for sending me a copy of your letter . . . in which you drew my attention to the position of 
rural landholders who are not permitted to clear land or keep down regrowth on their properties but are 
not offered compensation as a result of their loss of use of their land. 

It is clear that in your case, as in others, you are suffering from financial damage as a result of a 
decision of the Commissioner for Soil and Land Conservation to deny you the right to use the land for 
its designated purpose, agriculture.  The Commissioner makes this decision within the authority granted 
to him by the Minister for Primary Industries on behalf of the Parliament of Western Australia, and in 
theory at least, this authority is exercised in the “public interest”.   
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While that may seem to be a statement of the obvious, it is an important point.  Put another way, it 
means that the state is conserving bushland in the interests of the public but the cost of that conservation 
is being forced on you as an individual and is not being borne by the beneficiaries.  There is a point at 
which it is reasonable to expect a landowner to retain a percentage of the property in its natural state 
and that is the level at which it could be deemed to be of benefit to the good management of the farm.   
The precise level of the desired ratio of uncleared to cleared land for the purposes of good management 
is debatable but is generally accepted to be between 10% and 20%.  Beyond that level there is no 
question in my mind that the imposition of a clearing ban is wholly for the public’s benefit.   

This matter has been discussed by the Australian Labor Party and I have enclosed a copy of page 267 of 
the State Platform which contains item 45 of the Rural and Regional Affairs Policy in which the 
particular issue that you have raised is directly addressed.  

In using the term “inequitable” compensation arrangements, the policy is referring to the different 
legislative arrangements that exist for compensation in the case of clearing bans.  Land which is within 
a declared catchment area for example, is fully compensable under the Country Areas Water Supply 
Act while land which is outside a declared area and which is preserved under the Soil and Land 
Conservation Act cannot trigger compensation under that Act.  We are aware of an instance where, on 
the same farm, both Acts have applied which meant that some of the preserved bushland was 
compensable and some was not, depending on which side of the watershed the bushland was located.  
In our view that is an absurd outcome.   

In 1994 Labor attempted to standardise these two Acts in respect of the ability to compensate by 
moving an amendment to the Soil and Land Conservation Act which effectively transplanted the 
compensation section of the Country Areas Water Supply Act into the S&L C Act.   

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I had read out probably 90 per cent of a letter written in March 1999 by Hon Kim 
Chance to a constituent.  It continues - 

Our amendment in the Legislative Council was defeated by the combined votes of the Liberal and 
National Party members.   

Your letter has also raised question about both the inadequacy of the funding commitment to the 
Natural Resource Adjustment Scheme and also the commitment of the Court Government to addressing 
salinity in WA.  I can only agree with your comments.  While Labor is solidly in support of the State 
Salinity Plan, the real failure has been in its execution and in the government’s inability to match the 
vision of the plan with sufficient funds.   

From a legal perspective the state is not required to provide for compensation to you even though it has 
caused you damage.  In the Commonwealth constitution . . . the Federal Government is required to 
provide “just terms” if it removes property or a property right from . . . The state constitution contains 
no similar requirement and the only way in which compensation can be assured is by legislative 
provision.   

Thank you for drawing my attention to this important issue which has an adverse impact on many of 
WA’s farmers.  Labor has taken a close interest in the matter over a period of years and we will 
continue to press the government for a fair resolution.   

The ball is now firmly in the Minister for Agriculture’s court.  I do not wish to be unfair, but it appears that the 
minister pressed very hard for and felt strongly about a number of people who, at that time, did not seem to be 
getting a fair go.  I suggest that nothing has changed, except that the minister, and his colleagues, are now the 
Government.  I believe that time is well and truly overdue for the minister’s administration to do something 
about providing fairness on this issue. 
Hon Kim Chance:  Just two days ago, the Minister for the Environment and Heritage and I met with a delegation 
from the Western Australian Farmers Federation on this issue.  It was a constructive meeting.  I believe that we 
have moved one stage closer to where we were going.  
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I will not receive a cheque in the mail because I was not involved, but I look forward to 
a reasonable cheque being received in the mail by those who were affected.  The minister gave me his help a few 
minutes ago.  I refer to an attachment to the Australian Labor Party’s state platform of some years ago.  Section 
45 states -  

Pursue the issue of inequitable compensation arrangements for leaseholders who are denied the use of 
their land in the public interest 
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In particular Labor will address the lack of any compensation provisions in the Soil and Land 
Conservation Act   

I am aware that the minister knows very well the individual who wrote the letter to which I referred.  Land 
clearing is a topical issue.  As I said earlier, I believe that in probably 99 per cent of cases, the legislation that has 
been brought in is correct.  There are always exceptions to the rule.  It needs to be a bit more flexible and a lot 
more compassionate.   

I will now refer to a matter that is causing great concern in a number of States around Australia.  I will try to 
restrict my remarks to what is happening in Western Australia with the heritage listing of homes and land.  This 
as another example of what I have been speaking about.  In the mad rush to increase red tape and bureaucracy, 
and to centralise and interfere unnecessarily in people’s lives, we are developing a system that endangers the 
rights of the individual.  The great Australian dream is to own one’s home.  It is, undeniably, an important part of 
our culture.  It is the dream of average men and women.  All members know the saying that a man’s home is his 
castle.  I say as clearly as possible, so that there can be no misunderstanding, “Take your hands off our castles”.  
It is not the business of people to poke their noses into other people’s affairs.  Hon George Cash touched on this 
earlier.  We are very good at making new laws and regulations, but we are hopeless at getting rid of the outdated 
ones.  This leads to an ever-increasing mountain of paperwork.  It can also lead to a criminal case being 
dismissed on technical grounds, whereas the more important issue is whether people are innocent or guilty of the 
crime of which they are accused.  We seem to lose sight of that in the red tape.  The important issue, if they are 
guilty, is to get them off the streets and protect the law-abiding public.   

The public is being hoodwinked and bluffed into believing that the municipal heritage listing has legal standing, 
and is therefore binding, whereas in fact it is not.  Some councils are not following the proper processes laid 
down in the Act.  Section 45(4) of the Act reads - 

A local government shall ensure that the inventory required by this section is compiled with proper 
public consultation. 

The uproar going on right across Australia indicates that adequate and proper consultation is not taking place.  
Councils are required to draw up a municipal heritage list.  The Act makes it clear that there is no legal basis for 
the list, except that the council is required to compile it.  It becomes legally binding only when the proper 
consultation has taken place with the owners, and it becomes part of the town planning program of that council.  
The Local Government Act states quite clearly that no place can be listed for heritage - I am now talking about 
the state heritage list - unless it has the owner’s consent.  In some places, people’s castles that they have worked 
and paid for - the retirement funds that are theirs to do with as they wish - are being threatened.  Why should a 
person or a group of individuals down the street, who have not paid one cent for that home, have a say in what 
that person does with it?  It is an extreme form of abuse of the individual’s rights.   

The difficult part is that things must be reasonable, and what is reasonable is open to interpretation.  Without any 
doubt, the Observation City Hotel in Scarborough has absolutely ruined the outlook and amenity for local 
people.  I very much doubt that those people received adequate compensation.  I have been to a wedding 
reception at the hotel, and it was fine; it is a great building.  However, for the local people who were affected by 
it, it is an abomination.  I very much doubt whether those local people received adequate compensation.  There 
has been a lot of talk about a house that has been painted blue along that coastline.   

Hon Graham Giffard:  It has gone now. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  It was an interesting example.  I am not familiar with the house, but blue is my favourite 
colour. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Not that blue. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I accept that.  Let us say that it was painted purple.  I have a real hatred for purple.  
However, I maintain it is the right of the individual to chose.  He has paid for the paint, it is his house and he 
should be able to paint it whatever colour he likes.  If it is really important to the people who live in the locality, 
it should be up to them to negotiate with the owner, to say that the colour he likes really upsets them and to ask if 
they can agree on a colour that is maybe not his first choice but a second choice which they can live with more 
easily.  They might say that they will pay for the paint and the job to be done, and maybe make generous 
compensation to him for not painting his house the colour that he wants.  I would suggest that if the 
compensation were high enough, people in the locality of that house would have chosen to live with the colour 
blue.  That is really the proof of how reasonable it is.   

A number of aspects are of grave concern.  I quoted the example of farmers whose superannuation is in many 
cases dependent on the sale of an asset.  Exactly the same applies to people in suburbia.  When they get a little 
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older, very often they want to move into a smaller or more convenient residence.  I see it as direct theft when 
they are prevented from selling their asset at an appropriate price.  It is usually the block and not the house that 
has the value.  When they have a large block, they are often prevented from selling it to a developer who could 
put five, six or seven units on the block.  Those people should be able to realise the full value of the asset.  It is a 
grave invasion of an individual’s property rights to impose that sort of restriction.  The situation is quite different 
if people want to build another Observation City.   

An article in the Subiaco Post of 2 February of this year was written by George Williams who interviewed the 
chief executive officer of the Heritage Council of Western Australia.  I will not read the whole article for 
obvious reasons, but in part it reads -  

“It is an awful mess.” 

Mr Baxter said last week that heritage listing was a two-stage process.   

The first stage was that each council had to draw up a municipal inventory - but it was merely a list.   

It had no legal status and no legal implications.   

“Unfortunately, some people confuse a municipal inventory with the second stage of heritage listing - 
being included in a town planning scheme,” Mr Baxter said. 

I believe the really important factor is that the Act provides that only the home owner can apply for his or her 
home to become officially listed on the state heritage list.  I have already helped a constituent in the south west 
whose employee’s wife applied for heritage listing for an old, broken down and potentially dangerous 
homestead.  I have been in it and looked at it first hand.  I researched the subject and had discussions with the 
Heritage Council of Western Australia.  The council confirmed that only the owners could apply for the building 
to become legally heritage-listed.  The application that had been made by the employee’s wife maybe 10 years 
ago is completely null and void.  Town planning appeal No 1 of 2002 was heard by the Town Planning Appeal 
Tribunal of Western Australia on 26 March, and its decision was handed down on 2 August.  We cannot get 
more current than that.  The Town Planning Appeal Tribunal is a legal body and its decision has thrown some of 
the local councils into turmoil.  The decision states in part -  

If a precinct or building is not entered on the Register of Heritage Places under the Heritage of Western 
Australia Act 1990 (‘Heritage Act’), historical considerations should not be elevated to the prime or 
sole determinant of a development application;   

An article in The West Australian of Friday, 9 August, titled “Heritage win for owners”, refers to the same 
tribunal, of which Mr Stein is the chairman.  The article states -  

In his judgment, Mr Stein said the appeal raised the fundamental issue of the weight given to heritage 
considerations.  “The municipal inventory is a tool for the Heritage Council to find a building that may 
be appropriate for (State) registration,” he said.   

Local authorities should not use municipal inventories as planning controls and the Town Planning 
Appeals Tribunal would be reluctant to give inventories much weight.   

Clause 23 of the tribunal’s judgment states -  

There is no provision in the Heritage Act or the Town Planning and Development Act that imposes 
restrictions on a building or place with heritage qualities that fall below the standard for entry on the 
Register.  When a local authority determines that an area has local heritage significance, this cannot be 
used as a restriction on development.  

Hon John Fischer:  Is that also Mr Stein?  

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Yes, the chairman of the tribunal.  The judgment states -  

In summary, the view of the Tribunal in respect of heritage considerations is that: 

(a) If a precinct or building is not entered on the Register of Heritage Places under the Heritage of 
Western Australia Act 1990 . . . historical considerations should not be elevated to the prime or 
sole determinant of a development application;   

I do not think things could be much clearer than that.  It is difficult these days to tell whether the Minister for the 
Environment and Heritage or the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, who oversees town planning, is 
responsible, but I think they should get together and make it their duty to explain the Act in everyday language 
so that Mr and Mrs Average on the street can understand it and be assured of their rights, which are being abused 
at the moment.   
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There has been much talk about values and evaluations.  Some organisations and councils are trying to support 
their ridiculous plans by saying that values will increase.  In some cases it does.  I cite the opinion of Mr John 
Sheridan, the president of the Western Australian branch of the Australian Property Institute.  I believe he should 
be listened to and respected.  I have not met the man, but I assume that if has been elected to that position he 
must be well thought of.  All sorts of things are highlighted in this document.  It refers to an article that was 
written in the Subiaco Post and states -  

It is unfortunate that you did not seek the official position from the Australian Property Institute, which 
governs the valuation and land economy professions.   

The position of the API is simple, while the issue is not. 

There is a place for heritage listings, but they can most definitely have a negative impact on property 
values, particularly older style, run-down properties and those that have development potential.   

Similarly, there are going to be many instances where property values will remain unchanged and some 
properties, which are already developed to their highest and best use, where their values may increase.   

It states also -  

Arguably, there may be as few as 100 to 300 of these buildings in Subiaco. 

I think from memory the City of Subiaco is proposing to list about 2 800 properties on its municipal inventory.  
It has gone mad.  If we give some people a bit of power, it goes to their heads and they go crazy.  The document 
refers to this number of 2 800 and states -  

For many of the remaining 2500-odd properties, where the fair market value of a property relates 
primarily to the land alone, any building demolition restraint, or any redevelopment uncertainty, will 
immediately and permanently affect the property value.   
This loss of value can be significant where either a building, age or design obsolescence, is past its 
economic usefulness, and the cost associated with upgrading and retention cannot be economically 
justified, or where the listing prevents the realisation of inherent development potential of the 
underlying land.   

The document states also -  
In residential areas, it is generally accepted that if a house is listed as a heritage building the owner will 
bear the full cost.   

That is obviously unjust.  In Britain, if a building is heritage listed the Government makes a considerable 
contribution - over 30 per cent - to the maintenance and upkeep of that property.  We do not seem to have that 
here.   

The document states also -  
In areas such as Peppermint Grove and Mt Lawley the original settlements identified were primarily 
due to fabulous locations. 
The architecture, which followed, did the land justice. 
Over time, new homes also enhanced the localities.   
It is a slap in the face of the architectural profession to imply that new homes, modern in design, will 
either detract from the existing styles or fail to enhance them.  

I will not carry on with that  
Hon Jim Scott:  He has obviously never been to Fremantle. 
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That is a ridiculous statement about a man of that standing, but I will not waste time on 
that.   
Another study undertaken in Victoria by the firm Herron Todd White shows that following heritage listing most 
properties drop in value by an average of 20 per cent.  The study lists a range of suburbs.  It is quite a thick 
document.  The drop in value ranges from 10 per cent to 60 per cent. 
Hon Jim Scott:  What firm is that?  
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Herron Todd White.  
Hon Jim Scott:  What are they? 
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  They are valuation specialists.  Another matter that I find most disturbing, which I want 
the appropriate minister to look into, is about a friend of mine who attended a meeting on 13 May 1997 at the 
City of Stirling’s town planning and statutory purposes committee.  That committee made four recommendations 
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to the City of Stirling council and the council accepted the recommendations on 20 May 1997.  The first 
recommendation reads - 

That the City adopts a Municipal Inventory consisting of all properties . . . but excluding those 
properties where owners objected to the listing. 

The recommendation goes on to other matters but the crucial point was that an owner could object to the 
committee’s recommendation to the council.  That is not the way in which the council appears to be operating 
now. 
Another matter concerns me, which the appropriate minister needs to sort out.  Mr Ian Baxter, who was the 
director of the Heritage Council of Western Australia, advised a Mr Nick Boegl of the Town of Claremont on 8 
May last year as follows - 

. . . we have advice from the Crown Solicitor’s Office . . . 
A friend of mine sought a copy of that advice under the freedom of information legislation and was told that the 
Crown Solicitor’s Office had no such advice.  It is a very serious matter when, it is alleged, a man in Mr Baxter’s 
position writes to a local authority claiming that he has advice from the Crown Solicitor’s Office when it appears 
he did not.  I have copies of these letters with me.  My friend’s letter reads - 

Under the Freedom of Information Act I request a copy of the opinion which; 
•  empowers councilors to recommend that a home be placed on a Municipal Inventory list against 

the owner’s wishes. 

•  empowers councilors on a local government body to place a ban on demolition of a person’s 
private home because it was included against the owner’s wishes on a Municipal Inventory. 

I believe when people in official positions quote advice such as the advice from the Crown Solicitor’s Office, the 
minister responsible should examine that matter rather than ask the officers who work in his department to 
examine it, because they have a habit of sticking together.  I have probably spoken for long enough on that 
subject. 

I want to bring a number of other issues to the attention of the Government, one of which is extremely serious.  
Until relatively recently, fuel delivered to the Town of Albany went by sea to the port.  Most fuel is now 
transported by road straight down the Albany Highway.  It is inevitable with large quantities of fuel that one day 
there will be a horrific accident.  There are not many towns on the Albany Highway on the way to Albany, but 
heaven help us if it happens in a town like Kojonup, or wherever. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Mt Barker has already had a fire. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That is right, although it was not a petrol fire.  BP Pty Ltd and Shell Pty Ltd still 
transport their fuel by road from Perth.  We should do something before an accident happens because it will be 
too late to do something after it occurs.  

Through my inquiries into the reason for the application for upgraded mobile telephone receivers on Rottnest 
Island, which the minister was questioned on last night, I found that the fishing industry brought a lot of pressure 
to bear on the Government.  Many people in the fishing industry use code division multiple access telephones 
and there is virtually no reception between Rottnest Island and the north of the State.  It is interesting that a 
special deal has been done to provide better mobile coverage to towns with populations of fewer than 500 
people.  Rottnest Island certainly has fewer than 500 residents.   

The lack of ultra high frequency transmitters in the south west nearly resulted in two fatalities at sea this year.  
People from private enterprise installed the original UHF tower at Manypeaks.  The locals erected it and it has 
been in use for approximately 15 years.  Recently, a storm it blew down and it has not been replaced because of 
duty-of-care problems.  If people erect another tower, they will be responsible if an idiot climbs it and injures 
himself.  The sea rescue service used it very satisfactorily.  Now sea rescue has a UHF tower based at Chain 
Beach, which is not far away from the Manypeaks installation.  However, that tower works only out at sea; it 
does not provide communication for people living inland to contact doctors, ambulances, hospitals and that type 
of thing.  Farmers and shearers, but mainly trucking companies, erected the original tower and used channel 6.  
However, because it no longer works, no channel can be used in cases of inland emergencies.  Surely it is a state 
responsibility to make sure that basic communication is available in remote and isolated areas.  Unfortunately, 
although the mobile phone network is improving rapidly, it does not operate satisfactorily in many areas.  It does 
not even work half way up the hill leading out of Armadale on the Albany Highway.  

I will refer to speed limits.  Before the election, the Labor Party promised that its consultation processes would 
be better than the previous administration.  However, in all honesty, the public does not consider that there has 
been any improvement in consultation with the Government.  Indeed, many people who live in the country 
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believe it has deteriorated immeasurably.  As recently as yesterday I heard the Royal Automobile Club of 
Western Australia make some statements about speed limits.  Where is the RACWA based?  It is based in Perth.  
The Government must consult with country people on the speed limits in the country.  People who live in the 
suburbs are not as familiar with the problems faced by people who live in the country.   
Government members know that they have not consulted adequately on a number of subjects.  For example, I 
raised the issue of health and safety reforms with the Leader of the House.  The Government did not consult with 
the agricultural industry on that matter.  That is not proper consultation.  This was when there were working 
platforms or whatever.  In the country, the Government’s consultation was with two mining companies.  In the 
city, understandably and correctly, it consulted with large building companies that were operating in the city.  
However, it failed in that it did not consult with the agricultural industry.  As a result, it is madness.  The 
President of the Western Australian Farmers Federation said to me that when the Act was drafted previously, a 
young fellow with no experience in the country wrote most of it.  Part of it included a provision that wherever 
there was inflammable material, people must have a fire hydrant.  When it was drawn to this young fellow’s 
attention that he was not very clever - I had better not repeat the language that was used - it was pointed out that 
in most of Western Australia there is no reticulated water scheme; most places in this State provide their own 
water.  What is the point of putting in a hydrant if it is not connected to a water pipe?  What about the station 
country?  It was absolute madness, and it is a typical example of people with good intentions writing regulations 
on subjects about which they know nothing.   
The Government obviously did not consult very well with country people on one vote, one value.  In industrial 
relations, it was well and truly brought out once again that the Government did not consult with businesses in the 
country.  I could raise a great number of issues.  However, I appreciate the patience of the House in listening to 
me.  There have been very few interruptions, and I appreciate that.  I thank members for their good manners and 
their time. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Bruce Donaldson. 
 


