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Tuesday, 2 December 1986

THE PRESIDENT (Hon. Clive Griffiths)
took the Chair at 3.30 p.m., and read prayers.

LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL
Staff

THE PRESIDENT: Honourable members,
before we commence the work of the afternoon
I wish to take the opportunity of advising you
that we have with us today the newly appointed
Deputy Clerk of the Legislative Council,
Michele Cornwell. Michele has just arrived
from her previous position in the House of
Representatives. She is here to assist us in the
management and administration of the work of
the Legislative Council. I suggest that you take
an early opportunity of meeting her personally.
I trust you will find that she will be eager to
assist you in any of the inquiries or requests
that you may have. On your behalf I say to
Michele that we hope she has a long, happy,
and fruitful career with us in the Legislative
Council of Western Australia.

Honourable members: Hear, hear!

BILLS (5): ASSENT
Message from the Governor received and

read notifying assent to the following Bills-
I . Education Amendment Bill.*
2. Reserves and Land Revestment Bill

(No. 2).
3. Motor Vehicle (Third Party Insurance)

Amendment Bill.
4. Forrest Place and City Station Develop-

ment Amendment Bill.
5. Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment

Sill (No. 3).

STANDING COMMITT7EE ON
GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

Annual Reports
HON. MARK NEVILL (South-East) [3.38

p.m.]: I am directed to present the eleventh
report of the Standing Committee on Govern-
ment Agencies. The purpose of this report is to
advise the House of the number of 1985-86
annual reports by Government agencies which
have been tabled in the Parliament as at 30
November 1986.

There are 109 Government agencies within
the Standing Committee's jurisdiction which
are required to produce an annual report for

the 1985-86 financial year. As at 30 November
1986, five months after the end of the 1985-86
financial year, 50 of these Government
agencies have had their annual reports tabled
in the Parliament.

The committee has set out in appendix I the
names of those agencies for which no 1985-86
annual report has yet been tabled, and in ap-
pendix 2 the names of those Government
agencies for which a 1985-86 annual report has
been tabled.

The committee is concerned not only that
more than 50 annual reports have not as yet
been tabled, but also that there appears to have
been only limited improvement in the tabling
of annual reports since the committee last
examined this problem in 1984. The Financial
Administration and Audit Act 1985 is now in
operation. This Act will require the 1986-87
annual reports of Government agencies to be
tabled not later than 21 December 1987-see
sections 66, 68, and 93 of the Act-unless an
extension of time has been granted by the Min-
ister and reported to Parliament, under the
provision of section 70 of the Act.

If the 1983-84 and 1985-86 annual reports
are any guide, it appears doubtful whether
many Government agencies will be able to
comply with the time limits set out in the
Financial Administration and Audit Act 1985.
The committee, however, trusts that Ministers
will not grant extensions of time except where
there are compelling reasons to do so.

The committee will be writing to each of the
agencies listed in appendix I seeking an expla-
nation for the delay in the tabling of their 1985-
86 annual report and an assurance that they
will take the necessary steps to meet the time-
table set down in the Financial Administration
and Audit Act 1985 for their 1986-87 annual
report.

Mr President, I move-
That the report do lie upon the Table

and be printed.
Question put and passed.

MIDLAND SALE YARDS SALE
Tab/ed Documents: Motion

HON. NEIL OLIVER (West) [3.40 p.mi.]: I
move-

That the statutory declaration and
accompanying document tabled by me on
November 27, 1986, associated with the
Midland Saleyard sale be noted as a
further indictment of the Government's
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mishandling and impropriety associated
with the conduct of the negotiations and
sale of the Midland Salcyards.

If ever there was a need for a House of Review,
it is at this time, to consider the Legislative
Assembly Select Committee's report on the sale
of the Midland saleyards. If ever a House of
Review was needed to demonstrate its role as a
House of Review in a bicameral parliamentary
system, it is today.

The disclosures of recent days are spectacu-
lar evidence of this Government's obsession
with brick manufacturers, an obsession
spawned by a party-political desire to harm a
supporter of the Liberal Party. In itself, that
desire is perhaps understandable, if unjusti-
fiable. The desire to destroy a businessman be-
cause of his political beliefs can never be justi-
fied. To attempt to destroy that businessman
by using the resources available to the Govern-
ment, not to a political party-the Labor
Party-is a complete abuse of fair and equi-
table Government and an abuse of the Western
Australian electors who gave this Government
its mandate.

Hon. Graham Edwards: Tell that to Mr
Ellett.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: It is now left to this
House and to Hon. Graham Edwards to take
the lead in this whole dirty business. The
people of Western Australia are relying on this
House to show them that there can be a check
on Government excesses.

Hon. T. G. Butler: You must talk to different
people.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: That check is the
Legislative Council. The Midland abattoir
scandal, now widened to take in allegations of
gross impropriety on the part of at least one
Labor member of Parliament, has been head-
line news for seven months. The Government
has moved heaven and earth to make the sale
of that parcel of land appear to be proper and
above board. But few outside the Government
have been convinced, and the reason they have
not been convinced is that the evidence that
the deal was not above board-is overwhelming.

Let us consider some of the evidence, much
of which was not available before the report of
the Select Committee in another place was
tabled. It is very interesting. I have a copy of a
statutory declaration tabled last Thursday, 27
November, regarding a possible witness who
could have given evidence to the Legislative
Assembly's Select Committee but was not
called. There must be a reason for that.

A Labor member of the House of Represen-
tatives was given 100 000 shares in a company
in an attempt to have that member lobby the
State Government on behalf of the company.
Had his lobbying been successful, the value of
the shares would have increased dramatically.
In other words, if that member had talked the
Government into using taxpayers' funds to buy
a guaranteed number of bricks from the
company, the member of Parliament would
have made a considerable amount of money.
He showed the greatest impropriety in writing
to the Premier on 28 January 1986 to lobby on
behalf of the company, knowing full well that
he was a major shareholder in the company
and knowing full well that the value of those
shares depended on the success of the lobby.

I have a copy of the letter addressed to Hon.
Brian Burke, drawn to the attention of Mike
Balfe, which I seek leave to have incorporated
in Hansard.

The following material was incorporated by
leave of the House-

You were enquiring about a Mr John
Trent who sought an interview with you.

Mr John Trent is the General Manager
of Invicta Holdings and owns Manjimup
Brick Works and has options to buy
Katanning and Albany. Mr Trent's
company sought same support from the
Government for purchase of a modern
brick works to the cost of about $6.5
million.

When the original enquiry was made
what they were asking for was a guarantee
from the Government to purchase 8
million bricks per annum which would
have met the cost of their repayments.
While this was originally looked at sym-
pathetically, once it got in the hands of the
Department for Industrial Development it
was decided that the Government could
not enter into such an arrangement as such
a purchase would have to go to tender. It
was then decided that a letter of comfort
would be more appropriate. After much
dallying a letter of comfort was proposed
for about $750 000 which was considered
to be the shortfall in the asset backing for
the loan. Subsequently the company sold a
15% interest to Gralittieton which is a
German company which invented a silica
bonding agent material that will in many
cases replace concrete.
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The Department of Industrial Develop-
ment considered that Invicta had sold this
too cheap and would require a letter of
comfort to the tune of about $3 million to
cover their shortfall in asset backing.

In the circumstances I believe the
company made the right decision and I
believe the figures put forward by the
D.I. D. are neither accurate or relevant.

The company brickworks at Manjimup
is sitting on one of the best deposits of salt
free clay suitable for brick manufacture in
the whole of the State and has a continuity
of supply that Midland Brick does not en-
joy. The $6.5 million brick plant they are
proposing would produce about 25 million
bricks per year. Last year about 350
million bricks were sold in the metropoli-
tan area. The cost of production for this
new factory is substantially less than the
cost of production for Midland Brick and
there is absolutely no doubt that they will
be able to get their market share.

They are also interested in export and
when the company floats shortly, in their
prospectus they will include a letter from
Exim saying they have the right to market
clay paving bricks into S.E. Asia where
Exim believes there is a substantial de-
mand.

Being a country brickworks they are also
in a good position to meet demands for
country bricks and their operation, if it
gets off the ground, will lead to the en-
hancement of the competitive position of
both Katanning and Albany.

Mr Trent has in my mind, been stuffed
around by Government Departments for
too long and I am aware of several in-
stances where he has been told that the
assistance he required was forthcoming.

In regard for the need to call tenders,
this could easily have been done and I be-
lieve the Burke Government could have
gained considerable credibility had it said
that it would do all it can to dampen the
effect of high interest rates caused by the
Federal Government and we are going to
do this by putting a floor in the price of
bricks and we have called tenders for the
forward purchase of bricks.

My view is that Midland Brick would
not have bothered to tender and even if
they had, they would not have cut the price
whereas Invicta would certainly have done
so. Had on the other hand Midland Brick

recognised the strategy and cut the price of
bricks, I really do not see how the Govern-
ment could have lost.

There is no doubt that the Government
and the Labor Party have suffered at the
hand of Rick New of Midland Brick, for
many years and this is our opportunity to
put some real competition into the market
and I do not see how the Burke Govern-
ment could have lost if we are seen to be
bringing competition to what is now a
monopoly industry.

With the Manjimup Cannery going
down the tube, an industry in Manjimup
that would employ an additional 60-70
people would be most welcome and it
would also have enhanced our position in
Albany if it was to be seen that the Labor
Government was assisting in putting some
better production and marketing strategy
into the town.

I have sent Mr Trent to the Develop-
ment Bank in the hope that the Bank will
lend the $1 million of the required loan
and hope that with this in balance, the loan
will be forthcoming.

There is in my opinion an over-esti-
mation of the power of Rick New of Mid-
land Brick and while I do not under-esti-
mate him he is 72 and is faced with a high
cost of production and Invicta have a well
balanced Board which includes amongst its
members Mr Sandy Sanderson who has for
many years been Rick New's production
manager and is very familiar with the
strengths and weak nesses; of that company.

Mr Sanderson left Midland Brick to do
consulting work and he is very excited at
the prospect of becoming involved in a
new company which he sees as having
potential as a major brick supplier in years
to come.

Having given you the good news, let me
now look at the down side risk.

Just suppose the State Government had
the initiative and the guts to back this
scheme and it all weiut wrong, the State
Government would find itself the owner of
the most modern brick works in the State
sitting right on top of the biggest high qual-
ity clay deposit in the State. At the
envisaged rate of production at 30 million
bricks per year, the deposit would last for
200 years and further drilling will, I am
sure, establish larger reserves. That does
not seem to me to be a bad position to be
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in and if the Government wanted to sell
such an operation I am sure that Boral or
PGA and even Midland Brick, would only
be too happy to take it off the hands of the
Government.

The D.I.D. say that they are not allowed
to do anything that interferes in the mar-
ket. If this is truly in their charter then it is
clearly a bullshit organ isation and the State
Government's commitment to industrial
development all puff and wind because
whatever is done is going to interfere in the
market one way or another and if we take
this requirement too literally it is a water-
tight formula for doing nothing.

I believe you should see John Trent and
it should be in conjunction with Mr
Sanderson.

Debate Resumed
Hon. NEIL OLIVER: Does any member be-

lieve that Mr Graeme Campbell should not re-
sign?

Hon. T. G. Butler: Yes, I believe he should
not resign.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: The member for
Kalgoorlie is an absolute disgrace.

Several members interjected.

Hon. D. K. Dans: It does not matter what we
say in this place; the matter will not be resolved
here.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I remind members
that the member on his feet has the Chair's
attention, and it is my intention to ensure that
he has the opportunity of saying everything
that he wishes to say. All other members will
have an opportunity to say something if they so
desire. I do not want members, at this early
stage of what promises to be a fairly long sit-
ting, to have disagreements with the Chair.
However, I assure members that if the member
addressing the Chair, whoever he might be, is
not given ample opportunity to speak, he will
come into conflict with me immediately.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: There is not only evi-
dence of -impropriety. I have with me -another
statutory declaration from Mr John Trent, the
man who issued those shares to Mr Campbell.
One or two of the points be raised may be of
interest to members on both sides of this
House. This will not be the only statutory dec-
laration that will come forward.

Hon. Mark Nevill: Did you get one from Mr
Bogunovich?

H-on. NEIL OLIVIER: There will be a con-
siderable number of statutory declarations and
other evidence that will more than substantiate
my speech today. The statutory declaration
states--

In order to put the record straight and to
respond to the cowardly and scurrilous at-
tack on my integrity under parliamentary
privilege by Mr. Grill, the Minister for
Agriculture, I feel it is important in the
public interest to put some facts about the
Midland Abattoir sale on the record.

As I said in my declaration, read in Par-
liament last week, I believe that much of
the evidence given to the Parliamentary
committees on this issue was either false or
seriously misleading.

More specifically and most significantly,
I believe the evidence given by Mr. Grill,
Mr. Ellett and Mr. Ryan was a distortion
of the truth and could lead, given its mis-
leading nature, to incorrect conclusions. I
believe that Mr. Elicit and Mr. Ryan gave
false evidence about the closeness of their
relationship.

I would also like to put on the record
that the Government made it clear they
would not consider it helpful for me to
give evidence. While as a small business-
man trying to survive in the face of the
Government's breach of faith with my
company, I was fully aware of the
consequences if I gave truthful evidence.
The Minister for Agriculture and his staff,
especially Mr. Paul Regan, went out of
their way to hold out possible inducements
hoping, I believe, that I would not give
evidence.

Hon. Mark Nevill: Why did you not call Mr
Regan as a witness?

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: The member has
enough problems. We called Mr Regan. Mr
Regan's first question to me was, "Why am I
here?" Ke stated he did not see anything wrong
with the sale and took no part in it.

Mr Paul Regan was called before the Legis-
lative Council's Select Committee and the first-
thing he said was, "I do not know why I am
here."

Hon. Mark Nevill: You disbelieved him.
Hon. NEIL OLIVER: The statutory declar-

ation continues-
I would like to put on the record that

whereas our company's proposal for a
brickworks was subjected to the utmost
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scrutiny by the Government as a
precondition for Government support, it
appears Mr Elicit's proposal for a brick-
works was subjected to no scrutiny at all.
At that time my company also had a letter
of financial backing from a merchant bank
whereas Mr Ellett had no such backing.

I believe that the Government's conten-
tion that its support for Mr Ellett was
based on purely commercial consider-
ations is fraudulent. To my knowledge it
was preminarily a political campai gn to
damage Mr New and Midland Brick and
my company was treated as the sacrificial
lamb in their campaign.

Assurances were given to me by Mr Grill
and by other members of the Govern-
ment-including Mr Des Dans when I met
him in his office as late as September of
this year-that my proposal would be
supported. The record of the Govern-
ment's bad faith has been continuous.

Just before the State election this year
Mr Terry Burke, the Premier's brother and
Secretary to the Cabinet, called me to ask
for a donation for the party election fund. I
told him that I was unhappy at the way I
had been messed around by the Govern-
ment and wanted to know when they
would live up to their promises. Mr Burke
replied that he couldn't speak to that issue
at the same time he was trying to raise
money for the party. A few minutes later
Mr Terry Burke phoned me back and said
he would talk to his brother, the Premier,
about our brickworks proposal. I donated
$2 000 to the party funds. A few days later
I phoned Mr Terry Burke and he told me
that he had spoken to his brother and gave
me to believe Government support would
be forthcoming. In fact the Government
did not support our proposal contrary to
all their undertakings.

I refer now to the matter to which I alluded
earlier; that is, the relationship between Mr
Ellett, the purchaser, and Mr Ryan, the West-
ern Australian Development Corporation's
officer who was in charge of negotiating the
sale. At the Legislative Assembly's Select Com-
mittee, Mr Lewis asked Mr Ryan the following
question-

You may not know Mr Ellett socially,
but have you had any other commercial
dealing with him.

The answer was, "Never." Mr Ellett, when
outlining his relationship with Mr Ryan said-

Ryan I had known probably six or eight
years ago with another friend of mine. I
knew him vaguely. He was at the meeting
where they decided they wanted $450 000
for the sale.

Both men lied to the Select Committee. The
truth of the matter is that at the very time Mr
Ryan was selling a State asset to Mr Ellett for
$450 000, Mr Ryan's boat was being repaired
at a boat yard leased by Mr Ellett. Also, the
boat was being repaired by a man who used to
work for Mr Ellett when he was at Whitemans
Brick, and the bills were paid through Mr
Ellett's account before reimbursement by Mr
Ryan's insurance company. I will let members
think about that for a little while. I will be
interested to hear their interjections.

The PRESIDENT: Order! The honourable
member is not allowed to call for interjections.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: Thank you, Mr Presi-
dent. I agree with your ruling, but I was rather
surprised that there were no interjections.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I have already said
that I will not tolerate interjections, and I will
not tolerate any request for them by the mem-
ber on his feet.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: Thank you, Mr Presi-
dent.

We are expected to believe that these two
gentlemen barely knew each other, yet Mr
Ellett paid the bills for the repairs to Mr Ryan's
boat over a period of three months, from
March to June this year. Mr Ryan negotiated
the sale price of the Midland land with Mr
Ellett in March or April this year. They admit
to being members of the same yacht club-
coincidence perhaps-and the same hunt club.
Still coincidence. Mr Ryan was given a dis-
count by Mr Ellett on brick purchases when Mr
Ryan built his home. The string of coinci-
dences is getting harder to believe. Finally, Mr
Ryan's boat sank and it was not taken to a boat
builder selected from the yellow pages, but to a
boat builder who once worked for Peter
Ellett-who probably still works for Peter
Ellet-and to a boat yard rented by Peter
Ellett, with the bills paid through Mr Peter
Ellett's account.

Every member in this House knows that is
not coincidence. These two gentlemen have a
relationship that goes far beyond a nodding ac-
quaintanceship.AIndeed, there are grounds for
investigation of their evidence before both
Select Committees to ascertain whether they
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have perjured themselves. That gives this
House every reason to further investigate the
Government's dealings in the Midland abattoir
scandal.

I have one further matteu I would like to
refer to in the time available to me today-the
investigation carried out into the Invicta group
in regard to Government support. Invicta's
proposal was subjected to the most detailed
scrutiny imaginable as a precondition for
Government support. Company records were
searched; financial records were appraised; a
letter was solicited by Mr Michael Balfe of the
Department of the Premier and Cabinet; an
interdepartmental committee involving senior
officers from the South West Development
Authority, the Department of Regional Devel-
opment, and the Department of Industrial De-
velopment was formed to go over the proposal
with a fine-tooth comb; the regional impact
was evaluated, and the economic viability was
assessed.

In short, the Government did a thorough job
on the proposal and I commend it for that.
Members should contrast that with the red car-
pet treatment given to Peter Ellett. No-one
searched his company's records. If they bad,
they would have discovered that it was no more
than a worthless $2 company. No-one spoke to
the directors, and if they had they would have
found that three out of the five directors named
had nothing to do with Mr Peter Ellett. They
wanted nothing to do with him. One described
the extent of his talks with "Mr Peter Ellett in
the following way, "I met him once in a lift." It
is not a bad example of Mr Ellett's negotiating
style. No-one assessed the regional impact; no-
one sought a feasibility study; no-one sought
any real assessment of what the land was worth.
It really does astound me.

Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order! I ask Hon.

Graham Edwards to come to order and to stop
his interjections, and certainly not to carry on a
conversation with Hon. Phil Lockyer.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: No-one has considered
the interests of the rural sector. No-one
contacted any of the rural- organisadions-they-
were not aware of the proposed sale.

This whole matter is covered in the Treloar
report. Members are aware that the Treloar
committee sat before this House's Select Com-
mittee. Treloar believed that the abattoir
should be sold but that a condition of the sale
should be that it be excised from the reserve
before it was sold. That recommendation was

not adopted by this Government. A further
recommendation contained in the Treloar re-
port was that Robb Jetty should be sold.

Hon. T. G. Butler: It is operating as an abat-
toir.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: The Minister for
Agriculture based his recommendation for the
sale of the abattoir on the Treloar report.

Hon. Mark Nevill: It recommended that the
abattoir and saleyards be sold.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: It did not. It
recommended that the abattoir be excised from
the reserve and sold, and further that monitor-
ing of the computer livestock market should
continue with adequate warning being given to
the rural producers of the likelihood of the im-
pending closure of that saleyard.

Hon. Mark Nevill: Five years.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I have told Hon. Mark
Nevill that he should read the Treloar report. I
do not know how many times I have to tell him
of its findings, but I have quoted the appropri-
ate paragraph which he can find in Hansard.
Do I have to keep telling him that the Treloar
report said that there may well be justification
for the saleyards to continue and that there
may well be some justification in having the
saleyards operated by the Government because
of environmental concern? This sale, contrary
to the report of a Select Committee of this
House, contrary to the report of a Select Com-
mittee of the other House, has been bulldozed
through.

Hon. T. G. Butler interjected.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: The sale has been
bulldozed through, but the matter is not yet
over. Nobody considered that Mr Ellett was
being given a saleyard making $200 000 for
approximately $ 100 000.

Hon. T. G. Butler: Tell us the true reasons
you are saying these things.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: In short, Mr Ellett was
given an armchair ride. The Government was
prepared to let nothing stand in his way. The
Government settled that dirty sale as soon as it
could, to take off the heat. But the heat has not
been taken off. The heat will not go away. This
is just the start.

Hon. Mark Nevill: Get to the facts.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: He's gut you worried,
hasn't he?
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Hon. NEIL OLIVER: As I said in my open-
ing remarks, if there were ever a case for this
House of Review to examine evidence, it is
now. Let those people who take party lines on
this issue take the consequences.

Hon. Mark Nevill: Including you.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: This House has in its
hands the opportunity to get to the bottom of
this scandal, to find out why the Government
has trampled everyone in its path to ensure that
Mr Ellett gets his brickworks. This House has
the ability to ascertain the truth about the re-
lationship between the principal players, and
this House has the opportunity to show to the
people of Western Australia that without a
House of Review this Government would ride
roughshod over all who dared to stand in the
way of this nefarious deal.

Hon. T. G. Butler: Tell us the real facts.

The PRESIDENT: Order! Hon. T. G. Butler,
I have tolerated your constant interjections
through the entire length of this speech. I ask
you again to stop. You will have an oppor-
tunity to speak later, and I will extend to you
exactly the same protection so that your speech
will ensue uninterrupted.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: In conclusion, I refer
members to the statement made on page 7 of
the Committee's report as follows-

In the course of its inquiries not all facts
were disclosed and this failure to disclose
information causes the Committee to
suggest to the Government it provide
grounds for instituting its own judicial in-
quiry into the circumstances surrounding
the disposal of the saleyard.

In view of the statements that have been made,
could anybody trust the Government with re-
spect to its attitude to a House of Review and
to me for standing here bringing these matters
to the attention of members? It is my duty to
do it. I was the chairman of the committee.
Information came to my attention, yet
although I am a member of Parliament it is
suggested that I be denied the right to bring
forward evidence that may indicate impro-
priety, misleading evidence, and influence of
witnesses. Surely I have that right. If any mem-
ber here wishes to deny me that right, let him
endeavour to do so.

Hon. Mark Nevill: You will hang yourself.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: There is substantial
further evidence still to come in this matter,
and I will not let the matter rest.

HON. G. E. MASTERS (West-Leader of
the Opposition) [4.05 p.m.J: In seconding the
motion before the Chair, I make some com-
ments to the House in support of Hon. Neil
Oliver. He has consistently pursued this matter
as the chairman of the Select Committee re-
sponsible for the investigations on behalf of the
Legislative Council. He has persistently pur-
sued the information that has been presented
to us since the Select Committee finished its
investigations.

We now have before the House for debate a
statutory declaration that represents yet
another saga, another page in the biggest politi-
cal scandal in Australia today. I cannot over-
emphasise that. Over recent days, the issue has
been reported on the front page of the Sunday
Times, in The Australian Financial Review, and
on the front and second pages of The
Australian day after day. Nobody will be fooled
by some of the statements of the Labor Party.
Every day there are new revelations, fresh accu-
sations, and more admissions. It certainly
leaves the Labor Government reeling from alle-
gations of corruption, jobs for the boys,
cronyism, favoured treatment, and advisers
who are under grave suspicion in many cases. It
certainly appears that some of them may have
received benefits as a result of Government
positions.

We have a Minister of the Crown, Hon.
Julian Grill, the Minister responsible for this
area, whose only defence has been to abuse and
to accuse the Opposition, Hon. Neil Oliver,
and those people who dare to speak out against
the Government. The Minister and the
Government simply cannot hide from the facts
of the case as they have been presented and
proved. There is no doubt that the Minister
alone is responsible for this despicable affair.
There is no way that he can hide behind anyone
else. If the Government and the Premier of this
State, and Labor members in this House and
another place, jump to his defence, they are as
guilty as he.

There is plenty of opportunity for the
Government to challenge by legal means the
sworn statements that were presented to the
Select Committee, and the sworn statement
that was placed on the Table of this House last
week. That sworn statement by Mr Trent ac-
cuses the Minister of bad practice, and the
Minister said that that was a lie. There is
nothing to stop the Attorney General, at the
direction of the Government or of his volition,
from saying, "The Minister has said that that
statutory declaration is untrue." "it is a lie," he
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said in Press statements. If that is the case, why
on earth has somebody not legally challenged
it? Why has not the Premier or the Attorney
General taken action to say that this declar-
ation is untrue, that they challenge it? There is
a very good reason-it is true; otherwise, they
would have taken the necessary action.

Hon. Mark Nevill: It is an opinion.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: It is a sworn
statement signed and witnessed by a justice of
the peace. That sworn statement accuses the
Minister, the Government, and Government
advisers of having undertaken certain action,
yet nothing has been done by the Government.
The Government could have taken action
against MrTrent had it wanted.

We saw the farce of a whitewash report being
presented to the other place at five o'clock last
Saturday morning. Such timing represented a
deliberate move to gain the least possible no-
tice of that report, a report which was nothing
more and nothing less than a whitewash. No-
one in his right mind would believe anything
else, and the Press has not picked it up at all. It
knows what has gone on. It knows that the
report was presented to Parliament at 5.00 a.m.
or 5.30 a.m. for a very good reason-the hope
that nobody would notice it.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: The Assembly is
coming back to debate it. What's wrong with
you? You always complain that you do not get
enough time to debate reports.

H-on. G. E. MASTERS: I am very pleased
that the Government Whip has given this
House an assurance that Parliament will re-
sume on 15 or 16 December. That is very good
and useful information. We are anxious for the
Parliament to resume to discuss this matter,
and Hon. Fred McKenzie has given me his
word that that will happen. I am very pleased.

Hon. D. K. Dans: Hon. Fred McKenzie can-
not give that assurance in this House.

Several members interjected.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: If this matter be-
comes too difficult for the Government and the
Minister, they will simply do what they did 12
months ago-prorogue Parliament. If the situ-
ation gets too hot, they will not come back
because it will be too tough; they will run away
from it. Hon. D. K. Dans has suggested that
that is a strong possibility. Obviously Hon.
Fred McKenzie has not yet been informed, but
I guess he is now picking up the drift of the
matter.

The web of intrigue that has been woven
around this whole matter indicates that the
Minister for Agriculture, Hon. Julian Grill, is
the major player. It shows him to be incom-
petent-I will not use the word "dishonest"
although there is a question mark over his be-
haviour in selling public land at a giveaway
price-because it has been suggested that the
Government sold land worth something like $3
million for $450 000.

The Minister has also conducted a personal
and vindictive campaign against a businessman
who dares to stand up and say publicly that he
supports the Liberal Party. In recent days no-
tices have also been sent to many places putting
pressure on people.

The Minister's personal staff is under the di-
rection of a shadowy figure by the name of Paul
Regan who is involved in the wheeling and
dealing. There is no doubt about it; this infor-
mation is contained in the statutory declar-
ation. If members on the Government side
want to argue about it, I dare them to challenge
it or to get the Attorney General to take it to
the courts. The reports in the statutory declar-
ation suggest that witnesses due to present
themselves before the Select Committee have
been contacted, and surely that demonstrates
utter contempt for the Parliament. Interference
with witnesses in any court case would be
regarded as a very serious matter, and it is
equally dangerous for anyone to do this to
witnesses appearing before a Select Committee
of this Parliament.

Other people and corporations have been
involved in this whole affair; for example, the
Western Australian Development Corporation.
The Government has boasted of the success of
the WADC and the way it has saved public
money. However, its credibility is now
seriously in doubt through the involvement of
one of its senior officers in this affair. We know
about the Perth Technical College buildings
farce in which the WADC boasted of good
management and said that it had made $13
million-odd on that deal. We think it was a set-
up organised by the Government and that no
real profit was involved. But, having claimed
credit for that deal, the WADC then became
heavily involved in the sale of the abattoir and
the saleyards, which it sold at a very much
reduced price. That is not good management.

Extracts from the report of the Select Com-
mittee have already been quoted by Hon. Neil
Oliver, and he referred to the false submission
to the WADC in relation to a certain company
and its directors. The whole deal involving the
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abattoir and the saleyards was based on the
truth of that submission, yet the WADC did
not even check to ascertain whether it was cor-
rect. In fact, it was a false submission, and for
that reason alone the saleyards deal should
have been nullified by the Government and
further submissions called for. Under normal
circumstances, such a submission would have
gone to a court of law.

The report involved the WADC and its prop-
eity development manager, Mr Ryan, who is
alleged to be a personal friend of Mr Ellett's. I
take that information from Hon. Neil Oliver's
comments. Mr Ryan was largely responsible for
advising the Government on the sale of that
land, and he decided that the land would not be
offered for sale by tender or auction.

The saga continues and the following accu-
sation must surely be levelled at the Govern-
ment: This sale is incompetent, or a mistake, or
a deliberately calculated move to give personal
and financial advantage to certain people. It is
also a vindictive move against a businessman
who has publicly said that he supports the Lib-
eral Party. Normally, a man holding a public
position such as that held by Mr Ryan, who
behaved in this way, would have been sacked
for dereliction of duty. That has not happened.
The Government and its Minister stand firmly
behind the sale and everything which has taken
place since.

It gets worse; we have before us today the
document under discussion-a statutory dec-
laration-which ties in with the Trent affair.
We should be thoroughly alarmed when look-
ing at the statutory declaration and its con-
tents. It suggests that the WADC proposed to
take a 15 per cent interest in the proposed
Invicta brickworks. Whether or not that is true,
it seems to have been the intention in the early
part of the proceedings. Reference is made to
Mr Regan and Mr Anderson speaking to people
likely to be giving evidence to the parliamen-
tary Select Committee, and to meetings held in
the Ministet's office. I suggest that those were
attempts to influence witnesses before they ap-
peared before the Select Committee. That in
itself is a very serious matter; I do not know
that I have heard of a more serious matter since
I have been a member of this Parliament.

Several members interjected.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: There is on the Table

of this House a statutory declaration witnessed
by a justice of the peace. Government members
should challenge it if they think it is wrong. Of
course they Cannot say that its contents are not

true. In the normal course of events, people
who seek to influence and persuade witnesses
could be sent to prison for such action. That
would certainly be the case in a court of law.
We are discussing a statutory declaration which
refers to those things I have mentioned;
attempting to influence witnesses is a most
serious matter indeed.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: It has not been done
by any member of Parliament.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Members opposite
should not talk about members of Parliament! I
refer to a step furthier along the line-an article
which appeared recently in the Sunday Times
under the heading, "Gift of $25 000 to NIP".
That article referred to a Labor member of Par-
liament who should have been doing his job
and representing the people in his constituency.
What has happened?

Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Labor member

of Parliament, Graeme Campbell, accepted
$25 000 as a gift. He acted as an adviser in his
capacity as a member of Parliament and for no
other reason, and he has boasted that if the
Prime Minister approaches him on this matter,
he will tell him to mind his own business. He
accepted 100 000 shares, and although they
may not have been worth much-

Hon. Fred McKenzie: How much are they
worth?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: This is where the
whole thing falls down. The Government mem-
bers all ask how much the shares are worth.

If Mr Trent had been successful, if he had
obtained Government guarantees and got the
brickworks going, how much do members think
the shares would have been worth? About
$100 000? About $200 000? One can only
imagine. As a successful business, the value of
the shares would have appreciated; the value
would have increased.

Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Mr Campbell has got

the shares in his pocket now. That Labor mem-
ber of Parliament-

Several members interjected.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: He must resign.

There is no alternative.
Hon. Kay Hallahan: You have something in

common with him.
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I-on. G. E. MASTERS: Reference has
already been made to a letter sent by Mr
Campbell, a Labor MKR, to the Premier. The
letter was dated 28 January 1986. It reads-

My Dear Premier,
You were enquiring about a Mr John

Trent who sought an interview with you.
It goes on dealing with John Trent. I quote
from page two-

The company brickworks at Manjimup
is sitting on one of the best deposits of salt
free clay suitable for brick manufacture in
the whole of the State and has a continuity
of supply that Midland Brick does not en-
joy. The $6.5 million brick plant they are
proposing would produce about 25 million
bricks per year. Last year about 350
million bricks were sold in the metropoli-
tan area.

So it goes on. Again from page two I quote-
M rTrent has in my mind-

Several members interjected.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I can understand

members opposite being embarrassed, I am
talking about facts. One of their colleagues ac-
cepted $25 000 and tried to make it more.

Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order! I do not know how

many times I have to say this. I am a very
patient individual, but if honourable members
on the other side do not stop interjecting, I
shall be forced to take some action. The one
thing which is required in this place is that
every member be entitled to speak. Members
do not have to like what the member is saying;
they do not have to believe what he is saying;
but they do have to listen to him. in return for
that, the same privilege will be extended when
other members wish to speak.

If the honourable member addresses his
comments to the Chair and not to members on
the other side of the Chamber, I assure him
that he will receive a lot fewer interjections
from me and from them.

Hon. G. E..MASTERS: I appreciate that, Mr
President. Thank you.

I quote again from page two of Mr
Campbell's letter to the Premier. It reads-

Mr Trent has in my mind, been stuffed
around by Government departments for
too long and I am aware of several in-
stances where he has been told that the
assistance he required was forthcoming.

There are further references in the letter, but
the language is not good enough to be used in
this place. It gets worse than that. This was a
letter to the Premier, with those sorts of alle-
gations and the very seriousness of this matter,
and all those facts should be drawn to the atten-
tion of the House.

Hon. Neil Oliver made reference to the in-
volvement of the Premier's brother, Terry
Burke, obtaining funds from Mr Trent on the
understanding that Mr Trent would receive
favourable consideration.

Hon. Graham Edwards: That is not true.
Several members interjected.
Hon. G, E. MASTERS: Mr President, the

Premier's own brother rang Mr Trent and
extracted from him $2 000 on the understand-
ing-

Several members interjected.
Hon. G. E, MASTERS: The Labor Party

raises this involvement, which is another very
serious matter, and the whole thing is getting
worse and worse. Mr Butler is grinning. I bet he
wishes the whole thing would go away.

We can ask who else is involved.
Several members interjected.
I-on. G_ E_ MASTERS: If I can get back to

the statutory declaration, that is commented on
by Mr Grill, the responsible Minister, in Press
statements made in The Australian of 1
December and in The West Australian of 29
November. He made reference to the statutory
declaration as being lies and gutless abuse, with
no thread of evidence. I put it to members on
both sides of the House that there is a very easy
way to challenge that sont of statement, and
that is with the statutory declaration. I under-
stand there is further information to come.
Hon. Neil Oliver may have a further declar-
ation which is likely to be presented to Parlia-
ment very soon.

I can understand members opposite being
very worried. If I were in their position I would
not even turn up in the Parliament, I would be
so worried.

Hon. D. K. Dans: You have a vivid imagin-
ation.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I hope the Labor
Party will put forward a member to sit on the
proposed Select Committee.

Hon- Mark Nevill: Put them both forward.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: We have seen what

happens with two members.
Hon. Mark Nevill: You get the truth.
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Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: The Leader of the Oppo-

sition knows, or ought to know, that he cannot
talk about proposals which are subjects for dis-
cussion tomorrow. If he wants to talk about
what we are supposed to be talking about, I
shall be happy to listen to him.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I may have strayed a
little due to my over-enthusiasm. We are
talking about a statutory declaration which was
tabled in the House, and I was saying that
whatever happens, whether it be by way of a
motion tomorrow or by any other means, if
further evidence is brought forward, it ought to
be presented to this House before it rises. If the
Government refuses to accept those
propositions, whether by means of a Select
Committee or by some other means, that will
be a damning indictment of the Government-
if we are to refuse to allow this House in one
way or another to gather more information and
present it to the Parliament or to the public.
Every newspaper, every media outlet in
Australia is now focused on this.

Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order! I am not going to

tolerate this. Hon. P. H. Lockyer, Hon. A. A.
Lewis, if you want to conduct a meeting, leave
this Chamber. Next time I mention either of
you I will be associating my comments with a
Standing Order which will not make you ter-
ribly happy, I can assure you.

IHon. G. E. MASTERS: I was about to con-
clude my remarks by saying that the Oppo-
sition. through Hon. Neil Oliver and members
in another place, have investigated and have
revealed information of the utmost importance
and concern to the community. The Govern-
ment must put up or shut up. It has to chal-
lenge the statements Or stand condemned. We
want the Government to come clean. This
thing will not go away until we get to the bot-
tom of it.

HON. D. K. DANS (South Metropolitan-
Leader of the House) 14.28 p.m.]: I am as-
tounded at the Opposition's repeated attempts
to get this matter off the ground.

Hon. P.OG. Pendal: It is up and flying!
Hon. D. K. DANS: It has tried, and tried

unsuccessfully, since that night when it was
offered a joint Select Committee. What are we
arguing about here today? The very thing I
predicted to this House would happen if two
Select Committees were appointed has
happened. The Opposition asked for it.

I am astounded at the opening remarks of
Hon. Neil Oliver. I was rather surprised when
he reached the end of his speech without refer-
ring very much to the statutory declaration. He
started off by saying we were out to destroy a
businessman. How were we to destroy him?
I-on. Neil Oliver never explained. Were we to
destroy his reputation, or destroy him
financially?

The simple statement of Hon. Neil Oliver
seems to indicate to me all those things which
have been said before: That Mr Oliver is
nothing more than a puppet for Mr New, and
that Mr New is terrified of another brickworks.

Withdrawal of Remark
Hon. NEIL OLIVER: Mr President, the

remark that I am a puppet of Mr Ric New is in
my opinion unparliamentary and I ask that it
be withdrawn.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I ask the Leader of
the House to withdraw that remark.

Hon. D. K. DANS: I will withdraw, but I did
not say that. I said that it seemed to indicate
that he was a puppet. If he objects to that, I will
withdraw.

Debate Resumed
jResolved: That business be continued])

Hon. D. K. DANS: Those words were re-
peated by him over quite a lengthy period; that
is, that we were out to destroy a businessman.
As I said, he still has not qualified what he
meant by "destroy". One can assume only that
he meant to destroy Mr New financially be-
cause another brickworks was going to be es-
tablished in the State and they-through Mr
Oliver, the Liberal Party-did not like that. He
then went on to read a long dissertation, no
doubt prepared for him, about the repair of a
boat and seemed to say the mere fact that Mr
Ryan belonged to the East Fremantle Yacht
Club and that Mr Ellett belonged to the same
club meant that they must know one another. I
have belonged to the East Fremantle Yacht
Club for about 100 years-or it seems that
long-and I do not know either of those
gentlemen. It is not unusual to belong to a club,
particularly a sporting club or a yacht club, and
not know everyone in it. Come off it! That is
just not on.

This is a clear case of sour grapes by Mr
Trent, as I will demonstrate in a moment. I
have it all in front of me here, because Mr
Trent was one of the people who came to see
me, and when it went wrong on him he decided
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to stir the possum. Mr Trent, and all the other
people Mr Oliver has up his sleeve, could have
come forward to either of the two Select Com-
mittees, but they chose not to until the eleventh
hour.

Hon. 0. E. Masters: Do you think they
should have?

Hon. D. K. DAN 5: Let us look at a statement
made by Mr Oliver-I will come to another
little snippet in a minute-that Mr Trent said
he came to see me and that I gave him some
encouragement. Let me give the House the
facts. Facts are sticky, tricky things to deal
with, particularly if like Mr Oliver, one does
not have them.

Mr Trent wrote a letter to me dated 4
August, headed "Subject: Nominated Supplier,
Country Brick Kiln Manufacturer'. In this let-
ter, what he really wanted to do was become a
monopoly supplier of bricks to the Govern-
ment, not only in the south-west of the State
but also in the whole of the State. I received his
letter and referred it to the Building Manage-
ment Authority.

I wrote to Mr Trent on 25 August indicating
that I was prepared to see him. I will quote the
letter to the House so that members may get
this scoundrel, who invents things, out of their
minds. My letter read-

Thank you for your letter of 4 August in
regard to your company being
nominated-

And that is another word. What he wanted was
a monopoly. The letter continues-

-as a supplier of bricks for Government
Projects in the South Western Region of
Western Australia.

I will stop there. When Mr Trent came to see
me-Mr Deputy President. there is a man
writing in the gallery.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. D. J.
Wordsworth): Order! Thank you for drawing
our attention to that, Mr Dans.

Hon. D. K. DANS: That is just not on, and it
has been going on for some time.

lon . N. F. Moore: [-suppose there are no,
people in your office making notes, either.

Hon. D. K. DANS: That could happen, but
those are the rules of this House. If members
want to change them, we can examine the
Standing Orders. They are getting ready to
write Mr Oliver another speech.

Hon. G. E. Masters: I know who wrote yours,
but he did not do a very good job.

I-on. D. K. DANS: I do not have a written
speech.

When Mr Trent came to see me, it was not
only the south-west region he wanted this for;
be also mentioned the north-west, the south-
west, the east, everywhere. The letter con-
tinues-

Whilst there are certainly some positive
aspects to your proposal which offers the
Government potential savings, past experi-
ences reveal that "annual contracts" are
not favoured by the Building Management
Authority.

However, I consider it would be advan-
tageous to meet with you and a Building
Management Authority representative ...

And I had the Director of the Building Manage-
ment Authority with me. The letter con-
tinues-

... at a mutually convenient time to dis-
cuss your proposal in detail.

Could you please contact my Personal
Secretary, Mrs Vesna Lukan on 222 5000
in arranging this appointment.

Such a meeting will permit you to ex-
pand on your proposition and will give the
Building Management Authority an oppor-
tunity to explain its position in relation to
this matter.

That was the end of that until a fortnight ago,
when I received a telephone call. I could get a
statutory declaration of this, too, if members
like, from a very personal friend of mine, who
said, "My next-door neighbour would like to
come and see you." I said, "What does he want
to see me about?" He said, "He is from Invicta
Bricks and they are nearly bankrupt. He said he
desperately wants to see you." My friend's
name is Bob, and I said, "Well, Bob, I will have
to think about that because I have seen him
once. I do not want to give him any false
hopes." I did not know of any of the other
matters that had transpired. That was a fort-
night ago.

What a different kind of approach! On one
hand they want to come and see me and reopen
negotiations on the question of their brick car-
tel, and on the other hand they are running
around swearing statutory declarations. Mem-
bers must bear in mind, and I must come back
to this point all the time, that these people had
the opportunity at any time to go along to not
one Select Committee but, with the farcical
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situation we had, two Select Committees; and
it has ended exactly the way I predicted when
this matter was before the House previously.

However, it goes further than that. I anm not
concerned about what Hon. Graeme Campbell
did ; I am concerned about what happened in
this State, and about the integrity of this
Government, and the people who sit in this
House and, for that matter, in the other House.
Members must listen to this. I know it will be
wearysome. but it is all there for them to see. I
come back to the point that this man Trent and
his friends tried us on and did not succeed.
They did not give evidence to the Select Com-
mittee-they held out hope right to the bitter
end and when it did not work, what did they do
then? They started to stir the possum.

I refer to a letter to the Deputy Premier
dated 4 March 1986 from Manjimup Brick-
works, Invicta Corporation Limited, concern-
ing an application for financial assistance and
the working party's report. The letter indicates
that late in 1985 the Invicta Corporation ap-
proached the Government for financial assist-
ance to modernise its recently-acquired brick-
works at Manjimup. and that a preliminary re-
port was prepared by the Department of Indus-
trial Development and presented at a meeting
on 22 January 1986 attended by representa-
tives of the Minister for Industrial Develop-
ment, the Minister for Transport, and Regional
Development and the North West, the Depart-
ment of Industrial Development, the Depart-
ment of Regional Development and the North
West, the Department of the Premier and Cabi-
net, and the South West Development Auth-
ority. The letter further indicates that at that
meeting a working party was formed to prepare
a viability report on the project and report back
by the end of February 1986; and attached to
that completed viability report and the sum-
mary of the report were the working party's
recommendations.

I will not indicate the full contents of the
letter, but I will go on to some of it. It would
become very embarrassing for Mr Trent and
his partners.

It is no good for Hon. Neil Oliver-having
been licked in two Select Committees; first by
obstinacy and secondly by the fact that the
Legislative Assembly committee did not come
down with the kind Of report he wanted-to
come back here and try to play up the matter
again-

I refer to the letter dated 13 March which
says there is a substantial security gap which
would place a Government guarantee for the
full amount at considerable risk. The security
position of Invicta appears weak, having secur-
able assets of only $1.9 million against the loan
source of $6.2 million. That is not a bad effort.
Incredible! There are existing manufacturers
within the industry and the addition of another
competitor is not necessarily of benefit to the
State. Why would the Government support a
company whose track record is open to ques-
tion?

Hon. A. A. Lewis: Did you show Mr Gril]
that letter before he sold the abattoir?

Hon. D. K. DAN 5: I did not have anything
to do with that. It further states that the ques-
tion is raised as to whether the Government
should support a company whose directors
have been associated with two companies
which in the past 18 months have gone into
liquidation. Hon. Neil Oliver is asking us to
believe the statutory declaration, which shows
accumulated debts of $550 000. The letter says
the company has the option of obtaining the
financial assistance it needs by listing first and
then commencing operations. That would be
the normal way to go. They did not choose to
do that. It then says that it should also be noted
that although this balance sheet-from June
1985-shows issued capital in excess of $4
million the bulk of that amount, $4 019 757,
was a bonus issue of 16 million 25 cent fully-
paid shares at no charge to the shareholders.
No doubt that is what Mr Campbell received.
The directors received approximately 75 per
cent of the shares. The observation could be
made that the directors of Invicta could realise
a substantial gain if the shares are listed on the
second board of the Stock Exchange as is
proposed to occur this year. If Invicta goes pub-
lic with a Government-guaranteed loan it
would enhance the success and potential
financial gain of the directors. He goes on to
say he did not like the comments of Mr
Campbell about the Department of Industrial
Development. I could go on and on.

The Government's track record in dealing
with this matter is quite in order, up to the
final letter of the Premier. The Opposition is
asking us to believe a man who has gone into
liquidation. He was not game enough to try
himself out but wanted a Government gua ran-
tee and monopoly. To say I gave him encour-
agement is quite wrong because, in addition to
a stenographer, the director of the BMA was
present when I interviewed this person. I
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formed a fairly Poor opinion of him at that
interview. I could be wrong but that poor
opinion has manifested itself here. He tried
every trick in the book to get Government
guarantees for finance. What he would have
done with respect to getting on the board and
what their financial position really was has
already been outlined.

When all those matters were exhausted-
when he could have gone to the two com-
mittees-this paragon of virtue, this fine, up-
standing citizen, comes along and gives a statu-
tory declaration that alleges a conversation he
had in a Minister's office.

Hon. 0. E. Masters: You can challenge it if
you want to.

Hon. D. K. DANS: It will take its time.
There have been two Select Committees and
the abattoir sale has been completed. I am not
saying that is the end of the matter.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Be certain of that.

Hon. D. K. DANS: I have seen Hon. N. F.
Moore on his hobbyhorse before. He is like the
rockinghorse cavalry, galloping like hell and
getting nowhere. I have seen him in action.

Hon. Neil Oliver made great play of these
cowards in respect of parliamentary privilege.
He made a number of accusations and alle-
gations today and if he believes so passionately
in the statutory declaration he can go outside
and give the Press the benefit of what he said in
this place.

I understand both he and Mr Grill are in a
suing duel. It is becoming stupid. This matter
became a charade on the night the Opposition
refused to have a joint Select Committee. I
predicted quite accurately it would happen this
way. The crux of the matter is contained in the
first few words when Hon. Neil Oliver rose to
his feet trembling and had to do the right thing
by saying, "You are out to destroy the
businessmen." It is good to be a man among
men but how can one take him seriously? Mr
New can stand on his own two feet. He believes
in the principles of free enterprise, which
means accepting competition.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Fair competition.

Hon. D. K. DANS: There is a difference, is
there? There is fair and unfair competition.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I remind honour-
able members that when it comes to
determining who will speak and who will not
speak in this place the competition is unfair

because I anm the only person who can choose.
At this moment only the Leader of the House
can speak.

Hon. D. K. DANS: Hon. N. F. Moore re-
ferred to unfair competition. Who will be
determining that matter? Who will say what is
unfair? We have a different ball game now, and
the only person who has not realised that is Mr
New.

I refer to the author of this statutory declar-
ation. How can anyone take him seriously? He
tried everything in the book and when he did
not get his own way-

Hon. N. F. Moore: He spilt the beans.
Hon. D. K. DANS: I do not know if he spilt

the beans. Hon. Neil Oliver and Hon. Gordon
Masters have said the report of the Assembly
Select Committee is a whitewash. If that is true,
so is the report of the upper House committee.
It was always to be that way. It could not come
out any other way because in the final analysis
we are on this side of the House and the Oppo-
sition is on the other side of the House. Hon.
Neil Oliver now says, because the Assembly
Select Committee's report was a whitewash, he
wants another one. Hon. Neil Oliver is not
capable of asking sensible questions. Members
will recall how much publicity Hon. Neil Oliver
received from the upper House Select Com-
mittee. The Press got tired of going along. Then
we received this wimpish report. We have been
waiting around for that!

I am fully aware the Opposition has said the
statutory declaration can be challenged in a
court. I do not know who will challenge it, if
indeed it is to be challenged. I am saying to this
House what I said at the beginning when Hon.
Neil Oliver made great play of the fact that if
ever we needed a House of Review, it is now.

Goodness gracious me! He sounds like a
failed student from the Royal Academy of Dra-
matic Art-"if ever we need it, we need it
now." Members should think about it because
this House is not dealing with Graeme
Campbell; it is dealing with a statutory declar-
ation. Let Federal Parliament debate about
Hon. Graeme Campbell; I am su-re it will. How-
ever, members in this place should stick to the
matter before them. Hon. Neil Oliver went on
about having another statutory declaration up

hs sleeve. I hope it is better than the one he
brought along here tonight because I do not
have any faith in Mr Trent, having met him,
and I resent very strongly his allegation that
somehow or other I said I would do something
for him.
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Having some experience, I did not see Mr
Trent alone, or with a junior officer; I saw Mr
Trent with the director. In addition, although I
am not smart, I was cautious enough to send
Mr Trent a letter before I saw him telling him
what should happen. I will quote a letter to Mr
Trent from Hon. Brian Burke, the Premier.
The letter reads as follows-

Dear Sir,
I refer to your application for Govern-

ment financial assistance to establish a
new brick making facility at Manjimup.

Your approach has been carefully con-
sidered. However, I must advise that the
Government is unable to help in this in-
stance.

The security offered for the project is
substantially less that that required for a
Government loan guarantee. In addition
under our current legislation there would
be a conflict of interest in the market place
with existing manufacturers which would
not necessarily result in a net economic
benefit to the State.

Not withstanding the above you are as-
sured every consideration was given to
your proposal.

Points of Order
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Under Standing Or-

der No. 150, 1 ask that the Minister at the end
of his speech table the documents from which
he is quoting.

Hon. D. K. Dans: I have finished my speech.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I just want to ident-

ify the documents.
*The PRESIDENT: You can do that at the
end of the Minister's speech. The Minister does
not have to identify the document.

Hon. D. K. Dans: I will table the document I
quoted from; I will not table the file.

The PRESIDENT: Order! Standing Order
No. 150 relates to a file from which a Govern-
ment Minister has quoted and provides for the
contents of that file to be tabled, unless it is
confidential. The appropriate time to ask that
question is when the Minister has actually fin-
ished.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I thought, Mr Presi-
dent, that you might actually ask me which
ones.

The PRESIDENT: Well, Standing Order No.
151 requires the member to identify the docu-
ment before he sits down. Hon. Gordon Mas-
ters' request is under Standing Order No. 150

and it does not require identification of the
document. The Minister is quoting from a file,
which I take to be a ministerial file, and the
Minister will, at the appropriate time-when
the member properly asks him to, which is not
now-make some sort of a comment as to the
confidentiality of it.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: Mr President, I do
not want to disagree with you but Standing
Order No. 150 says "A document"; it does not
,mention a file. Standing Order No. I50 reads
as follows-

A document relating to public affairs
quoted from by a Minister of the Crown,
unless stated to be of a confidential nature,
or such as sho 'uld more properly be
obtained by Address, may be called for and
made a public document.

There is no mention of a file.

The PRESIDENT: In this context, on pre-
vious occasions, and in particular on the oc-
casion that the House rewrote Standing Order
No. 151, for the purpose of tabling in this
place, a "document" has been determined to be
a file. It is on that basis that I am talking about
the file.

Hon. D. K. DANS: I can clarify this matter.
This is my file; I will table that. The other
document is from another Minister's office and
contains confidential material, but I am quite
prepared to table the material I quoted. I will
make one other qualification: I quoted some
things, but I left other things out because I said
I did not want to make them public as they
concerned the individual. The member can see
them, or I will table them, whatever the mem-
ber prefers. It might be better if Hon. Gordon
Masters bas a look at them in my office.

Debate Resumed
Hon. D. K. DANS: I think I have said

enough. I could not, under any circumstances,
take seriously the statutory declaration signed
by Mr Trent. Mr Trent tried to use the Govern-
ment; he used every card in the deck and, as
members all know, he sent 100 shares along to
a Federal member of Parliament-

Hon. P. H. Lockyer: One hundred thousand!

Hon. D. K. DANS: I am sorry; but it does
not matter whether it was 100 or 100 000. The
point is, having not got what he wanted Mr
Trent turned sour. What we have seen today is
a case of sour grapes. Without wishing to deni-
grate statutory declarations, one can obtain a
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farm at any stationery shop in the metropolitan
area, and one can write what one wishes about
people and have it witnessed.

I disagree with the motion.

Point of Order

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Just to pursue that
matter of Standing Order No. 150, 1 under-
stand from the Minister that he will table those
letters from which he quoted, but he considers
other pants of his file to be of a confidential
nature. I accept that; that is the Minster's privi-
lege. But I understand that he will be tabling
those letters and documents that he quoted
from. Is that right?

Hon. D. K. DANS: On a point of expla-
nation: I said that I will now table the file
which belongs to me. However, when I had the
other file out, I did not read all of the docu-
ment because some parts are confidential, and
could be damaging to the man. I suggested to
Hon. Gordon Masters that rather than table it,
it would be far better if he came to my office
and read it. I cannot be fairer than that.

The PRESIDENT: Order! The Standing Or-
der is quite clear. If the Minister suggests that
the contents of the document are of a confiden-
tial nature, I accept his word for that and ac-
cept that he is going to table the letters to which
he has already referred. I suggest that the
Leader of the Opposition accept the invitation
to privately study the papers in the Minister's
office.

Debate Resumed

HON. MARK NEVILL (South-East) [4.58
p.m.]: Over the last week or 10 days, we have
seen an orchestrated campaign of solicited
statutory declarations and other matters to try
to draw attention away from the Select Com-
mittee report which was tabled in the Legislat-
ive Assembly last week.

This campaign has been put together to dis-
tract public interest from that report. The
recommendations of the minority report-and
there are eight of them-are innocuous and
contain nothing which could embarrass the
Government. There is no suggestion of impro-
priety and that is the reason for this trumped-
up campaign of the last week to 10 days. The
accusations in the statutory declaration are ab-
solutely baseless; they are mainly innuendo and
plain allegation. When Mr Trent does quote
someone he says, "So-and-so said something to

the effect of.."The statutory declaration con-
tains nothing that the Government need worry
about.

I wish to draw the attention of the House to
the bias of Hon. Neil Oliver, particularly as
demonstrated in his speech. He accepts the as-
surance given by Mr Trent-a man who, I
understand, is, on the verge of bankruptcy-
that he has a letter concerning his credit ar-
rangements from a merchant bank; yet during
the inquiry Hon. Neil Oliver would not accept
the fact that Mr Ellett had a letter concerning
his credit arrangements from a merchant bank.

He accepts one from a person in a precarious
financial position, but not one from another
person, whom he chooses to oppose. That bias
is also evident in most of the things Hon. Neil
Oliver does in this matter.

[Questions taken.I
Hon. MARK NEVILL: I draw members' at-

tention to just one example of Mr Oliver's bias.
It seems to me he has a totally distorted view of
reality when it comes to the Midland abattoir. I
draw the attention of members to a section of
the transcript of the Select Committee in order
to show this bias, and I refer to when the com-
mittee was taking evidence from Professor
Treloar, as follows-

MR TRELOAR: Since I have realised
that this had become controversial I have
not been reading the newspaper reports so
as not to prejudice my evidence. I take
these matters very seriously. Quite frankly,
I am not aware of exactly what has been
sold. I might appreciate someone telling
me exactly what is the subject of the in-
quiry; how much of the site.

One can see from that that Professor Treloar is
looking for the facts. To continue-

THE CHAIRMAN: The whole site has
been closed.

That is totally and absolutely incorrect; the
whole site was not closed. The abattoir was
only closed three Or four years ago. To con-
tinue-

MR TRELOAR: The saleyards?
abattoir site? The holding paddocks?

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes.

The

None of those properties, except the abattoir,
has ever been closed, and Mr Oliver knows it.
Why was he misleading Professor Treloar? He
was deliberately withholding the facts and was
unwilling to give them to him.

Hon. Neil Oliver: Read further on.
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Hon. MARK NEVILL: I will. At this point
Hon. John Caldwell interrupts and brings Hon.
Neil Oliver back to reality. I quote as follows-

HON. J. N. CALD WELL: Not the whole
lot.

THE CHAIRMAN: Pant of them.
So Mr Oliver qualified his earlier comment
which had indicated that all of the site had
been closed.

To continue-
MR TRELOAR: Certainly that pan

where the effluent disposal facilities were?
THE CHAIRMAN: Yes.

The effluent area has never been closed. In that
exchange, Mr Oliver was very misleading and
highly prejudiced. He did not give Professor
Treloar an honest picture of what was
happening. He was deliberately withholding
material facts. In my view he was deliberately
misleading the witness and deliberately trying
to obstruct the information flowing to the wit-
ness and deliberately trying to obstruct the in-
quiry so that a just conclusion could not be
reached.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I suggest to the
honourable member that it is out of order to
suggest that another member of this House is
deliberately doing something like that. You can
suggest that you think he is acting suspiciously
but you cannot accuse a member as you have.
There is a provision in our Standing Orders for
taking appropriate action against someone who
is deliberately doing something unacceptable. I
suggest you be a bit more selective in your
description of events.

Hon. MARK NEVILL: Thank you, Mr Presi-
dent. I will allege he was doing just what you
said in the second part of your statement.

Three times he answered "Yes" when he
should have answered "No." I think that re-
flects very badly on him. Mr Treloar then said
that nothing surprised him at his age. He was
obviously prejudiced by information he had
been given. He was annoyed at what the
Government had allegedly done; that is, closed
the saleyards, holding paddocks, and effluent
facilities. All this was done by the chairman,
the same man who now wants to sit on another
Select Committee.

The Leader of the Opposition (Hon. Gordon
Masters) raised the way the sale price had been
arrived at. That was the central issue to the
whole thing we had got away from. We have
been off at a tangent which is really taking us
nowhere. Hon. Gordon Masters mentioned the

sale price of $450 000. H-e failed to mention
that there was a lease on the saleyards for
another six years, which, if one can attach a
capital value to that, brings it up to somewhere
around $850 000 or $900 000. The Baillieu
Justin Seward value was $915 000. Of that
$915 000, the total demolition costs were
$689 000. What has not been said in this
Chamber is that that demolition quote was for
demolition only to ground level. It was not for
demolition of the foundations or for the nu-
merous services, including sewerage lines run-
ning the length of the site; and it was not for the
SEC transmission lines and all other below-
ground structures. It is quite probable that the
demolition of below-ground structures, if
requested by the shire, would have amounted
to much more than the quotes for the above-
ground demolition.

The GI-D-Dwyer report includes two quotes
from Taylforths, specialist demolition contrac-
tors, which are much higher than the Bailiieu
JIustin Seward quote of $689 000 for above-
ground structures. In one schedule Taylforths
quoted 3987 920 for demolition of the above-
ground structures and disposal on site. In
schedule two, for disposal off-site, they quoted
$1.28 million. Taylfonths are the demolition
specialists. The total quote for demolition in
Baillieu. Justin Seward's quote under-quoted
Taylforths, the specialists, by 3215 000 for dis-
posal on site. One could argue from that that
Baillieu Justin Seward really over-valued by at
least $200 000. I will not haggle about that, but
the demolition costs are the central issue of the
whole debate.

Other options for development of the site
listed in the Baillieu Justin Seward report in-
clude development for residential housing. It
has a negative value for housing because the
amount of money raised under subdivision
would be far less than the demolition costs. If
the proposal were to develop the site for light
industrial use and the structures were
demolished, one would end up with a loss. That
is the critical and central issue to the whole
subject.

Mr Oliver evaded these points. He should
have told us about the demolition costs in-
cluded in the Baillieu Justin Seward report.
That company is an eminent real estate
company in Western Australia.

The statutory declaration introduced into
this debate today is worthless. It includes
nothing but innuendo and baseless allegations
and nothing which this Government has to
answer. It has been signed by a man whose
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company has gone into liquidation and who
wanted a financial guarantee from the Govern-
ment, and a guarantee for a monopoly to allow
him to produce bricks. The Government
rightly turned him down. It is, therefore, as the
Leader of the Government said, a case of sour
grapes.

HON. A. A. LEW[S (Lower Central) [5.15
p.m.], I will not delay the House. I have not
heard the Government drag so many red her-
rings across this House in my life as it has
dragged across it today. The Leader of the
House gave one of his poorer orations. It was
well below his usual form and was more like
fiction than fact.

Hon. D. K. Dans: We are dealing with fic-
tion.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: He tried to damage the
credibility of the person who made that statu-
tory declaration.

Hon. T. G. Butler: In your opinion.
Hon. D. K. Bans: Mine is on the record.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I am going on the record,

too. He read from letters that obviously he and
the Premier should have lent to Mr Grill before
he sold the Midland abattoir site for a brick-
works.

Hon. D. K. Dans: Two separate issues.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Yes, but it proves that

the Government raced off and did something
in isolation. The Government has spoken
about competition in brickworks in both those
letters to Mr Trent. It then sold the Midland
abattoir, forgetting about the country brick-
works.

Hon. T. G. Butler: He wanted a monopoly.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Wait a minute. He did

not say a monopoly, he said a nomination.
That is not a monopoly. If Hon. Torn Butler
wants to debate this matter, he should wait his
turn.

The Leader of the House said that because a
bloke failed in a business, he was virtually a
crook and his word could not be believed.

Hon. Graham Edwards: Do you think the
Government should have supported him
financially?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: No, I do not. The mem-
ber should realise that this Government can
wriggle on the hook for as long as it likes. The
smell of the Midland abattoir is greater now
than when killing was taking place there. I once
lived up the hill from it and it was pretty hor-
rific. The smell of this sale is pervading all of

society because the Government is not being
frank and open about it. The Government
screams to high heaven about anyone who hap-
pens to disagree with it. I would not have said
the same things about Hon. Tom Butler before
he came to this place as I have heard Mr Grill
say about Mr New.

Hon. D. K. Dans interjected.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: That shows IHon. D. K.

Dans' mentality and how quickly he jumps on
the bandwagon.

Hon. D. K. Dans: I will be out there to see
him present his Press statement and make the
allegations.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I will be glad if the Min-
ister is there because he seems to have been
brought into this matter rather late. Is it not
wonderful what a statutory declaration can do?
It has brought out that Graeme Campbell has
100 000 free shares and, like his bottles of
whisky, will not give them back.

Hon. T. 0. Butler: So what?
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Hon. Tom Butler asks,

"So what?" Is he telling us that that is normal?
Hon. Graham Edwards: Haven't you been

involved in similar incidents?
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: No way. I think Hon.

Graham Edwards might find himself with a
writ around his ears with that sort of interjec-
tion.

Hon. Graham Edwards: Go on.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: He is not under parlia-

mentary privilege.
Hon. Graham Edwards: I challenge you to do

it.

Hon. B. L. Jones: He only asked a question.
Hon. Graham Edwards: I challenge you to do

it. You are all froth and bubbles, like your mate
who sits opposite me.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: It is obvious that some
members of the Labor Party cannot take it
because they have been caught on the hook.

Hon. D. K. Dans: You mean on the hop.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: No, I mean on the hook,

and they are wriggling and getting themselves
further onto the hook.

Hon. 0. E. Masters: People are crowded
around the corridors.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Advisers who are
listening to this debate in their offices are
wondering about what is happening and are
coming into the Chamber with more infor-
mation.
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The standover tactics of this Government are
well known.

Several members interjected.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Government is using

bully-boy tactics. An example of this Govern-
ment's standover tactics was when it told a
person that he could take a job on a certain
authority if he promised not to run against a
member of the Labor Party at the next election.
Do Government members not call that a
standover tactic?

Several members interjected.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I will give Government

members the full details later; I will not do it in
this debate.

Hon. D. K. Dans: This is one of your best
efforts.

Hon. T. G. Butler: It is a poor performance
in rhetoric.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: At least I am menti oning
a few things that may not have been noticed.

The Leader of the House tried to blacken a
person's name because he was in financial diffi-
culty. If people in financial difficulty are to
have their names blackened, the Government
will jump on the bandwagon and blacken the
names of a lot of people because many
businesses are not doing very well. Many of the
businesses could be in the area represented by
the Leader of the House.

Hon. D. K. Dans: A lot of them do not sign
statutory declarations.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Leader of the House
tried to say that because a person is in financial
difficulty the statutory declaration he signed is
no good. I will not accept that-it is not on.
Since the statutory declaration hit the deck the
Government has revealed that Mr Graeme
Campbell received some shares. The letter re-
ferred to by the Leader of the House said that
there was no need for another brickworks. If
the Government chooses to deal with Mr Trent
in that way, why did it not treat Mr Ellett in the
same way? In what better place could a brick-
works be established, than Manjimup?

Hon. T. G. Butler interjected.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: That is not what we are

talking about. The Government has revealed
that it believes there is no need for another
brickworks. It made that assessment and put it
in writing, and it has been quoted in this
House.

Hon. N. F. Moore: It has not been tabled.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The letter will be shown
to the Leader of the Opposition. The Leader of
the House handled the matter reasonably well
and I take issue with Hon. Norman Moore's
comments. I take the word of the Leader of the
House that the letter is on the file.

Hon. N. F. Moore: I have seen the tabled
documents and it is not there.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Leader of the Oppo-
sition will look at the files and he will be shown
the letter as promised by the Leader of the
House.

The bully-boy tactics of the Government
came out in the comments of the Leader of the
House when he said that it is about time that
Mr New realised that it was a different ball
game.

Hon. D. K. Dans: Who said that?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Leader of the House
said that in his speech this afternoon. I realised
his speech was not one of his better efforts. I
did not take it down as fast as the Hansard
reporter, but I did take note of it.

Hon. Mark Nevill's speech this afternoon
was up to his usual standard. He spoke more
about demolition-

Hon. T. G. Butler: Demolition of the Liberal
Party.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Not the demolition of
the Liberal Party. The Government's credi-
bility has gone out the door and has disap-
peared completely. The public have just about
woken up to the double-dealings and double
standards of this Government.

What the blazes demolition quotes have to
do with a statutory declaration, I do not know
but this Government is trying to wriggle off the
hook and every time it debates the subject it
gets itself more firmly attached by the gills. The
more that speakers from the Government side
of the House rise to take part in this debate, the
More they will be hoist with their own petard.

The Government should come clean
the public exactly what it did. So
answers from the Government during
bate have been piddling.

and
far
this

tell
the
de-

HON. GRAHAM EDWARDS (North
Metropolitan) [5.28 p.m.]: This debate is a
further example of the Opposition's attempt to
fish for information without using too much
fact. The debate has been long on rhetoric and
short on fact.

Hon. D. K. Bans: What's new?
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Bon, GRAHAM EDWARDS: The Oppo-
sition members deserve credit for the way in
which they have avoided fact throughout the
debate. It is a disgusting exercise by Opposition
members who continually berate people of the
standing of Mr Ellett.

H-on. Neil Oliver may well laugh, but he will
lose. The people in this State do not believe
that he has the credibility to sustain any per-
sonal attack on anyone in this State, let alone
Mr Ellett.

Hon. G. E. Masters: Don't believe that.

Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS: It is
interesting to note the difference between
Invicta's proposal and the proposal for the sale
of the abattoir. The proposal put forward by
Invicta to establish a brickworks at Manjimup
was well and'truly investigated. I imagine that
this Government would have been keen for a
brickworks to be established at Manjimup.

This Government has a good record of trying
to create new business enterprises in this State.
I am sure the Minister concerned would have
welcomed the proposal to establish a brick-
works in Manjimup. No doubt, it would have
created a number of jobs and would have been
of significant benefit to the infrastructure of
Manjimup.

Unfortunately, unlike the proposal put for-
ward for the abattoir, the Invicta proposal did
not stand up to scrutiny. Is Hon. Sandy Lewis
suggesting that despite the fact it did not stand
up to scrutiny, the Government should proceed
to finance Invicta-and to put at risk tax-
payers' money?

Hon. A. A. Lewis: Don't misquote me.

Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS: If the member
wants to get up at the appropriate time, he can.
It is about time he looked at the Standing Or-
ders of this House and abided by them.

Hon. G. E. Masters: Sanctimonious hum-
bug'

Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS: That would be
right com ing from. the Leader of the Oppo-!
sition!

The debate tonight is nothing more than a
disgraceful exhibition which continues to show
this House in a bad light. It is no wonder that
the standing of politicians in the State is at
such a low ebb. It was dreadful that the young
people visiting the Chamber today had to suf-
fer the dreadful debate put forward by the Op-
position.

The Opposition has deftly evaded and
avoided fact in this debate. Members of the
Opposition are long on rhetoric, long on accu-
sation and long on attempting to destroy the
credibility of peopte who have good standing in
the community. They are totally short of facts.
Anyone wanting to satisfy himself as to the
differences in the proposals should look at the
Mansard report to see the questions that were
asked and the replies that were given. Those
questions might not please the Opposition, but
they were directed towards obtaining factual
answers, It was patently obvious that the pro-
posal put by Invicta was not going to succeed.
It would have been absolutely stupid for the
Government to provide finance for someone
who was so frailly-supported financially.

I cannot understand why these statutory dec-
larations did not come forward earlier. Mr
Lewis talked about smells earlier; something
smells not too well there. The debate tonight is
a red herring, embarked upon in an attempt, as
Hon. Mark Nevill said, to detract from the re-
port that was tabled in the other House. It at-
tempts by implication to demolish the
potential for the Ellett brickworks proposal to
succeed. That is what the Opposition wants to
stop. That is the whole basis of the debate. It is
rather sad that the Opposition would put at risk
a reasonable proposit ion that has every chance
of success in an attempt to do that.

I cannot understand how the Opposition
could suggest in the House that the Govern-
ment should have supported the proposal put
forward by Invicta. I just wonder what is the
association there.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Nobody said that and it's
not true.

Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS: I oppose the
motion.

HON. TOM HELM (North) [5.33 p.m.]:
Hon. Neil Oliver informed us that we needed
to act as a House of Review. He said that if
ever a House of Review was needed, it was
now. It is rather strange that every time this
place is expected to act like a House of Review,
it is when-a Labor Government is in, office.

Two Select Committees were set up to inves-
tigate the events surrounding the sale of the
Midland abattoir and saleyards. We have had
evidence that certain people did certain things.
The Chairman of the Select Committee of this
House talked about who was responsible for
selling the complex for what he described as a
low price. Hon. Mark Nevill, however, was able
to demonstrate to the House that the price was
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not low, given all the evidence, and taking into
account the cost of the demolition works that
would need to be undertaken if the saleyards
were to be viable. The figure does not come
anywhere near the $3 million figure put for-
ward by the Opposition.

We have been asked to be a House of Re-
view, What we have to be first is a House of
respect. We need to obtain the respect of the
community. A while ago Hon. Mick Gayfer
asked why he should stir the pot because no-
body in the country had put to him any ques-
tions about the value of the complex.

Hon. E. J. Charlton: He didn't say that.
Hon. TOM HELM: He asked why he should

stir the pot. That is in Hansard and the mem-
ber can check it out if he wants. At the time he
made that comment, I had a letter from one of
my constituents saying that this place should
go. I know what the Labor Party policy is, and 1
support it. However, I do not believe that we
are doing the job we are supposed to do; that is,
reviewing legislation.

The record shows that my friend, Hon. Bob
Hetherington, strongly supports the House in
doing the job it should do, I have tried to dem-
onstrate that the House has a role to play- How-
ever, if we put up another Select Committee to
look at the circumstances Surrounding the sale
of the abattoir and it comes up with the same
findings as Mr Oliver, we will end up in the
same position. We will have to debate forever
an issue about which another place says one
thing and we say another. This place must
regain the respect it deserves from the com-
munity for the job it should do; it is not doing
it now. If this Select Committee is formed, the
answer will be quite obvious.

If we are to gain the respect of constituents
so that they acknowledge that'the job we do is a
worthwhile one and one which is in their
interests, we need to be careful about what we
do and see that we do not review the actions of
only Labor Governments. 1 oppose the motion.

HON. NEIL OLIVER (West) [5.37 p.m.]: It
was great to listen to some of the contributions
this afternoon. I remind the Leader of the
Government of a significant fact. It appears
that it will probably be necessary for me to
remind him of it twice, so I will do so at the
beginning and at the end of my remarks.

On I16 July a message was taken from this
House at the request of the Leader of the
Government in this House-who is, I think,
No. 3 in the Cabinet. The Leader of the
Government moved an amendment to a mo-

tion calling for a Select Committee to be
appointed by the Legislative Council. It was a
significant amendment because it read-

That the Assembly be invited to appoint
a like select committee with power to con-
fer with the committee appointed in terms
of this motion, and in the event that the
Assembly so appoints, the select com-
mittee of this House have power to confer
with that of the Assembly.

In other words, the Leader of the Government
moved an amendment calling for a joint House
committee.

Hon. D. K. Dans: I didn't say a joint House
committee.

Hon. NEIL OLfVER: Mr Dans, the Leader
of the Government, No. 3 in the Cabinet,
moved that amendment on 16 July 1986. How-
ever, that message stands last on the Notice
Paper of Friday 28 November, presumably the
last Notice Paper to be printed for the As-
sembly for this session. There it stands still as a
message which was not even read to the Legis-
lative Assembly. That is what the Premier, the
Leader of the Government in the other House
thinks of the motion moved and carried
uinnimously by the members of this House.
That is why there was not a joint committee.
Why is message No. 1 7, dated t16 July, still on
the Notice Paper?

Hon. D. K. Dans: That's not a joint com-
mittee proposal, M r Oliver.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: Mr Dans should not
keep dragging across those red herrings, be-
cause that is the fact. The message is still on the
Notice Paper of Friday 28 November.

The Leader of the Government in his speech
spoke to the document which was handled
quite adequately by Hon. Sandy Lewis.

He quoted from a letter in which he said that
there should be no further brickworks and that
it was not viable to have an additional brick-
works in Western Australia. That issue has
been very adequately covered by Hon. Sandy
Lewis. With regard to the comments made by
Hon. Mark Nev ill, I cannot comprehend how
he can quote out of context. I would like him to
read the whole of Mr Treloar's report. I do not
want to bring it to the House, but I will mark a
copy and send it to Hon. Mark Nevill so that he
can get the record straight. He obviously did
not have the time to read the report and his
ignorance is demonstrated in an incident in-
volving the evidence given by one witness; his
comments in that regard are sufficient to show
his incompetence and his inability to assess
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that evidence, let alone the evidence of any
other witnesses. He referred to only a small
portion of the 1 400 pages of transcript of
evidence.

Hon. Mark Nevill also referred to Mr Phil
Logan's evidence and he has messed up that
evaluation so much that even Mr Logan would
be embarrassed. I suggest that Hon. Mark
Nevill read Mr Logan's evidence on demo-
litions and valuations. Mr Nevill's proposition
of $950 000 is out of the window.

Some comments have been made about my
bias and I would like to give an example of
bias: When Mr Grill came into the Legislative
Assembly committee room to give evidence, he
sat beside his adviser, Paul Regan, who was
described by Mr Quentin Harrington, the
senior policy officer in the Department of
Premier and Cabinet, as the key person in the
Minister's department dealing with the sale of
the abattoir; he cupped his hand over his
mouth, looked at the clock, which was showing
6.30 p.m., and mumbled to his party colleague,
"Look, Dave, how long is this going to take? I
have an appointment at 7.00 p.m." That is the
sort of attitude the Minister for Agriculture
adopted towards a Select Committee of this
Parliament. Further to that, he made it quite
clear that he did not volunteer to appear before
the committee but did so by request. He
showed no enthusiasm for speaking to either
parliamentary committee. He finally spoke to
the Labor-dominated Assembly committee at
its request, but his demeanour and offhand
manner clearly gave the impression that he
considered the whole business a waste of time.

After the tabling of the report of the upper
House committee, Mr Grill criticised the com-
mittee on a point of bias and on the basis that
it did not call him to give evidence. He said
that I was determined not to allow any facts
that he or the Government might present to
interfere with my prejudgment of this matter.
He should have known that the Standing Or-
ders do not allow the Legislative Council to call
a member of the Assembly before it without the
approval of that House. As the Assembly was in
recess when the Council committee was taking-
evidence, it was not possible to obtain the ap-
proval of the Assembly for the Minister for
Agriculture or any other member to appear.

Therefore, it is entirely false to claim that I
deliberately avoided calling Mr Grill to give
evidence before the committee. One thing is
certainly true: if Mr Grill had been anxious to
give evidence, he could have taken the initiat-
ive and sought permission from the Assembly

to do so before the recess. As the Minister re-
sponsible I believe he would have had no diffi-
culty obtaining such permission. However, as
we already know, he was not a willing witness,
even before the Legislative Assembly com-
mittee.

Hon. Mark Nevill: Innuendo.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: That is not innuendo.
It is contained in the transcript and it is also
contained in the Standing Orders of this House
and the Legislative Assembly. I ask the member
not to drag that red herring across the trail.

Finally,!I repeat for the benefit of Hon. D. K.
Dans, in his capacity as Leader of the House,
that message No. 17 of 16 July 1986, referring
to a motion he moved that a Joint Committee
be set up, contained in the last Notice Paper for
the Legislative Assembly printed on 28
November 1986, remains unanswered by the
Premier and the Leader of the Government in
the Legislative Assembly, and that not one
member of the Government has been prepared
to answer the message.

Question put and a
following result-

A:
Hon. C. J. Bell
Hon. J1, N. Caldwell
Hon. E. J. Charlton
Hon. Max Evans
Hon. V. J Ferry
Hon. A. A. Lewis
Hon. P. HI. Lockyer
Hon. G. E. Masters

Ni
Hon. J. MI. Berinson
Hon. J. MI. Brown
Hon. T. 0. Butler
Hon. D. K. Dans
Hon. GrahamEdwards
Hon. John Halden
Ho.n. Kay Hallahan
Hon. Tom Helm

Aye
Hon. W. N. Stretch

division taken with the

yes 1 5
Hon. Tom McNeil
Hon. N. F. Moore
Hon. Neil Oliver
Hon. P. G. Pendal
Hon. John Williams
Hon. D. J. Wordsworth
Hon. Margaret McAleer

(Teller)

oes 15
Hon. Robert Hetheiinjton'
Hon B. L. Jones
Hon. Garry Kelly
Hon. Mark Nevill
Hon. S. MI. Piantadosi
Hon. Doug Wenn
Hon. Fred McKenzie

Pair
No

Hon. Tom Stephens

The PRESIDENT: The voting being equal, I
give my casting-vote with-the Ayes.

Question thus passed.

CREMATION AMENDMENT BILL
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-
tion by Rion. J. M. Berinson (Attorney Gen-
eral), read a first time.
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Second Reading
HON. J. M. DERINSON (North Central

Metropolitan-Attorney General) [5.52 p.m.]:
I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
As a result of the proposed enactment of a new
Cemeteries Act it has been found necessary to
make minor consequential amendments to the
Cremation Act.

The Bill proposes the addition of a definition
of a board and the redefinition of a cemetery so
that those words have a corresponding meaning
in both the Cremation Act and the new Cem-
eteries Act. In addition, the Bill removes refer-
ences to trustees of cemeteries in favour of the
new terminology of cemetery boards used in
the new Cemeteries Adt.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon. John

Williams.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION BILL
Assembly's Message

Message from the Assembly received and
read notifying that it had agreed to the amend-
ments made by the Council.

FISHERIES AMENDMENT BILL
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-
tion by Hon. i. M. Berinson (Attorney Gen-
eral), read a first time.

Second Reading
HON. J. M. DERINSON (North Central

Metropolitan-Attorney General) [5.54 p.m.]:
I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This Bill is to amend the Fisheries Act to-

change the Provision relating to the
attaching of labels to containers in which
fishermen hold rock lobsters prior to deliv-
ery or consignment for sale;
provide specific penalties for overpotting
offences in the rock lobster fishery;, and
enable the making of by-laws in respect of
reserves vested in the Minister for
Fisheries.

Increased interest was shown in the export of
live rock lobsters during the 1985-86 season,
and it is proposed that additional holding tanks
be constructed in time for the 1986-87 season
by processors wishing to expand their existing
live export capacity and by other processors

who are proposing to enter the live export trade
for the first time. Additionally, it is expected
that increased use will be made of seawater
tanks by both fishermen and processors to fa-
cilitate short-term holding requirements before
the rock lobsters are transported to a licensed
processing establishment for either packaging
for live export or other forms of processing.

One commercial fisherman has constructed a
private holding facility at Little Freshwater
anchorage. This enables him to accumulate
rock lobsters before transporting them to Perth
for sale, where he has been able to achieve up
to $8 per kilo above the usual Little Freshwater
anchorage beach price. No doubt other
fishermen would be watching this development
with considerable interest.

Fishermen have historically had the oppor-
tunity to hold rock lobsters in containers in
seawater. All currently do so on a day-to-day
basis at the Houtman Abrolhos, and in past
years it was also common practice at coastal
anchorages when daily transport was not avail-
able. Past practice has been to hold rock lob-
sters in floating crates moored in anchorages
with the rock lobsters being taken from the
crates and bagged prior to transport. Many
boats have facilities to hold rock lobsters on
board for extended periods in circulating
seawater hold ing tanks.

There is no doubt that proliferation of hold-
ing facilities along the coast will raise serious
inspection problems. It is unlikely that the
Fisheries Department could successfully op-
pose their use without strong industry support,
particularly if the use of such facilities can sig-
nificanLy add to the value of the product.

The requirements of the Fisheries Act are
complied with, provided that-

(a) the total weight of any receptacle does
not exceed 45 kilograms-Regulation
1 9A;

(b) each receptacle is labelled in accord-
ance with section 24B of the Fisheries
Act; and

(c) the rock lobsters are at all times
retained in a container so that the
fisherman responsible for consigning
them for sale may be identified for the
purpose of any prosecution, up to the
point of delivery to a licensed
processing establishment.

Section 24B of the Fisheries Act requires a per-
son-that is the fisherman-to attach or cause
to be attached a label to the container in which
rock lobsters are to be delivered or consigned
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for sale. The label must state the name and
address of the fisherman and the fishing boat
number. The problem is that the section only
requires the fisherman to attach or cause to be
attached the required label. Instances have
arisen where processors have put the rack lob-
sters in containers and attached the labels. This
defeats the intention of the section where there
are undersized or spawning rock lobsters, as the
fisherman can deny ownership.

In practical terms it is necessary to identify
those persons responsible for catching and
consigning rock lobsters for sale. The person in
charge of a rock lobster fishing boat is obliged
to ensure that no undersized or spawning rock
lobsters are retained.

Section 248, in respect of rock lobsters, is
intended to provide the mechanisms to prove
liability for any consigned rock lobsters, at the
point of inspection by fisheries officers, back to
the person who initially caught, retained and
consigned them for sale. Thus the labelling pro-
visions and the prohibition upon removing, or
similarly interfering with rock lobsters
contained in receptacles during the delivery
procedures are designed to show continuity of
evidence in determining liability back to the
fisherman concerned, right up to the point
where the rock lobsters are removed from their
containers for processing.

To overcome the problem, section 24B is to
be amended to require that the fisherman re-
sponsible for rock lobsters intended for
transport or being consigned for the purpose of
sale must attach or cause to be attached the
prescribed label to the containers before the
rock lobsters are unloaded from the boat.

I refer now to the proposal in relation to
overpotting. By way of explanation,
overpotting is the term used in the rock lobster
fishery when a fisherman sets more pots than
those to which he is entitled. For example a
licence may authorise the setting of 100 pots
and in fact 105 pots are set.

Overpotting by fishermen in the rock lobster
fishery is regarded as a serious offence by other
fishermen. The Rock Lobster Industr Advis-
ory Committee has been concerned at the low
levels of penalties for breaches in regard to this
offence.

The Minister for Fisheries has accepted a
strong recommendation from the Rock Lobster
Industry Advisory Committee to introduce a
pot reduction scheme to reduce fishing press-

ure in the rock lobster fishery. The adoption of
this recommendation may lead to an increase
in the incidence of overpotting.

In any event the present penalty of a fine not
exceeding $1 500 for a first offence is not ad-
equate when on average one pot can catch at
least 100 kilograms of rock lobsters per season.
Pots have recently attracted a goodwill sale
value of 54 000 each.

The west coast rock lobster fishery is
declared as a limited entry fishery under sec-
tion 32 of the Fisheries Act. Section 32 (7) sets
out the penalties applicable for breaches of lim-
ited entry fisheries notices. These are-

(a) for the first offence, a fine of not more
than $1 500;

(b) for any subsequent offence, a fine of
not more than $15 000;

(c) in relation to every offence, a further
penalty in respect of every kilogram of
the fish or other thing taken calculated
at the rate of 10 times the wholesale
value at the time of the offence; and

(d) for a second or subsequent offence,
every boat found to have been used or
operated in the commission of that of-
fence, and all gear and equipment
pertaining to the boat at the time of
the offence, may be ordered to be
forfeited to Her Majesty.

There is no specific penalty for overpotting.
Substantial penalties for overpotting are there-
fore included in the Bill. They are-

(a) for a first offence a fine not exceeding
$1 500 for each pot used in excess of
that authorised and reduction of the
authorised pot entitlement by the
number of excess pots used; and

(b) for a second or subsequent offence a
fine not exceeding $3 000 for each pot
used in excess of that authorised and
reduction of the pot entitlement by the
number of excess pots used.

The penalties will apply to overpotting, offences
committed under either the State or Common-
wealth Fisheries Acts.

The Rock Lobster Industr Advisory Com-
mittee fully supports the proposed penalties.
The western rock lobster fishery is recognised
as Australia's most valuable single species fish-
ery. Action taken now will help to ensure that it
remains a valuable industry to Western
Australia.

Sitting suspended from 6.0010o 7.30 p. m.
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I-on. J. M. BERINSON: The final matter
contained in the Bill relates to the making of
by-laws in respect of reserves vested in the
Minister for Fisheries. One Class "A" reserve
presently vested in the Minister is the
Houtman Abroihos. By Order in Council the
reserve was vested in 1967 in the Minister for
Fisheries and Fauna for the purpose of
"conservation of flora and fauna, tourism and
for purposes associated with the fishing indus-
try".

In 1985 the wildlife function of the then De-
partment of Fisheries and Wildlife was
transferred to the new Department of Conser-
vation and Land Management and the situ-
ation in respect of the vesting was not
immediately clear. Following consideration of
the vesting it was decided that taking into ac-
count the importance of the fishing industry,
particularly the rock lobster sector, the original
Order in Council be revoked and a new order
vesting the reserve in the Minister for Fisheries
be issued. This action was taken in 1985. The
purposes for which the reserve was vested in
the Minister have not changed-that is, conser-
vation of flora and fauna, tourism and for the
purposes associated with the fishing industry.

The matter of management of the Abroihos
has been the subject of ongoing discussions for
several years, and the decision to vest the re-
serve in the Minister for Fisheries was the first
step towards the ultimate aim of developing
management proposals for the islands. Man-
agement of the islands has been by way of ad-
ministrative actions by the Fisheries Depart-
ment which, when it was also responsible for
wildlife matters, worked quite satisfactorily. To
enable the management to continue an
interdepartmental management committee
comprising officers from the Departments of
Conservation and Land Management, Regional
Development, Mines, and Fisheries was estab-
lished.

In response to the requirements and con-
cerns of the broader community interests in the
Abrolbos the Government in January this year
agreed to the formation of the Abrolhos Islands
Consultative Committee, membership of the
committee being drawn from the following or-
ganisations-

Geraldton Mid-West Regional Develop-
ment Advisory Committee;

Geraldton Professional Fishermen's As-
sociation;

Geraldton Tourist Bureau and Pro-
motion Directorate;

Conservation Council of Western
Australia;

Department of Conservation and Land
Management;

Department of Mines;
Department of Marine and Harbours;
Fisheries Department;
Western Australian Museum; and
Department for Sport and Recreation.

The committee's terms of reference are-
to provide advice to the Minister for
Fisheries and the Minister for Conser-
vation and Land Management on the de-
velopment of draft management plans (or
the Houtman Abrolhos and associated
State waters;
to provide advice to the Minister for
Fisheries and the Minister for Conser-
vation and Land Management on matters
relating to the Abrolhos referred to it by
those Ministers; and co provide advice to
the Abroihos Islands Management Com-
mittee on matters referred to it by the
chairman of that committee.

However, this committee is an advisory body
to the Minister for Fisheries and the Minister
for Conservation and Land Management and
has no statutory powers.

As stated earlier, control has been exercised
administratively by the Fisheries Department
but without statutory backing. In order to en-
sure control and management of the islands, it
is essential that there be power to make by-
laws. Several alternatives as to how by-laws
could be made without amending the Fisheries
Act were considered. These alternatives were-

vesting the reserve in the National Parks
and Nature Conservation Authority;
appointment of a board under the Parks
and Reserves Act; and
joint vesting in the Minister for Fisheries
and the local authority.

All these alternatives were given careful con-
sideration, and in the final analysis it was de-
cided that the best course of action was to vest
the reserve in the Minister for Fisheries and
amend the Fisheries Act to enable by-laws to be
made under that Act. This decision was taken
as the alternatives would have required either
joint vesting or appointment of a board respon-
sible to the Minister for Lands.

Essentially, the matters for which by-laws-
may be made follow those contained in the
Parks and Reserves Act, with modifications
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and additions to those aspects which relate
more specifically to the use of the Abrolhos by
members of the fishing community.

In effect this Bill will give statutory authority
to the administrative controls which have been
in place for many years. It includes power to
make by-laws with respect to-

use and manner of use of land and facili-
ties; protection of flora and fauna;

right of entr, removal, and use of ve-
hicles, aircraft, and boats;

right of entry of persons and their con-
duct;

construction, use of, and removal of
buildings;

removal and disposal of rubbish and lit-
ter;

charges for services and entry;
the use of firearms; and

on the spot fines for breaches of the by-
laws;

and it has similar powers to those under the
Parks and Reserves Act.

The ecology of the Abrolhos. is unique, and
introduction of by-laws is one step towards
preserving the environment and striking a bal-
ance between competing interests of the fishing
industry, conservation, and tourism.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon.
Margaret McAleer.

MINING AMENDMENT BILL

Receipt and First Reading
Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-

tion by Hon. J. M. Berinson (Attorney Gen-
eral), read a first time.

Second Reading
HON. J. M. BERINSON (North C entral

Metropolitan-Attorney General) [7.36 p.m.]:
I move-

-.That the Bill be now- rea d -a second -time.

The Bill proposes various amendments, includ-
ing consequential amendments to both the
Mining Act 1978 and the Mining Amendment
Act 1985, that rectify minor errors and update
references to other Acts of Parliament where
appropriate. The amendments incorporate a
policy initiative whereby the Government
undertook to amend the Mining Act 1978 so as

to prevent mining in national parks and "A"'-
class nature reserves unless approval of Parlia-
ment is first obtained.

Currently the Act allows exploration to be
carried out on national parks and 'A"-class
reserves in the South-West Land Division and
the Shires of Esperance and Raven sthorpe with
the consent of the Minister for Minerals and
Energy and the Minister responsible for the re-
serve. However, a mining lease or general pur-
pose lease may be granted only with the con-
sent of both Houses of Parliament.

It is intended that this protection be ex-
tended to all national parks and "A"-class
nature reserves throughout the State. In this
way the mineral potential can be established to
enable Parliament to consider whether or not
development should take place, and if so under
what terms and conditions. Reference has also
been included that national parks and nature
reserves have the same meaning as presently
defined under the Conservation and Land
Management Act 1984.

The proposed amendments extend the defi-
nition of Crown land so that it will apply to any
Crown land leased for the use and benefit of
Aboriginal inhabitants. Under the existing pro-
visions of the Mining Act, areas of Crown land
leased for other than grazing, pastoral, or tim-
ber purposes are dealt with under the private
land provisions of the Act. Under these pro-
visions, the prior consent of the landholder is
required before a tenement can be granted.

There are a number of cases where Aborigi-
nal communities have a requirement for tenure
over small areas for residential purposes but
require larger areas around the living areas
where either pastoral or grazing leases are not
appropriate. This amendment will enable these
larger areas to be leased to the community
while preserving the existing rights of access for
exploration and mining. These leases will be
treated in the same way as existing pastoral
leases, and compensation for damage to im-
provements or loss of income as a result of
mining activity will also apply to such leases
under the .provisions currently. contained in the
Mining Act for Crown land.

Other amendments proposed relate to the in-
cidence of illegal mining operations on both
Crown lands and mining tenements which have
increased significantly throughout Western
Australia. To combat this, specific powers have
been incorporated into the BiUl for police or
authorised personnel to enforce the cessation of
suspected illegal mining activities. Penalties
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have also been provided for any breach, and in
addition the court may order the rehabilitation
of the land with the cost being borne by the
offender.

Additional operational amendments have
been incorporated into the Bill which provide
for-

the past practice of the registration of deal-
ings, in particular the surrender of mining
tenements, being effective from the date of
lodgment to be confirmned;
the validation of granted mining ten
ements and undetermined applications af
fected by this practice, otherwise these ten -
ements may be void as at the time of appli-
cation the land may not have been openi
for mining as required;
the time period for which forfeiture pro-
ceedings may be initiated in respect of ex-
penditure obligations on exploration li-
cences and leases be extended to other ten-
ements;
a specific provision to allow for the pro-
duction and inspection of records relating
to the verification of royalties and to in-
clude offences and penalties for persons
failing to supply the information required
to enable assessment of royalties; and
an anomaly to be rectified in the second
schedule of the Mining Act to allow
holders of mineral claims granted after I
January 1982-the commencement of the
Mining Act 1978-the same transition
rights as those claim holders whose titles
were granted before that date.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon. N. F.

Moore.

COAL MINE WORKERS (PENSIONS)
AMENDMENT BILL

4-
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-
tion by Hon. J. M. Berinson (Attorney Gen-
eral), read a first time.

Second Reading
HON. J. M. BERINSON (North Central

Metropolitan-Attorney General) [7.42 p.m.]:
I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The principal Act which this Bill proposes to
amend relates to the pension scheme for
coalminers in Western Australia.

The original Act was introduced in 1943 so
that coalminers who were compulsorily retired
at 60 years of age could cover themselves for
loss of earning power between 60 and 65 years,
at which time the age pension would apply. The
Act also allowed pensions for injured
coalminers and dependlants of deceased
miners.

Since 1980 several amendments to the Coal
Mine Workers (Pensions) Act have introduced
lump sum payments for new retirees. This Bill
seeks to allow the spouse of a deceased
mineworker to be eligible to receive the full
entitlement-GO per cent-of the amount the
spouse would have received upon retirement at
age 60 years regardless of the number of chil-
dren.

The Bill also seeks to provide members who
have attained more than 480 months' service
benefits for the total months worked.

For mineworkers who have an aggregate of
30 years' service, of which the last 10 years is
continuous, provision of the option of age 55
retirement is also sought.

Interpretation of the definition of
mineworker under the current Act has proved
difficult in the past, and this amendment will
help simplify the Act.

Refund of worker contributions with com-
pound interest no matter the length of service
is sought by these amendments. The existing
Act does not provide for refunds of contri-
butions to persons who resign with less than
one year's service, and allows a refund without
interest only to those with more than one year
of service unless they are retiring.

The standardisation of tribunal member ap-
pointments to three years is also sought.

I commend this Bill to the House.
HON. A. A. LEWIS (Lower Central) [7.44

p.m.]: The Opposition agrees with this Bill, and
in so doing it is important to make a few com-
ments about the way these amendments have
come forward and the way the member for Col-
lie, Mr Tom Jones, has performed over the
years in regard to the coal mine workers pen-
sion. All Ministers must have appreciated his
help.

He has, as an executive of the Collie Coal
Miners Union, shown a great interest and has
done a superb job in convincing Ministers of
both political colours of the need for changes to
this Bill. This Bill is the culmination of his
efforts. We have now sorted out all the areas
that have needed to be sorted out. Tom Jones
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was to retire before the last election, but maybe
one of the reasons he rejoined the Parliament
was to help us effect changes to this Bill. Mr
Jones, the union, and the company deserve
credit for this legislation.

This Bill will probably save the company
money, and everyone will need to know what
will happen in the future and why it should
happen. We have come to a stage where the
legislation is about as perfect as it will ever be.
The Opposition supports it.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second lime.

In Committee. etc.
Bill passed through Committee without de-

bate, reported without amendment, and the re-
port adopted.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by H-on. ..

M. Berinson (Attorney General), and passed.

PIGMENT FACTORY (AUSTRALIND)
AGREEMENT BILL

Second Reading
HON. J. M. DERINSON (North Central

Metropolitan-Attorney General) [7.49 p.m.]:
1 move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The purpose of the Bill is to ratify an agree-
ment between the Government and SCM
Chemicals Ltd which will replace the Laporte
industrial factory agreement of 1961. Before
explaining the provisions of the new agree-
ment, to be known as the pigment factory
(Australind) agreement, I will briefly outline
the events leading to its negotiation with SCM
Chemicals Ltd, hereinafter referred to as "the
company".

In 1961 the State entered into a 50-year
agreement with Laporte Industries Limited in
which the State undertook to assist Laporte in
various ways with the establishment of a ti-
tanium dioxide plant at Australind near
Bunbury. The most significant undertaking was
the State's agreement to take total responsi-
bility for the disposal of the process effluent.

Laporte initially constructed a 10 000 tonne
per annum pigment manufacturing facility,
which used the technology known as the
sulphate process. In this process the locally
mined ilmenite ore-which contains
approximately 50 per cent titanium com-
pound-is digested in concentrated suphuric

(166)

acid, Iron is present in the ore body-
approximately 50 per cent of the ilmenite-
and scrap iron is added as an essential part of
the refinement process. The end product is free
from both sulphates and iron; thus the main
constituents of the effluent are sulphuric acid
and iron, diluted in a large quantity of process
water and cooling water. To give an indication
of the load and quantity of effluent the State
has to dispose of, there is approximately four
tonnes of waste acid and one tonne of waste
iron for each tonne of pigment produced,
diluted in about 60 tonnes of water. The fac-
tory currently produces about 100 tonnes of
pigment per day.

When the plant was commissioned in 1964,
the State discharged the effluent into the surf
zone of the Indian Ocean on the Western mar-
gin of the Leschenault Peninsula. The discharge
caused staining of the beach sands on the pen-
insula and severe discolouration of the ocean.
This discharge method was considered
environmentally unacceptable and was
terminated in 1968. Since that time the effluent
has been discharged into depressions in the
sand dunes of the Leschenault Peninsula where
the calcareous sands have the ability to neutral-
ise the acid and immobilise the iron.

Laporte upgraded the plant in 1969 to an
annual production capacity of 17 500 ton nes of
titanium dioxide pigment, and to its present
capacity of 36 000 tonnes per annumn in 197$.
The 1961 Laporte industrial factory agreement
was amended in 1975 to allow the company to
vary the nature of its effluent, and in 1982 to
facilitate the purchase of more land for effluent
disposal.

In respect of the State's responsibility for ef-
fluent disposal, it has long been recognised that
discharge on the Leschenault Peninsula was un-
acceptable as a long-term solution, the area for
disposal being inadequate for absorption of the
effluent for the life of the agreement, and be-
cause of the exclusion of other land uses on the
peninsula caused by the disposal facilities.

Investigations to find an alternative disposal
system commenced as early: as 1970 under the-
direction and supervision of the Laporte Efflu-
ent.Disposal Committee. A large range of dis-
posal options was considered, including ocean
disposal by barging and submarine pipeline
discharge, chemical treatment, and alternative
land disposal options. However, until 1983
none of the options studied appeared to have
mbre favourable environmental consequences
than dune disposal.
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The breakthrough came in 1984 when the
Australind Factory was purchased by SCM
Chemicals Ltd, a subsidiary of the USA SCM
Corporation. SCM had access to the
environmentally-preferred chloride technology
which reacts a higher purity ore with chlorine.
SCM immediately commenced a feasibility
study to convert the plant process at Australind
to the chtoride technology to completely re-
place the installed capacity of the sulphate
plant.

While the company's study was in progress,
the Government engaged a consultant to pre-
pare the first stage of an environmental review
and management programme-ERMP-on
the sulphate disposal problem. This stage I
ERMP made an evaluation of the sulphate ef-
fluent disposal options and made
recommendations for a preferred long-term
strategy. The document, which was made avail-
able for public review and comment in January
1985, identified the chloride technology
changeover option as an attractive alternative
for resolution of the disposal problem.

The results of SCM's feasibility study, which
was completed towards the end of 1985.
indicated that changing the plant technology
was not commercially viable. Although it had
some benefits for the company, it could not be
justified without assistance from the State
Government.

The Depanrnent of Resources Development
made a detailed study of the company's pro-
posals and also the expected cost to the State
should it have to continue its obligations for
sulphate effluent disposal for the term of the
1961 agreement. At this point the Minister for
Minerals and Energy has commended the
company's positive and helpful approach in
this matter. Its openness in supplying detailed
data to support the company's position enabled
the Minister to fully evaluate the benefits of the
project.

Based on the estimated cost to the State for
sulphate effluent disposal until the year 2011,
the State has offered SCM the sum of $8.5
million in consideration of the company agree-
ing to cancel the 1961. agreement and to release
the State from its obligations for effluent dis-
posal.

Before describing more fully the content of
the agreement now before the House. which
will replace the 1961 agreement, 1 will briefly
describe the chloride project and its
consequences. The chloride plant produces the
same end product as the sulphate plant via a

completely different chemical route. The
company will install a similar capacity plant
initially, but it has the ability to expand pro-
duction up to 51 000 tonnes a year without a
requirement beyond December 1989 for the
discharge of effluent on the Leschenault Penin-
sula. Discharge of effluent on the peninsula had
been found by the Environmental Protection
Authority to be environmentally unacceptable.

Whereas the sulphate process uses ilmenite
feedstock containing about 50 per cent ti-
tanium, the chloride process uses rutile or syn-
thetic rutile-upgraded ilmenite-with a ti-
tanium content ranging from 93 per to 98 per
cent. Reaction of this ore with chlorine
produces titaniumn tetrachloride, which after
purification is burnt with oxygen at a high tem-
perature to produce the base pigment. The base
pigment undergoes various end treatments, de-
pendent upon eventual use, and this pant of the
manufacture is common to both sulphate and
chloride processes.

Chlorine will be required at the site and the
company proposes to install a dedicated 12 000
tonne per annumn capacity chlor-alkali plant.
Oxygen is also required, and a dedicated air
separation plant is planned, having a capacity
of about 120 tonnes of oxygen per day. The
chloride process significantly reduces the 21
stages of the sulphate system to a maximum of
eight under the chloride route. The liquid efflu-
ent will be a neutral brine, and the disposal
pipeline to the peninsula wilt not be required.

With regard to atmospheric emissions, the
sulphur-bearing gases will be greatly reduced
when the sulphate process is eliminated.
Emissions from the chloride plant are vented
through one chimney only, after Passing
through a cleaning Process to remove traces of
chlorides and chlorine. Gases released would
consist of carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide
and nitrogen. Atmospheric emissions must
comply with relevant National Health and
Medical Research Council of Australia
guidelines.

Hon. Mark Nevill: Is all this detail necess-
ary?

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. D. J.
Wordsworth): Order!

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: It is for Hon. Mark
Nevill's benefit, so I expect him to pay close
attention to it.

There would also be gaseous emissions from
the chior-alkali plant and the air separation
plant. After cleaning, the gases from the chlor-
alkali plant would contain between one and
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five pants per million of chlorine, which is less
than five per cent of the emission limit
recommended by the NHMRC. Gaseous
emissions from the air separation plant would
consist of those components of the atmosphere
remaining after the removal of oxygen and ni-
trogen.

One of the major benefits of the new plant
will be the cessation of effluent disposal on the
Lesehenault Peninsula, the removal of the pipe-
line across the inlet and the removal of the
pipeline support structure if not required for
alternative uses. Although the sulphate plant is
not scheduled for closure until December 1989,
rehabilitation of the peninsula has already
commenced and will be implemented progress-
ively, consistent with land use planning, dis-
posal requirements, and available funds. The
State will bear the cost of the rehabilitation and
removal of the disposal pipeline and support
structure.

The company has produced an environmen-
tal review and management programme being
stage 11 of the environmental studies requested
by the Government in January 1985. The
ERMP was approved for public release by the
Environmental Protection Authority on 17
November 1986.

The company's ERMP fully describes the
project, its likely impact on the environment,
and the manner in 'which the plant will be
managed to safeguard the work force, the
neighbouring community, arid other aspects of
the environment. As already mentioned, a
major environmental plus for the project will
be the cessation of peninsula degradation from
sulphate effluent disposal.

Although Parliament is being asked to ratify
the new agreement this session, this in no way
prejudices the normal environmental assess-
ment procedures. The Government makes it
quite clear that final environmental conditions
will be addressed prior to final approval being
granted regardless of the ratification of the
agreement by Parliament. The company is
obliged to address all recommendations made
by the EPA in its ass essment report on the
compny's ERMP. Provisions relating to the
company's acceptance of any condition which
may be recommended in the EPA assessment
report are outlined in the proposal's clause 7.

if the company is reasonably unable to ac-
cept the EPA's determination of the ERMP,
the sulphate plant will continue in operation
with the State continuing to dispose of the ef-
fluent.

The main reasons for executing the agree-
ment and seeking ratification this session is to
bring about the determination of the 1961
agreement and to express the Government's
support for the company's project in order that
it can proceed with confidence along the lines
of the agreement.

1 will now sum marise the clauses contained
in the pigment factory (Au stralind) agreement.

Clause I contains definitions of specific
words and expressions used in the agreement.
Clause 2 outlines the intended interpretation or
effect of specific references in the agreement.
Clause 3 contains the State's obligation to in-
troduce the agreement to Parliament for ratifi-
cation, Clause 4 details the criteria to be
fulfilled before the agreement can become
operational. If the criteria are not met by 31
December 1986, the agreement shall determine
unless the pantics agree otherwise.

Termination of the Laporte industrial fac-
tory agreement 1961 is provided for in clause
5.

Subclause (1) of clause 6 provides for the
company to continue to use the sulphate pro-
cess at the factory until 31 December 1989.
Clause 6 (2) (a) provides for the State to con-
tinue to be responsible for disposal of sulphate
effluent until the end of the decommissioning
period, which will occur 90 days after 31
December 1989. Clause 6 (2) (b) provides for
the State to patrol at the company's expense the
effluent pipeline across the Leschenault Estu-
ary. Clause 6 (2) (c) obliges the company to
maintain the effluent disposal pipeline. Clause
6 (2) (d) places an obligation on the company to
provide, operate, and maintain all equipment
necessary for the efficient discharge of sulphate
effluent through the pipeline. Clause 6 (2) (e)
provides for tife company to make an annual
contribution to the cost of disposal of the
sulphate effluent. Clause 6 (3) (a) requires the
company to flush the pipeline with clean water
before the end of the decommissioning period
of the sulphate plant.

Clause 6(3)(b) places full responsibility on
the company for disposal of effluent and waste
generated subsequent to 31 December 1989.

Clause 7(1) requires the company to submit
within 60 days of its acceptance of any con-
ditions in the EPA report, detailed proposals
for the new plant on the Australind works site.
Designed production capacity of the new plant
is to be not less than the current capacity of the
sulphate plant.
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Flexibility in the manner of submitting pro-
posals is provided for in subclause (2) of clause
7. Proposals may provide for the use of existing
facilities, as outlined in subelause (3) of clause
7.

When submitting its proposals the company
must provide satisfactory evidence of the value
of the new works, the availability of finance,'and an indication of the company's willingness
to undertake the works detailed in the pro-
posals. These requirements are outlined in
subclause (4) of clause 7.

Requirements for consideration and im-
plementation of proposals similar to those
contained in other agreements ratified by the
Parliament are set dawn in subclauses (1) to (8)
of clause 8. In the event that all proposals are
not approved and the agreement is determined
as provided for in subclause (6), the company
will be able to continue to operalte the sulphate
plant according to the provisions of clause 6,
which will remain in full force and effect. If the
proposal's approval date is later than 30 June
1987, then the changeover date from the
sulphate to the chloride process will be deferred
from 31 December 1989 by an equal period as
outlined in subclause (8).

If during the continuance of the agreement
the company desires to significantly modify,
expand, or vary its activities beyond those
specified in any approved proposals, then it is
required by the provisions of clause 9 to submit
for approval additional proposals in respect
thereof.

Under clause 10 the company is required to
report to the Minister in regard to measures it
has taken, is taking, or proposes to take for
protection of the environment. The company
must also liaise and cooperate with the Minis-
ter on additional reasonable environmental
monitoring, protection, and management re-
quirements arising from its operations.

Requirements for use of local labour and
professional services are included in clause 11.

The financial contribution by the State for
release from the effluent disposal obligation is
detailed in clause 12. Subclause (1) outlines the
method of payment of the sum of $8.5 million
to the company. Payment of each instalment is
subject to the constraints detailed in subclause
(2)(a) and (b).

Clause 13 makes the provisions of the agree-
ment not applicable to any portion of the works
site disposed of by the company.

Clause 14(1) requires the State and the
company to reach agreement on water require-
ments. Subclause (2) establishes the authority
for obtaining the agreed quantities of water.

Clause 15 deals with electricity requ ire-
ments. Subclauses (1) and (2) appertain to
supply by the State Energy Commission.
Subclause (3) addresses the supply of power
generated by the company to third parties on
the works site.

During the continuance of the agreement, the
company has an obligation detailed in clause
16 to investigate the feasibility of converting
the existing sulphate plant to the processing of
raw materials.

The road haulage provisions addressed in
clause 17 are a reflection of similar provisions
contained in the Laporte industrial factory
agreement, which is being determined by this
agreement.

Clause 18 ensures that the zoning of the
works site and the surrounding area delineated
and bordered on plan "A" remains
appropriately zoned so that the carrying on of
the project covered by the agreement is
not prejudiced.

(See paper No. S 77)

Hon. J. M. Berinson: The Company's work
site is situated in the centre of the bor-
dered area with the Bunbury golf cours 'e to its
south, undeveloped ILDA land to its north,
and farming land on the flood plain of the Col-
lie River to its cast.

Clause 19 contains the usual provisions deal-
ing with assigning, mortgaging, charging, sub-
letting, or disposing by the company of the
project covered by the agreement.

Clause 20 establishes the terms and con-
ditions under which the agreement may be
varied from time to time for the purpose of
more efficiently or satisfactorily implementing
or facilitating any of the objects thereof.

The force majeure provisions contained in
clause 21 are the usual provisions of this nature
included in agreements ratified hy Parliament.

Clause 22 enables the Minister to extend at
the request of the company any period referred
to in the agreement. This standard provision
provides flexibility to make adjustments to
time periods that become necessary due to
unfo rseeable circumstances.

Clause 23 outlines the circumstances under
which the agreement may be determined.
Members of the House will note that if any of
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the events oulined in subclause (1) cause a no-
tice of determination to be issued by the Minis-
ter, the agreement will determine except for
clauses 6 and 24 which will remain in full force
and effect. Under this arrangement the
company, if not in liquidation, will be able to
continue with the operation of the sulphate
plant.

Clause 24 establishes the liability of both the
company and the State upon cessation or deter-
mination of the agreement, and ensures that
the company pays forthwith any moneys owed
to the State.

Clause 25 makes it clear that the company is
not exempted from complying with the pro-
visions of environmental protection legislation
of the State.

Clause 26 mirrors a similar provision in the
Laporte industrial factory agreement for the
company to seek all necessary Commonwealth
licences and consents. Subclause (2) provides
for the State to assist in this regard should the
company encounter any difficulty.

Clause 27 enables the company or the State
to engage contractors to carry out ponions of
obligatory operations under the agreement.

Clause 28 nominates the Commercial Arbi-
tration Act 1985 as the vehicle for settling dis-
putes.

Subclause (1) of clause 29 requires the
company to keep the State informed on prog-
ress towards achieving completion of the
chloride plant by the changeover date.

Clause 29 (2) requires operation of the
chloride plant in accordance with best business
judgment after the changeover date. The
company is required under the terms of
subclause (3) of clause 29 to advise and consult
with the Minister should it contemplate cess-
ation of production of titanium dioxide follow-
ing the changeover date.

Clause 30 fixes the means by which either
party shall communicate with the other in re-
gard to the provisions of the agreement.

Clause 31 provides that the agreement will
expire on 31 December 2011. z

Clause 32 makes it clear that the agreement
is to be interpreted in accordance with Western
Australian law.

I believe the new agreement will satisfac-
torily achieve its objectives of relieving the
State of its effluent obligations following shut-
down of the sulphate plant and enable the
company to construct and operate its plant in
an environmentally acceptable manner.

I commend the Bill to the House.
HION. V. J. FERRY (South-West)

[8.07 p.m.]: The Opposition welcomes the Bill
and gives it its support. I thank the Govern-
ment for providing us with a detailed second
reading speech.

The history of this operation at Austraiind,
just north of Bunbury, is such that it deserves
to be properly recorded in the debates of
Hansard, and that is in keeping with the
recording of debates on this project since they
first began in 1961. Debate on amendments to
the original Laporte agreement of 1975 are also
recorded. This is important because people
need a ready reference to the detail of the
agreement drawn up between SCM Chemicals
and the Government.

I refer members now to a debate in 1961
recorded on page 1987, volume 3, of the 1961
Hansard when the Laporte Industrial Factory
Agreement Bill was before the Parliament, and
I will quote from part of the contribution by
Mr John Tonkin, the then member for Melville
and Deputy Leader of the Opposition. I quote
his words to remind the House that this indus-
try has been supported from the start by both
sides of the Parliament-

Frankly, I am prepared to admit that the
Government has made a real achievement
in the establishment of this industry, at
this point of time. After having gone into
the matter very closely in London, I be-
lieved that it was not likely the industry

- would be established in Western Australia
under four to five years. However, having
regard to the fact that the company
intimated it was not abandoning the pro-
ject completely, but was only deferring it
for the time being, I felt justified in believ-
ing that sooner or later Laporte would be
established in Western Australia.

I listened carefully to the recital of
events by the Minister for Industrial De-
velopment, and I could follow very closely
what took place in London, calling upon
my own experience with this company. I
can appreciate that it was a very difficult
matter on which to arrive at final agree-
ment; so I do not hesitate to give the
Government full marks on getting the in-
dustry at this time.

I refer now to an earlier part of the same de-
bate, specifically to the debate of 19 October
recorded on page 1849 of volume 2 of the 1961
Hansard. I am quoting from the then Minister
for Industrial Development, Mr Court, the
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member for Nedlands and the Minister to
whom Mr John Tonkin was referring in my
previous quotation. lHe said-

It is interesting to note that we were able
to demonstrate to The company that the
building costs in Western Australia, as
compared with the rest of Australia, were
more favourable so far as factory type con-
structions were concerned; and that they
were not as unfavourable, as compared
with United Kingdom costs, as was at first
thought. There is a tremendous disparity
between the costs of building a factory in
Australia as compared with the U.K.; but,
fortunately for us, the disparity is not as
great between Western Australia and the
U.K. as it is between Eastern Australia and
the U.K.

He went on to say this information was
invaluable in other negotiations and was the
foundation for other representations outside
the Laporte negotiations. The quote goes on as
follows-

The Government was attracted to the
Laporte chemical group because it has a
good reputation in its section of industry;
and, what is more important, it has an ex-
cellent record of vigorous expansion and
diversity in the chemical field. This has
been made even more apparent since the
signing of the agreement, because of the
expansion activities of the Laporte group,
which is a group that is held in high repute
in the chemical world.

The chemical industry is important to
us. Primarily, it will be one of the most
important mediums for processing and
marketing some of our natural resources.

This industry is based on one of the natural
resources of the area. For that reason I am
particularly pleased to see this Bill. There has
been tremendous development of the south-
west of the State for many years based on the
natural resources of the area.

One of the disappointing traits of this
Government is that it has based a lot of its
hype and hopes for the people there on fig-
ments of imagination rather than hard facts as
far as the development of industry goes. I am
delighted the Government is joining in this ex-
ercise to further the interests of this company
which is now known as SCM Chemicals Lim-
ited.

One can shuffle the cards in many industries,
but the hard, cold facts are that products like
alumina which is based on bauxite, and

woodchipping, which is based on forestry, are
natural resources of the area, and the employ-
ment opportunities and wealth flowing from
these exercises are well-placed. This Govern-
ment has endeavoured to put in other oper-
ations which are not so well-placed, and it has
had mixed results. That disappoints me, but I
hope the Government will keep trying because
I support the reasonable moves it is making.
There are areas in the south-west which have
not fired as well as the Government would like,
and it has to admit that and the fact that the
unemployment figures are 651 greater today
than they were 12 months ago, according to the
official Commonwealth statistics. That shows
the importance of natural resources. Those fig-
ures cannot be denied; they are official.

I congratulate SCM Chemicals on its exper-
tise and foresight in changing its method of
production from a sulphide to a chloride plant.
This will be a gradual process and, as indicated
in the Minister's second reading speech, the
terms of the agreement are that the company
will continue sulphide production while
chloride production is established
concurrently. Ultimately it is hoped the
sulphide process will be phased out completely,
and that is set down for 31 December 1989.
There follows a decommissioning period of
three months. That is not unreasonable. It is a
very good arrangement between the Govern-
ment and the company. The fact that the
Government is committed to providing $8.5
million to compensate the company for the
changeover is good business because under the
original terms of the 1961 agreement the
Government of the day, speaking for all
Governments in the future until a fresh agree-
ment could be conveniently and satisfactorily
arrived at, undertook to be responsible for the
disposal of the effluent flowing from the plant.

The effluent from the sulphide process has
caused much concern to any number of people,
not only those living in the Bunbury-Australind
area, but also thinking people everywhere. Not-
withstanding the difficulty of disposing of the
effluent, the industry has served the area well.
It is a small price to pay for the valued contri-
bution this company has made and is continu-
ing to make to the Bunbury and south-west
region.

Both the Labor Party and the Liberal Party
have strongly supported this operation. It has
been a joint effort, and that is the way it should
be. I do not have the figures to hand, but over
the last 25 years or so the employment
opportunities created by this company and the
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associated industry have had an enormously
beneficial effect on the work force and quality
of life in the Bunbury region.

It is worthy of note that in the early 1960s
people were searching for employment
opportunities and ways of using our natural
resources. So it was that the Laporte company,
with the encouragement of both the Opposition
and the Government of the day, established its
plant. There has been a downside, as I
mentioned, with the pollution flowing from the
plant to surrounding areas and the disposal of
the effluent. That disposal has been by pipeline
across the estuary where it is emptied onto the
Lesehenault Peninsula. Anyone who has been
there will know it is a very beautiful place and a
delightful area which deserves to be used for
something other than the dumping of effluent.
That is the price which has been paid, but it is
not an unacceptable price because people know
that the benefits of this industry far outweigh
the disadvantages.

With the new arrangement the effluent pipe-
line will no longer be necessary, and it will be
disposed of. That will stop the visual pollution
on the estuary of the pipeline which stretches
from one shore to another, and eliminate the
occasional spillage through breakages or seep-
age from the pipe. That has caused concern
over the years because the spillages have caused
damage in the estuary itself. It has not been
catastrophic at any time, but it has bad a tem-
porarily adverse effect on the fish, crabs, and
creatures in that water. The removal of the
pipeline and disposal of the effluent elsewhere
is a plus that we can look forward to in the
future. It is proposed to discharge the effluent
from the new chloride process into the Collie
River. I will come to that in a moment.

I emphasise the value of this operation to the
mineral sands industry. That industry has
come under the hammer from time to time
from a lot of well-meaning people and those
who are prepared to make mischief. There are
people who are concerned for the environment
and worried about the mining operations, the
effluent, and other things associated with this
industry. However,. the. mineral- sands industry
has meant a tremendous amount to the south-
west region over the years. It has been going on
for 30 years or thereabouts, and there are three
companies operating in the south-west. One is
associated with SCM Chemicals.

That industry has created not only direct em-
ployment at the minesite, but also employment
in the transport industry and at the plant. It has
also created employment in the service indus-

tries attached to that sort of operation. It is
worthy of note that, during State elections,
Labor candidates ha "ve been requested by their
headquarters not to criticise Laporte, as it was
known in those days, for effluent problems be-
cause everyone understood the difficulty with
the plant, but it was more important to the area
electorally than for political parties to criticise
it. It has always had a shelter from political flak
for those reasons.

It is proposed to discharge effluent into the
Collie River. My f'irst thoughts were of con-
cern. However, after reading the ERMP report
and the report from the consulting engineers
and scientists, my fears have been somewhat
allayed. In this type of industry, though, there
are always risks. This is, I suppose, another
case for taking a calculated risk as was taken in
1961.

1 have been told that the effluent flowing into
the Collie River and then into the Indian
Ocean a few kilometres downstream will con-
tain properties not unlike those already
contained in seawater. I hope that is the case
and a true appraisal of -what will happen. I have
conveyed my concern to the authorities in
these matters because things go wrong even for
the most competent and best-willed people in
the world. The Collie River is a tidal river at
that point.-The lower level is saline, and there
is a fresh to brackish level near the surface.
There will be times, particularly during the
summer months, when it will not flow at any
appreciable rate and the effluent will tend to
back up and create difficulties. I am not a
scientist; I am an ordinary citizen, but I hope
that problems will not be created in the Collie
River.

In its agreement with the company, the
Government has agreed to a buffer zone
around the existing site and the site of the new
chloride plant. I do not disagree with that.
However, I question the size of the buffer zone.
It may be said that the buffer zone should be
larger, and that would be ideal. It so happens
that, within a short distance of the existing
plant and of the proposed new plant there are
urban subdivisions. In the main, those areas
have been developed since the plant was estab-
lished in 1961. The people who reside there,
therefore, built their homes with full knowledge
that the plant was in operation and they have
had to accept the fallout of pollution from time
to time. It has not been diabolical pollution,
but there has been an element of pollution
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depending on the prevailing winds, not only in
the urban areas, but on rural areas and out to
sea.

The boundaries of the buffer zone have been
drawn in such a way to exclude the urban area
of Australind. The tabled map marked A which
the Minister made available to the House
shows that the urban areas could have been
included but I suppose it would be too expens-
ive to do that and the threat of compensation
claims by those people would be something the
Government would not be prepared to handle.
The buffer zone has therefore encompassed
part of the farmlands owned by a family by the
name of Hough and land belonging to the
Bunbury Golf Club at Clifton Park. In neither
case has the Government seen fit to negotiate
with either panty. It has presented them with a
fait accompli stating that the lines will be
drawn in part of the Hlough family's property
and certainly all of the golf club land will be
included within the buffer zone. That is hardly
the right thing to do, to put it mildly. I think
the Government deserves the strongest criti-
cism that it did not negotiate with the owners.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: He is very hurt about it,
too.

Hon. V. J. FERRY: Four Houghs are
involved and they are all extremely steamed
up. This is a serious matter because citizens are
being steamrolled by the Government. The
Government has said the proposition has the
approval of the local authorities, and so it has.
It so happens, though, that Mr Doug Hough is a
councillor of the Dardanup shire. The first
thing be knew of the proposal was when he
attended a shire meeting and it was listed as
pant of the business of that meeting. Is it any
wonder that he is ropeable that he and his
brother were not approached by the Govern-
ment?

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: What did it do to the
value of their land?

Hon. V. J. FERRY: There is a case for com-
pensation for these people under "injurious af-
fection", I think it is called under the Public
Works Act. This is a classic case for a claim for
compensation by the Bunbury Golf Club. One
may ask, "Why worry, it is only a sporting club
and it has been alongside the plant for X num-
ber of years, the members play golf, kangaroos
come on the fairway, and nothing will change."
We all know what happened with the Busselton
Golf Club a few years ago. That club was
located fairly centrally in Busselton. A land
developer made an offer to the club to buy it

out and relocate it on a better and bigger site a
little further out of town. Part of the deal was
to supply it with a modern clubhouse and all
facilities. There was also a proposal to include
an airstrip. The Busselton Golf Club accepted
the offer. That course is now a little further east
of the town.

Will the same offer be made to the Clifton
Park area if a developer sees it as a prime piece
of land for subdivision? That land will now
have a blanket prohibiting development placed
on it for as long as the company operates in the
area and the Government did not even attempt
to hold any discussions with the officers of the
club.

H-on. Garry Kelly: Do you support this Bill?
Hon. V. J. FERRY: I will not worry about

members who come into this House during my
speech and wonder what is going on.

H-on. H-. W. Gayfer: I wonder why the
boundary did not finish at the golf club. Why
does the boundary go over the river?

Hon. V. J. FERRY: I will refer again to the
farming property because it is very interesting.
I refer to what is figure four in the environmen-
tal review and management programme re-
port-a study which has now been made pub-
lic. It shows an area which takes in a small part
of Hough's farm which is on the other side of
the Collie River. The chemical factory is on
one side of the river and Hough's farm is on the
other side. The plan tabled by the Attorney
General shows that the buffer zone takes in a
lot more of Hough's farm.

In the Attorney General's second reading
speech and in the report reference is made to
that farmland being on a flood plain. Another
plan included in the report shows that the area
is designated a 100-year flood plain and that is
fair enough. Scores of developments in West-
emn Australia are situated on what are known as
100-year flood plains; and I refer to factories,
homes, tourist developments, and the like.

Part of Hough's property which is to be affec-
ted by this legislation contains a dwelling which
has been lived in for many years. The dwelling
and other pants of the property which have
been affected have never been under water.
Certainly, some parts of the property in close
proximity to the areas in question have been
under water in times of flood. The legislation
refers to the entire area being located in a 100-
year flood plain.

Perhaps the house on the property could be
affected by flood, but it has not been affected
during the time the present owners have occu-
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pied the dwelling. I question whether it is a fair
thing to have the boundary extended to include
that pant of the property, which will effectively
nullify any further land use change.

Over the years the Hough family has had
disagreements with both Liberal and Labor
Governments because they have desired to
subdivide some of their land; but the planning
provisions have not allowed that to occur and
the family is very distressed about it. The
boundary puts a blanket over that particular
section of the property and I cannot under-
stand how the family, at today's costs, con-
tinues to make the property viable.

The Government should take note of my
comments and negotiate with the Hough family
and the Bunbury Golf Club about some means
of compensation for what it proposes to do as a
result of this legislation.

The H-oughi family has already been
inconvenienced by the erection of two State
Energy Commission electricity lines through
property. They have not objected to that,:
but have accepted it because they believe it is
fair enough for the SEC to do that. Now the
Government wants to put a blanket cover over
sections of the property. No wonder the family
is angry and no wonder the Bunbury Golf Club
is angry also. It is an indictment of the Govern-
ment that it did not have the courtesy to con-
sult with the golf club. It may continue to
operate as a golf club, but that is not the point.
I have already given an illustration of what
happened at Busselton. The land is admirably
suitable for a tourist Or special development on
the outskirts of the Bunbury townsite.

As is the case in the metropolitan area, the
urban spread in Bunbury is north and south.
One has only to look at the subdivisions being
implemented between Mandurah and Bunbury
to realise that in the fullness of time most of the
area along the south-west coast will be used for
purposes other than those for which it is used
today.

I implore the Government to negotiate with
the Hough family and the Bunbury Golf Club
in order to determine some sort of compen-
sation. The Opposition supports the Bill as far
as the plant is concerned, but in respect of the
Hough family and the golf club the Govern-
ment is muddying its own waters.

I ask the Government to make a commit-
ment that it will negotiate with the H-ough fam-
ily for the injurious affection that will occur to

pants of their farming property, and in a like
manner to negotiate with the Bunbury Golf
Club.

It is not good enough for the Government to
say it has held discussions with the local
authorities. That is something which should
always be done and it has been done, and the
people about whom we are concerned should
be given consideration.

HON. C. J. BELL (Lower West) [8.39 p.m.):
I have not had the opportunity to read all the
material which has been forwarded to me by
the Minister for Minerals and Energy and his
department.

The SCM Ch emicals Ltd's plant is a very
valuable asset for the Bunbury region and has a
huge beneficial effect on the economy of the
region. I believe that this has not been
acknowledged by this Government or by the
previous Government.

The disposal of effluent into the peninsula is'
undesirable. Some years ago the effluent was
disposed of at sea and we were fortunate that it
did not have a damaging effect on the environ-
ment.

Members who have visited Tasmania would
have viewed the stained red shoreline and the
stain which extends for a few miles into Bell
Bay, and would realise the extent to which
damage can occur. It is my understanding that
in the period between the signing of the agree-
ment and the time at which the plant will go on
line some of the existing disposal pits will be
reopened and, as a result, more oxide will be
disposed of into the ocean. I question whether
that would be wise; perhaps less damage would
occur if another pit were opened instead of
allowing the oxide to discharge into the ocean.
The red rocks in Tasmania are not the most
glamorous sight I have seen.

Like Hon. Vie Ferry, I am concerned about
the controls placed on the buffer zone area.
Residential areas are situated nearby and the
Government must look at the impact of its
proposal on the major landowners in the urban
areas.

The Bunbury Golf Club is dear to my heart,
as members would probably know. My mother
was ladies' champion there for eight or nine
years, so I have spent some time caddying
around that course and know something of it.
Not all the land is taken up with fairways and
improvements.

When one travels around-and I think we
have seen the first stages of this in one of the
northern suburbs of Perth-one sees the new
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developments which are occurring in the evol-
ution of sport. With golf clubs the next step
appears to be the golfing ranch, if one likes, on
which cabins will be built. This "ranch" ar-
rangement would enable people to book in for
accommodation and stay on the course. That is
a logical extension of this evolution of rec-
reation facilities; and residential accommo-
dation on golf courses will undoubtedly occur
in the next 20 or 30 years.

I do not dispute the need to provide a buffer
zone, but there is a possibility of injury to the
people who use the golf course and to Mr
Rough and his family. Although the current
situation is environmentally unacceptable and
we all wish to see it ended, there is no doubt
that the downside of this process is that an
explosion could occur or gas could escape from
the establishment itself. That is why there is a
need for a buffer zone.

With that in mind. I believe the Government
should look very closely at negotiating with-
or at least discussing with-the Bunbury Golf
Club and the Hough family. This legislation
could have a potentially great impact on these
people, and it could ultimately be detrimental
to their enjoyment of the land because it will
result in substantial controls being placed on
the potential use of that land.

I hope that with the successful development
of this new process and the elimination of the
effluent ponds and the bridge across the estu-
ary, we will see these people being
accommodated and looked after. The corn-
munity is going to benefit and I hope there will
be no disadvantage to the Hough family.

I support the Bill.
HON. H. W. GAYFER (Central) [8.43 p.m.]:

I do not know anything about this area. I have
never seen it, but I have talked with Mr Doug
Hough; and just looking, at the principle of
what that worthy gentleman told me, there
seems to be a lack of communication, Or a
problem existing, as far as his land is con-
cerned.

I will not make any comment on the golf
course because I do not even know where it is; I
do not know where the river is;, nor do I know
where the Hough land is, but I do know that the
low-lying section of the Rough property is in
the buffer zone which is being created as a
necessary adjunct of this Bill. I do not intend,
and the National Party does not intend, to op-
pose the Bill, but I appeal to the Minister in
this respect: There seems to be something
wrong that an old established farming family

such as this, which comprises four brothers and
their families, was not even told in the first
place-and certainly never received an offer of
compensation or the like-of this proposal.

If that is true, I believe a great wrong is being
committed. If what I am saying is wrong, I will
stand corrected and I will not pursue the matter
further. However, it seems to me that it smacks
of injustice to repair the problems of SCM
Chemicals Ltd by creating another problem for
the area and for the people who live there. It is
obvious that the value of the Hough property
will be affected and therefore the value of the
Hough family's life savings and what has been
handed down to it for generations will be affec-
ted. There is no doubt about that-and if this
value is going to be affected by an outside
source, surely to goodness some compensation
is necessary.

The National Party was contacted by this
gentleman. It is not in the National Party's
province. It has been well and truly and worth-
ily covered by Hon. Vic Ferry and by I-on.
Colin Bell, but the National Party would like to
be associated with the pleas made on behalf of
Mr Rough and his family. If what we have been
told is correct, it is obvious that something is
wrong down there and someone should liaise
with the people involved and ascertain whether
indeed there is a problem which could be rem-
edied by compensation. The Government
should at least look at this problem and talk to
these people for their own good. It is not be-
yond any responsible Government to go down
to the area and look at what we are talking
about in order to see whether in fact the liveli-
hood of the Hough family-and if it is not their
livelihood, it may be that their assets will be
affected-will be seriously affected by the cre-
ation under this Bill of the buffer zone.

HON. J. M. BERINSON (North Central
Metropolitan-Attorney General) [8.48 p.m.J:
It is clear that the purposes of the Bill have the
consent of all parties, and there is no doubt that
the implementation of this agreement will be of
the greatest benefit to the area in the vicinity of
this industry.

The only reservations expressed so far have
been in relation to the affection of land belong-
ing to the Hough family and the Bunbury Golf
Course. This question was raised in the Legis-
lative Assembly, and the Minister there made
the point that virtually all the Rough land is in
the flood plain. He also stressed that the legis-
lation does not say the land cannot be rezoned-,
it says that nothing can happen to the land that
is inimical to the operation of the industry.
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I have no authority to give any commitment
to action along the lines requested by I-on. Vic
Ferry but I take on board the expressions of
concern which he and Hon. Mick Gayfer, in
particular, have registered. I will ensure that
the responsible Minister has these comments
drawn to his attention. Beyond that point I can
only say the matter must be left to his further
consideration.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

In Committee

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon.
John Williams) in the Chair; Hon. J. M.
Berinson (Attorney General) in charge of the
Bill.

Clause 1: Short title-

Hon. V. J. FERRY: I appreciate the com-
ments of the Attorney General in reply and his
indication that he will pass those comments to
the responsible Minister in another place for
consideration. That is only one step and I do
not believe it goes far enough. The Attorney
General quite rightly cannot give an undertak-
ins to this Committee on behalf of the respon-
sible Minister; that is acknowledged. In view of
that, I request the Attorney General to report
progress and consult the responsible Minister
to get his reaction to the suggestions made in
this debate tonight and his assurance that
something positive and tangible will be- done in
respect of meaningful negotiations with the
Hough family and the Bunbury Golf Club.

I say that with the greatest propriety and in
an effort to maintain the goodwill that has been
a feature of this industry for 25 years. I believe
that will continue. It would certainly be ap-
preciated by the parties concerned if the At-
torney General were to report progress, take
the opportunity of discussing these matters
with the responsible Minister and let this Com-
mittee have the benefit of the further determi-
nations.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I am not prepared
to report progress on this issue. It is not a new
issue and has already been drawn to the Minis-
ter's attention, In fact, he responded to very
similar arguments in the Legislative Assembly.
if anything at all is new, it is restricted to the
strength of the submissions which Mr Ferry
and Mr Gayfer have made and I am sure that
the Minister will be prepared to give full con-
sideration to them.

Beyond that I am not able to go and I do not
believe, whatever his response, that the Com-
mittee should jeopardise an agreement as im-
portant as this one is by preventing its passage
for want of the Minister's agreement.

I have said several times that I will ensure
that the strength of the arguments put in this
Chamber are brought to his attention and I am
sure the Minister will give due weight to them.
I urge the Committee to proceed with the Bill
and to see it to completion.

Hon. V. J. FERRY: I understand that the
Attorney General is under some difficulty.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: No, Mr Ferry, I am not
under any difficulty.

Hart. V. J. FERRY: The Attorney General is
not the responsible Minister and, although he
says that the responsible Minister has taken
note of the debate in another place and the
representations made there, that was not
reflected in the second reading speech read by
the Attorney General in this Chamber, If the
responsible Minister had given it enough
thought, I would have expected some mention
in the second reading speech of undertakings to
be given. That has not been forthcoming and I
must be a little doubtful about the responsible
Minister's intentions in this regard.

If those arguments were raised in another
place and duly taken note of, they should have
been mentioned in this.Chamber for the edifi-
cation of members. That would not in any
shape or form prejudice the passing of this Bill.
It has been confirmed tonight by the three
speakers in the debate that they support the
legislation; however, we want an assurance on
these matters affecting the private land of the
farmers and the Bunbury Golf Club. That is
not too much to ask.

Even if the Committee stage were deferred
for 24 hours, it would not affect the agreement
one scrap, It is so much nonsense to suggest the
agreement is likely to be prejudiced in this way.
We deserve more consideration than that. I ask
the Minister to consider reporting progress on
those terms.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 2 to 5 put and passed.
Schedule put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report
Bill reported, without amendment, and the

report adopted.
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Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon. 3.

M. Berinson (Attorney General), and passed.

BUSINESS FRANCHISE (TOBACCO)
AMENDMENT BILL

Receipt and First Reading
Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-

tion by Hon. J. M. Berinson (Attorney Gen-
eral), read a first time.

Second Reading
HON. J. MV. BERINSON (North Central

Metropolitan-Attorney General) [8.57 p.m.]:
I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The Bill contains measures to combat the
threat posed by a small number of operators
who have gone to some lengths in their endeav-
ours to avoid tobacco franchise licence fees.
The Government makes no apology for the fact
that some of the measures are quite harsh.

The Government is committed on health
grounds to curtailing tobacco smoking. That
commitment remains as strong as ever. How-
ever, for as long as the sale of tobacco remains
a lawful activity, the Government does not pro-
pose to allow a few operators to make windfall
profits by the evasion of tobacco licence fees at
the expense not only of Government revenue
but also of the vast majority of those who pay
fees as required under the Business Franchise
(Tobacco) Act.

The provisions in the Bill will greatly
strengthen the investigative powers of the
Commissioner of State Taxation.

Where it is suspected that an offence has
been committed, or is likely to be committed,
the commissioner will be able to authorise the
entry and search of premises, and the seizure of
all tobacco as well as accounts and other docu-
ments relating to tobacco trading. The com-
missioner will be able to retain any documents,
records, or the like, for as long as it is necessary
to take copies or extracts.

The Bill also sets down the general rule that
any tobacco which is seized may be retained
until the persons involved are tried for the of-
fences which led to the seizure. If they are
convicted, the tobacco will be forfeited. If they
are not convicted, the tobacco must be
returned.

A person having a financial interest in
tobacco which is seized will have the right to
apply at any time to a magistrate for its return.

The penalties presently specified in the Act
are proposed to be substantially increased. This

Is necessary to discourage avoidance of the
legislative provisions. Penalties for trading in
tobacco contrary to the licensing requirements
have been increased from $20 000 to $40 000,
as has the penalty for failing to keep proper
records of tobacco retailing or wholesaling.

Where a person trades in tobacco without a
licence, the commissioner will also be author-
ised to assess a fee equal to twice the amount
which would have been payable had a licence
been obtained. In short, people who attempt to
avoid tobacco franchise fees will leave them-
selves open not only to having to pay twice the
licence fee which they sought to avoid, but also
liable to fines of up to $40 000 for each offence.

Where a body corporate commits an offence
against the Act, any director or officer involved
in the management of the body corporate will
also be liable as if he personally had committed
the same offence.

In addition to any fine which he may incur
personally, he will carry a joint and several
liability for payment of any fine which may be
imposed on the body corporate itself, or for any
double fee which may be assessed against the
body corporate in respect of the licence fee
avoided. By this means it is intended to dis-
courage those who use $2 companies to trade in
tobacco without payment of the fees.

The Bill also contains provisions designed to
overcome practical difficulties encountered in
enforcing the present Act. It has always been an
offence to sell tobacco without a licence.
Whether a sale has occurred can often be a
difficult legal question, and it is open to oper-
ators to devise methods of trading which make
it hard to identify when a sale occurs.

At the other end of the trading spectrum, an
unlicensed retail trader may have a shop full of
cigarettes displayed, or ready for sale, but
under the present Act he commits an offence
only when a customer actually buys a packet.
The moment the inspector leaves the shop he
can freely continue to sell the rest of his stock.
When it comes to penalty, his only offence has
been the very minor one of selling a packet of
cigarettes.

To deal more adequately with these various
difficulties, "sell" has been defined to in-
dlude-

attempting to sell;
offering, displaying, or exposing for sale;
and
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supplying, transporting, or holding with a
view to sale.

There has also been difficulty in identifying
who is actually selling tobacco. This has been
aggravated by schemes that seek to achieve the
legal result or create the impression that some-
body-likely to be a $2 company-other than
the actual trader in the shop is, in law, the
seller.

The Bill is designed to make it clear that the
actual trader in the shop directly and separately
offends if he is involved in the selling of
tobacco, and that is so even if he is technically
an agent or an employee of someone else. The
principal, or the employer, will also be guilty of
a separate offence in many situations. The pro-
visions deal with all trading situations and are
not confined to a shop. References to
"intrastate trade" have been removed because
their effect has been unnecessarily to inhibit
the application of the Act to many situations
within the legislative competence of the Parlia-
ment.

These proposals will not change the oper-
ation of the Act for legitimate traders. They
will continue as before. For the rest, I make it
clear that this Bill is not necessarily the last
word. To deter avoidance operators, and to en-
sure stability in the industry, the Government
is prepared to introduce further legislation if
experience of the present measures and our
continuing review of developments in other
States indicate the need to do so.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon. G. E.
Masters (Leader of the Opposition).

STAMP AMENDMENT BILL

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-
tion by Hon. J. M. Berinson (Minister for
Budget Management), read a first time.

Second Reading

HON. J. M. BERINSON (North. Central
Metropolitan-Minister for Budget Manage-
ment) [9.03 p.m.J: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose to the Bill is twofold: Firstly, to
introduce the stamp duty measures announced
in the Budget and, secondly, to introduce
measures aimed at eliminating certain stamp
duty avoidance practices, in particular those

announced in a Ministerial statement 1
delivered to the Legislative Council on 11I
November.

With respect to the measures announced in
the Budget, the Bill provides for the existing
two-day stamp duty exemption for stock-
brokers acting on their own behalf to be
increased to 10 days to encourage activity on
the Perth Stock Exchange. It is anticipated that
the extension of the exemption period will im-
prove the market's competitiveness and en-
courage increased market turnover. As a result,
any revenue loss to the State should be
minimised.

A stamp duty exemption for insurance poli-
cies involving international trade was
announced in the Budget. Following consul-
tation with the industry and in an endeavour to
maintain uniformity with similar provisions
proposed in other States, it is now proposed
that a stamp duty exemption be provided in
respect of insurance policies for ri sks
associated with the transport of all goods
within Australia, as well as internationally.

Provision is also made for an exemption for
policies of insurance for marine hulls used pri-
marily for commercial purposes. Similar
exemptions are proposed in all of the mainland
States.

The measures with respect to insurance are
estimated to cost between $2 million and $3
million annually, and should improve the
competitiveness of the insurance industry in
this State.

The Bill also incorporates the Budget pro-
posal relating to stamp duty on rental business.
The annual rental income limit above which
taxpayers can opt to pay stamp duty on rental
business annually rather than monthly is to be
increased from $5 000 to $20 000, with the
annual income above which this election may
be cancelled by the Commissioner of State Tax-
ation to increase from $7 000 to $30 000. The
effect of these increases will be to significantly
reduce administration costs associated with the
payment of the duty for owners of rental
businesses and for the State Taxation Depart-
meht. There -will: be no revenue'loss as a resuif7
of the change.

As I have indicated, the Bill also contains
measures designed to eliminate stamp duty
avoidance practices which have recently been
detected and which have the potential to result
in a significant loss of revenue if left un-
checked. On 11 November, 1 announced the
Government's intention to act immediately
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and with effect from that date to prevent the
continued use of these practices at the expense
of both the Government and taxpayers.

The Bill will require the parties to a
transaction involving a change of ownership of
land or buildings where there has been no
document on which stamp duty can be
imposed, to lodge with the Commissioner of
State Taxation a memorandum setting out the
terms of the transaction. This will overcome
duty avoidance through the transfer of ben-
eficial ownership of real property without com-
plete documentation.

A memorandum will also be required in re-
spect of certain loans of money and lease agree-
ments where a written offer or written accept-
ance results in a transaction which does not
bring into effect a dutiable instrument. The
memorandum provided by the purchaser, bor-
rower, or lessee, as the case may be, would then
become the dutiable instrument and become
assessable for stamp duty in accordance with
existing provisions.

The intention of the new provisions is there-
fore to pick up those who have been avoiding
the liability to pay duty. It is not intended to
extend the range or type Of transactions on
which duty is imposed.

To avoid an extension of the range of loan
transactions which are dutiable, it is intended
that an exemption from the new requirement
apply to certain loans such as bank overdrafts,
on which stamp duty has not previously been
payable. These exemptions will be provided by
regulations. There will be power to make the
regulations retrospective to I I November
1986, to eliminate any possible adverse impact
on taxpayers who were clearly not intended to
be affected by these measures.

The new anti-avoidance measures are
supported by the normal penalties for non-
compliance. In addition, the provisions of the
Act with respect to the acceptance by courts of
unstamped evidence are to be tightened.

The Bill also proposes to introduce measures
to overcome another avoidance practice
contrived to avoid duty associated with the
transfer of shares, known as the "Darwin
shuffle." Other States have also been affected
by this avoidance practice, and New South
Wales and Victoria have recently announced
that they will introduce legislation to overcome
this widespread avoidance problem in a similar
manner to the changes proposed for Western
Australia.

The Bill will require duty to be paid on the
transfer of shares of a corporation incorporated
in Western Australia regardless of where the
shares are registered. it will also charge duty on
the shares of any other corporation where these
are situated on a Western Australian register.

As a means of ensuring that duty is paid on
the transfer, or when the transfer is registered,
the Bill will also require a return to be lodged
within 15 days after the end of any month in
which any off-market transfers of a corpor-
ation's shares are registered on any register
with the return then being stamped. Under the
new arrangements, the duty payable would be
calculated such that a credit is allowed for any
duty paid in other States or Territories.

The Government is continuing to examine,
in conjunction with other States, other possible
measures to eliminate duty avoidance. It is an-
ticipated that further measures will be
announced shortly, with legislation to be
introduced in the first session next year. This
reflects the Government's determination to
counter stamp duty avoidance practices as
quickly and effectively as possible.

The Bill also includes a provision to make it
an offence for persons not to present an instru-
ment for stamping in the time period specified
in the Act.

Currently, persons can only be fined for late
lodgment; they are not considered to have com-
mitted an offence. This change will comp-
lement the other anti-avoidance measures by
helping to ensure that all instruments attracting
duty are presented for stamping.

In addition, it is proposed that the fine for
committing an offence under the Act be
increased from $2000 to $10 000, which is
more in line with the penalties charged in re-
spect of offences against other State taxes.

Consistent with provisions elsewhere in the
Act, provision has also been made for the Min-
ister to vary or revoke a designation under item
2( 1 )(b) of the third schedule.

it is proposed that the amendments concern-
ing the extension of the exemption period for
stockbrokers and the exemption for certain in-
surance policies apply from dates to be
proclaimed. The anti-avoidance measure I
announced in the ministerial statement con-
cerning transfers of real property and certain
loans and leases will apply from I I November
1986.
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All the other measures will apply from the
date of assent, with the exception of the
increased penalty which will apply from 28
days after that date.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon. Max

Evans.

ALUMINA REFINERY AGREEMENT
AMENDMENT BILL

Receipt and First Reading
Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-

tion by Hon. Kay Hallahan (Minister for Com-
mnunity Services), read a first time.

Second Reading
HON. KAY HALLJAHAN (South-East

Metropolitan-Minister for Community Ser-
vices) [9.11 p.mn.I: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The purpose of this Bill is to obtain partiamnen-
tary ratification of the agreement entered into
on 20 November 1986 between the State and
Alcoa of Australia Limited to amend the
Alumina Refinery Agreement 1961. The 1961
agreement was ratified by Act No. 3 and with
its amendments to date will be referred to as
the principal agreement, with Alcoa of
Australia Limited being referred to as Alcoa-

Before explaining the provisions of this vai-
ation agreement I will briefly outline the
intended effects of its implementation. This
variation represents a further step towards the
creation of secure conservation and recreation
reserves within the northern jarrah forest.

Four separate areas to be known as the Mon-
adnock, Dale, Serpentine, and Lane-Poole Re-
serves will be set aside as "A"-class reserves
once this variation has been ratified by Parlia-
ment. Arrangements are in place for, speedy
reservation of the State forest areas within the
reserves. Parliament has already agreed to the
necessary excisions and reserve plans have
been prepared. The Minister for Minerals and
Energy expects the reserves to be created before
the end of the year, apart from some small
areas of freehold land which are- in the owner-
ship of the State and which will be included as
soon as possible.

There has been an extended period of consul-
tation and negotiation involving the State,
Alcoa, timber interests, and the conservation
movement that has led to the arrangements
embodied in the variation. Under the variation
Alcoa has agreed not to mine within the Mon-

adnock, Dale, and Serpentine Reserves and the
conservation areas within Lane-Poole unless
the State agrees that the conservation values no
longer exist. The conditions under which these
areas and the recreation area within Lane-
Poole are to be reserved and vested are spelt
out in detail in schedules to the variation. The
reserves will be vested in the National Parks
and Nature Conservation Authority.

In conformity with the recent Cabinet de-
cision, water storage is not a use that is permit-
ted within the Lane-Poole Reserve. Addition-
ally, the boundaries of the other reserves are
such that water storage does not need to be
included as a future use.

The Minister for Minerals and Energy ex-
pects that further conservation reserves within
the Alcoa mining lease will be based on conser-
vation management priority areas within the
forest that were the subject of System 6
recommendations, and will be created using
the formula arrived at for the present variation.
Negotiations are at an advanced stage in re-
lation to these additional areas.

The Minister for Minerals and Energy be-
lieves the arrangements reached represent a
landmark in balancing the needs for suitable
and secure conservation areas that properly
represent the diversity of the northern jarrah
forest with the need for long-term access to the
bauxite resource within the same forest. He has
congratulated those involved in the difficult
negotiating process on the sensible outcome
that has emerged from that process.

I turn. now to the specific provisions of the
variation agreement scheduled to the Bill be-
fore the Houise which are contained in clause 4
of the document. The variation agreement pro-
vides in subelause (1) of clause 4 for additions
and variations to the definitions contained in
clause 2 of the principal agreement. These com-
pflse-

a new definition for Minister;
a definition of the National Parks and
Nature Conservation Authority estab-
lished under section 21 of the Conser-
vation, and Land Management Act;z

a definition for the Conservation and Land
Management Act 1984;
a definition of conservation area as being
the areas of Alcoa's mineral lease within
the solid black boundaries on plan E
known respectively as Dale, Serpentine,
and Monadnock, and parts of the reserve
known as Lane-Poole;
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a definition of plan E consisting of four
parts.

I seek leave of the House to table that docu-
ment.

Leave granted.
(See poper Na. 578.)
Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: Further variations

to the definitions include-
a definition for the Land Act 1933; and
a definition of recreation area as being

the area of Alcoa's mineral lease within the
broken black boundary on plan E and be-
ing pant of the reserve known as Lane-
Poole,

Subelause (2) of clause 4 of the variation agree-
ment introduces into the principal agreement a
new clause 9A containing five subclauses which
detail the provisions that shall apply to both
the conservation area and the recreation area
that I referred to earlier.

Subelause (1) of clause 9A places an obli-
gation on the State upon ratification of this
variation agreement to have both the conser-
vation area and the recreation area reserved
and classified Class "A under the provisions
of the Land Act. The conservation area is to be
reserved for the purposes and subject to the
condit ions as set out in the first schedule to this
variation agreement. The recreation area is to
be reserved for the purposes and subject to the
conditions as set out in the second schedule to
this variation agreement. I will refer to both of
the schedules a little later.

Subelause (2) of clause 9A contains an under-
taking by the State not to vary or revoke a
classification or vesting order made in relation
to the conservation area or the recreation area
without the prior written consent of Alcoa. One
exception is that water may be added as a PUr-
pose provided that Alcoa is first given a reason-
able opportunity to mine ahy areas that may be
flooded.

Subclause (3) of clause 9A ensures that any
management plan prepared for the conser-
vation area and the recreation area is consist-
ent with and does not prejudice Alcoa's rights
under the principal agreement.

Subclausc (4) of clause 9A contatis a
covenant on the part of Alcoa not to carry out
mining operations on the conservation area.
Alcoa will, however, have access to the conser-
vation area for such purposes as the construc-
tion and use of any railway, road, conveyor, or
pipeline for transporting ore mined by Alcoa.
Before exercising this right of access, Alcoa is

required to consult with the National Parks
and Nature Conservation Authority to ensure
that such access is compatible with the conser-
vation aims of the area.

Subelause (5) of clause 9A details the circum-
stances under which Alcoa may give notice to
the State if it wishes to mine in any part of the
conservation area that it considers has
degenerated or deteriorated. Paragraphs (a),
(b), and (c) outline the procedure to be followed
in considering any such request from Alcoa.

Subelause (3) of clause 4 of the variation
agreement contains the first and second sched-
ules that I referred to earlier. The first schedule
lists five conditions that will be contained in
the proclamation of the conservation area as
Class "A". In brief, these are-

(1) The conservation area is to be re-
served for the purpose of conservation
and the alumina refinery agreement,
as defined in section 2 of Act No. 3 of
1961 and vested in the National Parks
and Nature Conservation Authority.

(2) The circumstances under which Alcoa
may have access to the conservation
area.

(3) The circumstances under which Alcoa
may carry out mining and forest re-
moval.

(4) The preparation of management plans
for the area.

(5) Specific rights reserved to the State,
being-
(a) the right to lay future main water

linkages through the area known
as Serpentine;,

(b) the right to grant permits and li-
cences for the sale of produce
from the pine plantation within
the area known as Mon adnock;

(c) the right to remove vegetation to
preserve sight lines from
trigonometrical stations; and

(d) right of access to the area by
officers of the State.

The second schedule sets out five conditions
that will be contained in the proclamation of
the recreation area as Class "A". In brief, these
are-

(1) The recreation area is to be reserved
far the purposes of recreation and en-
joyment of the natural environment
and the agreement.
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(2) Alcoa may continue to exercise its
rights under and subject to the agree-
ment in relation to the recreation area.

(3) The preparation of management plans
for the area.

(4) The State may permit removal of for-
est produce under specified circum-
stances.

(5) Right of access to the area by officers
of the State.

The House will appreciate that this vari.ation
agreement is the culmination of an extended
Process of consultation and negotiation with
Alcoa, timber interests, and the conservation
movement.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon. N. F.

Moore.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN SPORTS
CENTRE TRUST BILL

Receipt and First Reading
Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-

tion by Hon. Kay Hallahan (Minister for Com-
munity Services), read a first time.

Second Reading
HON. KAY HALLAHAN (South-East

Metropolitan-Minister for Community Ser-
vices) [9.21I p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The purpose of this Bill is to establish a trust to
manage the $22 million Western Australian
Sports Centre being constructed at McGillivray
Oval, and any other State Government sports
facilities that from time to time it may be
required to manage.

Western Australia has a proud tradition of
sporting achievement, and Governments have
a legitimate role in providing or assisting to
provide a wide range of facilities that will both
encourage mass participation and the achieve-
ment of excellence in sport.

During the feasibility study stage of the WA
Sports Centre, considerable consultation took
place with the various State -sporting associ-
ations. The legislation provides for the estab-
lishment of committees which will enable this
process of consultation with the sports organis-
ations using the centre to be ongoing.

It is important that the facilities under the
control of the trust operate in a financially ef-
ficient manner. Accordingly, the legislation
provides reasonable scope for revenue raising

through maximising the use of the facilities
which may be used for sporting, recreational,
cultural, or public entertainment purposes. In
addition, power to license food or other supply
outlets is provided.

The trust will be a body corporate with the
normal rights and privileges.

An account to be known as the Western
Australian Sports Centre Trust Account will be
established at the Treasury, and all financial
transactions are required to pass through this
account. The trust will be subject to the pro-
visions of the Financial Administration and
Audit Act 1985.

Staff may be employed directly by the trust
or seconded from the Public Service. They will
enjoy the benefits of the Superannuation and
Family Benefits Act 1938.

Finally, provision is made for review of the
effectiveness of this Act and the function of the
trust after five years of its operation.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon. John

Williams.

HEALTH AMENDMENT BILL
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-
tion by Hon. Kay Hallahan (Minister for Com-
munity Services), read a first time.

Second Reading
HON. KAY HALLAHAN (South-East

Metropolitan-Minister for Community Ser-
vices) [9.24 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This Bill provides for a modification to the
Health Act 1911 to allow more effective regu-
lations to be made in relation to the
overcrowding of public buildings. For some
time there has been. considerable concern at the
extent to which conditions in public buildings
lead to overcrowding.

Under the public buildings regulations made
under the Health Act, each public building has
an approved capacity. This is based on a set
formula which takes into account the layout of
the public building.

The Fire Brigades Board, the Perth City
Council, the liquor and gaming squad, and the
Licensing Court have expressed their concern
at the practice of overcrowding of public build-
ings, particularly in hotels, discotheques, and
licensed sporting clubs.
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The Fire Brigades Board has been particu-
larly concerned with the potential that
overcrowding, to the extent that it has been
occurring in the metropolitan area, could
seriously jeopardise evacuation and fire control
in the event of a fire breaking out. The Police
Department is also concerned that crowd con-
trol could be extremely hard to maintain in the
event of a riot or Fight occurring.

Bearing in mind these problems, the statu-
tory controls in place to alleviate overcrowding
should be effective. Presently regulations made
under section 178 of the Health Act in relation
to overcrowding carry a maximum penalty of
$200. This level is hardly deterrent in nature
and might be seen by some Proprietors of pub-
lic buildings as an overhead cost which could
easily be borne by the increased patronage to
their establishments.

This Bill seeks to amend the regulation-mak-
ing power in section 1 78 to allow for a maxi-
mum penalty of $15 000 and a daily penalty of
$1 000. This amount will act as a more effec-
tive deterrent to proprietors of public buildings
in relation to overcrowding.

While this amount may appear to be a
marked increase, the Minister for Health does
not believe it is excessive. The Minister intends
to introduce an upgrading of all penalties in the
Health Act in the next session of Parliament;
such penalties will be in line with the proposed
increase.

Discussions are continuing with representa-
tives of the hotel and hospitality industr in
relation to the problem of overcrowding. Cur-
rent negotiations deal with a reassessment of
the formula for establishing approved
capacities. The hotel and hospitality industry
representatives have shown themselves to be
responsible in relation to the problem of
overcrowding and share the Government's con-
cern at the catastrophic potential for such a
practice. Nonetheless, the practice is still
occurring and requires attention by the
Government.

I commend the Bill to the House.

HON. JOHN WILLIAMS (Metropolitan)
[9.25 p.m.]: The Opposition supports this Bill.
It is a very necessary Bill and several of my
colleagues, and even you, Sir, at this time of the
year go to these public venues. I am hoping, in
supporting the Bill as quickly as we are, that
the Government will proclaim it well before
Christmas. There are many who seek to make

scandalous profits at this time of the year
through overcrowding restaurants, clubs, and
the like.

As the Minister has pointed out, the Govern-
ment has taken steps to prevent overcrowding
because in the event of a fire or fight breaking
out serious injury or death may occur. I sup-
port the Bill and commend the Government for
introducing it.

HON. E. J. CHARLTON (Central) [9.27
p.m]1: I have not done a great deal of research
into this Bill. Certainly the practice of
overcrowding has increased, and there is a need
for change. The amount of $15 000 is a terrific
increase.

While I agree with the sentiments of Hon.
John Williams, the noise in some of the places
he referred to could well come under the pro-
visions of the Environmental Protection Bill
and these premises are often overcrowded. A
fine of $15 000 will certainly be a deterrent to
proprietors of public buildings who allow their
premises to be overcrowded.

I support the Bill.
HON. KAY HALLA HAN (South-East

Metropolitan-Minister for Community Ser-
vices) [9.30 p.m.]: The Government appreci-
ates the support for the safety measures which I
am sure will flow from the deterrent effect of
the increased penalties which will be able to be
imposed on people who trade in such a way as
to jeopardise life. We have all seen reports
from other places of people who have gone out
for an enjoyable evening only to find them-
selves locked in overcrowded premises and un-
able to escape a fire which has broken out. This
hefty increase in penalties will surely have an
impact on the overcrowding which can create
this sort of problem.

Hon. Eric Chariton mentioned the problem
of noise. Of course, that is an associated factor
of overcrowding, so perhaps that problem too
will be partly overcome by this measure.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee, etc.
.Bill passed through Committee without de-

bate, reported without amendment, and the re-
port adopted.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon.

Kay Hallahan (Minister for Community Ser-
vices), and passed.
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BIOLOGICAL CONTROL BILL
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-
tion by Hon. J. M. Berinson (Attorney Gen-
eral), read a first time.

Second Reading
HON. J. M. BERINSON (North Central

Metropolitan-Attorney General) [9.33 p.m.]:
I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
Biological control is the use of one living organ-
ism to control another. Commonly, insects,
fungi or bacteria are used to control pests of
various kinds. Some examples of successful
biological control in Australia are control of
rabbits with mnyxomatosis, prickly pear with
the moth Cactoblastis cactorumi, and the water
weed Salvinia with a weevil, Cyrtobagous
singularis.

Western Australia has many insect, weed,
and animal pests which are suitable targets for
biological control. Early in the history of the
development of Western Australia many
species were introduced by accident or design
which subsequently became serious pests and
are now difficult to control by conventional
means. Most of these originate from Europe,
the Mediterranean basin, or South Africa,
which were either embarkation points for col-
onists or places where animal feed containing
undesirable species was taken on when
rounding the Cape of Good Hope or coming
through the Suez Canal. Usually in their home
environment these species are kept in check by
the action of predators which have evolved
with them. However, it is rare for predators to
have arrived with pest species, and the pests
were able to multiply unchecked on arrival in
Australia. Biological control programmes in-
volve returning to the natural home of the pest,
identifying its predators, and introducing them
to Australia to control the pest. Biological con-
trol offers a "soft" or ecological approach to
pest control.

Some examples of plants which would be
suitable for biological control in Western
Australia are doublegee, dock, blackberry,
Paterson's Curse, and parkinsonia.

Biological control programmes are initially
expensive as they involve prolonged collection
and testing of agents in overseas countries be-
fore they are introduced to Australia. This is to
ensure that the introduced species is specific to
the target pest, and would not go off target and
attack species which are either economically

desirable or part of Australia's natural flora or
fauna. The screening procedures are exhaus-
tive.

The huge advantage of a biological control
programme is that, once released, the organ-
isms multiply naturally and live on the host
species without further intervention by man.
This means that pest control is achieved with-
out significant further cost. This contrasts with
other pest management techniques which rely
on continuing application of control measures
involving recurrent annual expenditure. For
example, farmers spend millions of dollars an-
nually to control the weed doublegee in their
crops and pastures. Effective biocontrol of
doublegee would remove this cost burden.

Biocontrol is particularly useful in situations
such as national parks and pastoral leases
where problems of accessibility, cost, and en-
vironmental damage prevent control by con-
ventional means.

Biological control is a well-recognised tech-
nique which has been in use for many years, as
illustrated by the prickly pear and rabbit
examples mentioned earlier. However, there is
a feature of biocontrol programmes which has
pointed to the need for uniform complemen-
tary legislation between the States and the
Commonwealth covering the identification and
declaration of targets and agents for biological
control. Biological control agents do not recog-
nise man-made boundaries such as fences or
State borders, and once released will spread to
colonise the target species. In a country such as
Australia, with its diverse environments and
primary industries, it is possible that a
biocontrol programme which could bring about
economic benefits in one State could cause the
opposite in another.

As the release of a biocontrol agent is, in
practical terms, irreversible, it is most import-
ant that all panties likely to be affected are noti-
fled of the intention to declare a particular
species a target for biological control and, sec-
ondly, that there is a clear understanding of the
effects the agent is likely to have on the target
organism and organisms closely related to it.
This is the reason for, and main thrust-of, the
Bill.

In 1984 the Commonwealth passed the Com-
monwealth Biological Control Act. To bring
the Act into effect, complementary legislation
is being passed by the various States. New
South Wales prepared a model State Bill fol-
lowing a meeting of legal representatives from
all States and the Commonwealth. The West-
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ern Australian Bill presented here mirrors the
New South Wales Act, with a few minor differ-
ences which will be outlined later.

The present Bill has the following pro-
visions--

(a) It establishes a Biological Control
Authority for Western Australia. The
authority is the Minister who sits on
the Australian Agricultural Council-
AAC. Normally this is the Minister for
Agriculture;

(b) for an organism to be declared a target
for biological control or for an agent
to be released, it requires the
unanimous agreement of the AAC.
This prevents one State acting in a
way which might deleteriously affect
another;

(c) where the AAC decides unanimously
that an organism is a target for bio-
logical control, the decision is
publicised Australia-wide. The pur-
pose of the advertising is to provide
the public with an opportunity to give
their views on the proposal;

(d) following advertising and sub-
missions, the authority consults with
the council. If it appears that people or
the environment could be adversely
affected if the organism were declared
and an agent released for its control, a
public inquiry may be ordered by the
unanimous decision of the AAC. No
further action takes place until an in-
quiry is made;

(e) there is provision for appeal against
decisions of the authority and the
council. This is the only part of the
Bill which differs significantly from
other State and Commonwealth legis-
lation. Under the Commonwealth and
Victorian Acts appeals are heard by an
administrative appeals tribunal, under
the New South Wales Act by a land
and environment court, and under the
South Australian Act by the Supreme
Court of South Australia. After con-
siderable examination, and in the ab-
sence of an administrative appeals tri-
bunal in Western Australia, it was de-
cided to bring into being, under the
proposed Act, a Biological Control
Appeals Board consisting of ajudge of

the District Court and two persons
appointed by the Governor with ex-
perience in matters the subject of the
appeal;

(f) with the Commonwealth Act and
other State Acts, the Bill provides that
where biological control agents are re-
leased under the terms of the Act, this
is not subject to actions for damages
or legal proceedings intended to pre-
vent the activities from being
undertaken.

The Commonwealth Act was passed in 1984.
New South Wales, Victoria, Tasmania, and
South Australia have passed legislation based
on the New South Wales model Act aver the
past year without significant amendment. To
provide a nexus with the complementary Com-
monwealth legislation and legislation enacted
or being enacted by other States, it is important
that this Bill also be passed without significant
alteration. This will ensure that the
administration and legal status of biological
control has a uniform basis throughout
Australia.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon. W. N.
Stretch.

BILLS (2): RETURNED

1. Criminal Law Amendment Bill.

2. Legal Aid Commission Amendment
Bill.

Bills returned from the Assembly with-
out amendment.

SALE OF GOODS (VIENNA
CONVENTION) DILL

Assembly's Message

Message from the Assembly received and
read notifying that it had agreed to the amend-
ments made by the Council.

CEMETERIES BILL

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-
tion by Hon. J. M. Berinson (Attorney Gen-
eral), read a first time.
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Second Reading
HON.- J. M. BERINSON (North Central

Metropolitan-Attorney General) [9.42 p.m.]:
I move-

That the Hill be now read a second time.
This Bill proposes the introduction of new
cemeteries legislation to replace that enacted in
1897. Needless to say the current Act is gener-
ally outdated and no longer reflects the require-
ments for modem cemetery practices.

A complete review of the 1897 Act was
undertaken some years ago by a review com-
mittee comprising representatives of the
Karrakatta Cemetery Board, City of Fremantle,
Country Shire Councils Association, Country
Urban Councils Association, Health Depart-
ment and Department of Local Government.

That committee prepared an interim report
for public comment and received some 65 writ-
ten submissions from local governments, cem-
etery boards, funeral directors, religious de-
nominations, Government departments, his-
torical societies, other organisations and the
public.

Those submissions were taken into account
in the preparation of the committee's final re-
port which formed the basis of this new legis-
lation now before the House.

To quote from the legislation, this is a Bill
for an Act to provide for the declaration and
management of cemeteries, the establishment,
constitution and functions of cemetery boards,
the licensing of funeral directors, the regulation
of burials, the repeal of the Cemeteri es Act
1897 and for connected purposes.

The general principle of the proposed new
Act is that all burials will be required to be in
declared cemeteries unless authorised by the
Minister. This differs from the current Act
which does not provide for any control of
burials in areas outside the South-West Land
Division and beyond 80 kilometres of a public
cemetery. These distance provisions are no
longer considered appropriate due to the avail-
ability of modem forms of transportation and
refrigeration.

In respect of the application of the power for
the Minister to authorise burials outside
declared cemeteries it is considered
administratively desirable for the Minister to
be able to delegate that authority. Often in
cases where approval is sought for such a burial
the decision must be made quickly so that fu-
neral arrangements can proceed. The power of
delegation would ensure that someone was on
hand to expedite the approval.

In addition, the new legislation will-

give cemetery boards additional powers to
tighten up the licensing of funeral directors
and inquire into their practices when issu-
ing a licence. It will also provide access to
a court of appeal should a licence be
refused, suspended or cancelled by a cem-
etery board; authorise the concept of single
funerals conducted by a person with ap-
proval of a cemetery board. Some cem-
etery authorities have already recognised
the need for these funerals and have al-
lowed family members or friends of the
deceased to undertake such funerals. The
new Act will forrnalise this type of funeral
through the issue of single funeral permits;

provide the machinery for redeveloping
old areas in cemeteries. Measures of this
type are aimed at decreasing the ever-in-
creasing costs of maintaining old areas in
cemeteries;

provide for future grants of right of burial
in a specified area of a cemetery to be for a
period of 25 years with an automatic right
of renewal for a further 25 years; and

provide that current grants of right of
burial in excess of 25 years be limited to
that period from the commencement of the
new Act with provision for renewal.

With respect to the last point, it has been more
general practice in recent years for cemetery
trustees to grant rights of burial for periods
such as 25 years. However, in earlier times
these grants were issued in perpetuity for un-
limited periods or for periods such as 50 years.

In the interests of good cemetery manage-
ment such terms need to be amended. On the
issue of a grant the holder pays a fee which is
intended to cover the cost of maintenance for
the agreed term. As could be expected, it has
been difficult to project over long periods the
costs to be incurred and, as a result, cemetery
authorities have had to fund maintenance costs
from their other revenue. It is clearly undesir-
able that such costs should fall on those people
paying funeral expenses in subsequent years.
Accordingly, a 25-year period has been set as a
reasonable time for a cemetery board to project
what financial commitment it has to maintain
the area and set appropriate fees.

To ensure protection of the rights of the
holder provision is made for renewal which
enables a reassessment of fees payable for the
extended period.
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As I have indicated, this Bill has been pre-
pared following considerable public input to an
extensive review process. It is needed to replace
outdated legislation with a new Act which rec-
ognises present-day cemetery practices.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon. John

Williams.

WESPLY (DARDANUP) AGREEMENT
AUTHORIZATION AMENDMENT BILL

Receipt and First Reading
Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-

tion by Hon. J. MI. Berinson (Attorney Gen-
eral), read a first time.

Second Reading
HON. J. M. BERINSON (North Central

Metropolitan-Attorney General) (9.47 p.m.]:
I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the Bill is to ratify an agree-
ment between the Government and Wesfi Pty
Ltd-formerly Wesply-which will vary the
Wesply (Dardanup) Agreement Authorization
Act of 1975.

Before explaining the provisions of the new
agreement I will briefly outline the events sur-
rounding its negotiation with Wesfi Pty Ltd.

The schedule to the original agreement speci-
fled the stumipage rate applicable for pine logs
taken from State forests and the conditions
under which the rates could be varied. Both
parties to the agreement were to meet 14 days
prior to the expiry of the three-year period on
which the stumnpage rate was set, to agree to the
new rate to apply in the succeeding period.

Should agreement not be achieved provision
was made for the new rate to be calculated by
adjusting the prevailing rate in accordance with
increases to the indices quoted in the original
agreement; namely-

average weekly earnings per employed,
male unit: Western Australia; and price in-
dex of materials used in building other
than house building: Perth: timber board
and joinery.

However, these indices were changed and are
no longer valid.

The stumpage rate was due for revision on
30 April 1986 for rates to apply for the three-
year period from I May 198610o 30 April 1989.

In view of the invalid indices the parties to
the agreement accepted an adjustment to the
stumpage rate based on the percentage move-
ment in the Consumer Price Index during the
period January 1983 to December 1985.

The Government has always acknowledged
that a significant proportion of the output from
the company's Dardanup factory will be
delivered beyond the State's boundaries. In or-
der to further encourage exports the Govern-
ment provides chiplogs to the Dardanup fac-
tory at five-sixths of the rate applicable to the
Kewdale factory.

The main reasons for executing the agree-
ment and seeking ratification this session are to
update the 1975 agreement and to express the
Government's support for the company's de-
sire to expand export markets at a time of fall-
ing local demand.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon. W. N.

Stretch.

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED
REVENUE FUND) BILL
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-
tion by Hon. J. M. Berinsan (Minister for
Budget Management), read a first time.

Second Reading
HON. J. M. BERINSON (North Central

Metropolitan-Minister for Budget Manage-
ment) [9.51 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The Bill seeks appropriation of the sums
required for the services of the current
financial year as detailed in the Estimates. It
also makes provision for the grant of supply to
complete requirements for 1985-86.

Included in the expenditure estimates of
$3 278.8 million is an amount of $3l0.551
million permanently appropriated under
special Acts, leaving an amount of $2 968.249
million which is to be appropriated in a man-
ner shown in a schedule to the Bill.

Supply of $1 700 million has already been
granted under the Supply Act 1986. Hence,
further supply of $1 268.249 million has been
provided for in the Bill.

In addition to authorising the provision of
funds for the current year, the Bill seeks ratifi-
cation of the amounts spent during 1985-86 in
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excess of the Estimates for that year. Details of
these excesses are given in schedule 2 of the
Bill.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon. N. F.

Moore.

APPROPRIATION (GENERAL LOAN AND
CAPITAL WORKS FUND) DILL

Receipt and First Reading
Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-

tion by Hon. J. M. Berinson (Minister for
Budget Management), read a First time.

Second Reading
HON. J, M. BERINSON (Noath Central

Metropolitan-Minister for Budget Manage-
ment) [9.53 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of this Bill is to appropriate sums
from the General Loan and Capital Works
Fund to finance items of capital expenditure.
Details of proposed expenditure are provided
in the General Loan and Capital Works Fund
Estimates of Expenditure for the year ending
30 June 1987, which were tabled in this House
on 16 October 1986.

The total capital Works programme proposed
for this year is estimated to cost $1. 260.546
million. Of this amount, S380.293 million is to
be appropriated by this Bill from the General
Loan and Capital Works Fund.

The Financial Administration and Audit
Act, which has operated since I July 1986,
created the General Loan and Capital Works
Fund to replace the General Loan Fund. The
principal effect of the change is that, this year,
Commonwealth specific purpose capital grants,
borrowings by the Western Australian Treasury
Corporation, and money from the State devel-
opment fund are included in the new fund and
are due to be appropriated for the works pro-
gramme.

The new Act has enabled changes to be made
in. the presentation. of the Estimates of Expent-
diture from the General Loan and Capital
Works Fund. These now show clearly the
amount proposed to be allocated to each de-
partment, authority, Or college. In addition, the
opportunity has also been taken to provide de-
tails of the total estimated cost of projects, the
expenditure to the end of last financial year,
and the amount it is proposed to spend in the
current financial year.

I am sure that members will find the new
presentation helpful and informative.

The Treasurer referred to some of the high-
lights of our capital works programme in the
Budget speech. I do not intend to take more
time now to talk about the other programmes
and projects we intend to undertake this year.
Details of these are contained in the tables to
which 1 have just referred, and there are further
descriptions of the works in the document
"Supplement to the Capital Works Estimates"
which was tabled in this House on 16 October
1986.

1 now turn to the main purpos of the Bill,
which is to appropriate from the General Loan
and Capital Works Fund the sums required for
the works and services as detailed in the Gen-
eral Loan and Capital Works Fund Estimates
of Expenditure.

An amount of $380.293 million is sought
from the General Loan and Capital Works
Fund as pant of the total financing arrange-
ments required for the Government's planned
works programme. The amount to be provided
from the General Loan and Capital Works
Fund, which is subject to appropriation in this
Bill, is clearly identified in bold type on page 5
of the Estimates.

The Supply Act 1986 has already granted
supply of $200 million, and the Bill now under
consideration seeks further supply of $ 180.293
million. The total of these two sums, namely
$380.293 million is to be appropriated for the
purposes and services expressed in schedule I
of the Bill.

As well as authorising the provision of funds
for the present financial year, this measure also
seeks ratification of amounts spent during
1985-86 in excess of the Estimates for that
year. Details of these amounts are provided in
schedule 2 of the Bill.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Ron. N. F.
Moore.

LOAN DILL

Receipt and First Reading

Hill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-
tion by Hon. J. M. Berinson (Minister for
Budget Management), read a first time.
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Second Reading
HON. J. MV. BERINSON (North Central

Metropolitan-Minister for Budget Manage-
ment) [9.56 p.m,): I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill seeks the necessary authority for the
raising of loans required to help finance the
State's capital works programme as detailed in
the General Loan and Capital Works Fund Es-
timates of Expenditure tabled on 16 October
1986.

Borrowing authority is being sought this year
for the raising of loans of $260 million. The
level of borrowing authority required is deter-
mined after taking into account the unexpired
balances of previous authorisations as at 30
June 1986. It is also necessary to have suf-
ficient borrowing authority to enable works in
progress to be maintained for a period of up to
six months after the close of the financial year
pending the passing of a similar measure in
1987-88.

For the first time this year, borrowing auth-
orisations are affected by the Financial
Administration and Audit Act, which came
into operation from 1 July 1986. As all mem-
bens would be well aware, this has resulted in a
more than doubling of the capital works pro-
gramme subject to parliamentary appropri-
ation, and this is the reason for the increase in
the level of borrowing authorisation now being
sought. Of course, this does not mean that the
Government is increasing its reliance on
borrowings. in fact, the opposite is the case.

This year's capital works programme uses
$517.3 million of our global Loan Council
borrowing allocation for authorities-25.4 per
cent below the amount raised in [985-86. In
addition, new money programmes for the
States in total have been reduced by 23 per
cent. Our share of these programmes consists
of borrowings of $7 1.672 million and a grant
component of $39.735 million.

Again this year the opportunity has been
taken to nominate our total State Government
borrowing allocation for public housing. How-
ever, because of the constraints I have just
outlined, the amount available has been
reduced from $93.1 million last year to $71.7
million in 1986-87. These funds for public
housing are advanced by the Commonwealth at
the concessional interest rate of 4.5 per cent
and are repayable over 53 years.

The balance of the borrowing authorisation
will be raised by the WA Treasury Corporation.

In accordance with clause 4 of the Bill, the
proceeds of loans to be raised under this
measure must be paid into the General Loan
and Capital Works Fund recently created
under the provisions of the Financial
Administration and Audit Act. As a result, it is
appropriate to streamline procedures by simply
ensuring that approval is being sought for the
raising of loans for public purposes. It is no
longer necessary to continue the previous cum-
bersome and not very helpful practice of
designating particular works or purposes.

Furthermore, and as all members would now
be aware, no funds can be expended from the
General Loan and Capital Works Fund without
an appropriation under an Act passed by this
Parliament.

In addition to seeking to provide the auth-
ority for loan raisings, the Bill also perma-
nently appropriates moneys from the
Consolidated Revenue Fund to meet interest
payments and sinking fund contributions
under t h is and prev iou s Loan Acts.

It also seeks authority to allow the balances
of previous authorisations to be re-a ppropni-
ated from previously designated items and ap-
plied for public purposes. Schedule 1 of the Bill
sets out the amounts to be re-appropriated and
the Loan Acts which authorised the original
appropriations. The amount of $146 884 501
shown on page 45 of the General and Capital
Works Fund Estimates of Expenditure includes
$30 486 468 allocated from loan repayments
and Commonwealth capital grants. As loan re-
payments and Commonwealth capital grants
do not require legislativ e authorisation, the
amount to be re-appropriated is reduced to
$116 398 033. This amount is to be re-appro-
priated in accordance with clause 6 of the Bill.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon. N. F.
Moore.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN EXIM
CORPORATION BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 27 November.

HION. MAX EVANS (Metropolitan) [10.01
p.m.]: We are now at the start of a long debate
which will continue well into the night. There
appears to be some urgency about this Bill
which will result in $7 million being allocated
to the new Exim Corporation. Perhaps the
existing corporation is running out of cash.
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On 15 November 1 read a Press release which
stated that Exim Corporation Ltd had made a
pre-tax profit of more than $280 000 last
financial year. H-owever, a tax payout of
$226 395 had reduced its operating profit to
$54 570. The directors recommended a divi-
dend payment of $100000 to be paid to the
parent company. On reading the Press
statements we are led to believe that Exim had
a good year. However, the return it received on
its investment of $7 million was very small.

This Bill refers to the corporation requiring a
reasonable commercial return on its invest-
ment. It will need a much better return than it
has received in the last 12 months to live up to
the expectations of this Bill. Members must
take into consideration the revaluation of live-
stock of $1.4 million, an amount of $2.8
million being interest earned, and several other
matters to which I will refer later.

At the time of the Press release, comments
were made by Bill Brown of the Confederation
of Western Australian Industry. Members must
realise that Mr Brown's comments are fairly
guarded because the president of the confeder-
ation is a director of Exim. Mr Brown said-

By definition, any Government corpor-
ation which enjoys the status, immunities
and privilege of the Crown operates from a
powerful and privileged position and un-
doubtedly would compete unfairly with
the private sector.

He said also that Exim should be used to help
the development of overseas trading links for
businesses.

The comments of the President of the West-
ern Australian Chamber of Commerce and In-
dustry, Mr Andrew Thompson, who is a part-
ner in Mallisons Stephen Jaques, are much
stronger. He said-

The Chamber sees no merit in merging
Exim and the Western Australian Overseas
Projects Authority. Put simply, WAOPA is
working well and should be left alone.
There is no justifiable reason for rushing
this Bill through Parliament. By doing so,
the Government is in effect stifling public
discussion on an important issue. At a
minimum a full review of the performance
of Exim should be undertaken before any
legislative changes are made. Such a re-
view should include borrowing limits, the
risk to the taxpayer of offering Govern-
ment guarantees and whether there should
be a degree of private ownership.

Mr Deputy President (Hon. D. J. Wordsworth),
I must thank Hon. Phil Pendal for speaking
first on this Bill last. week to enable the debate
to be adjourned to allow further research to be
undertaken. The Government brought forward
the legislation last Thursday and, as a result of
the debate being adjourned, it has allowed the
Opposition to undertake further research. The
Opposition has had the opportunity to consider
the legislation in the light of the comments
made by the Chamber of Commerce and Indus-
try. Mr Andrew Thompson said that without
records of the performance of Exim the
chamber cannot support the merger of Exim
and WAOPA.

This legislation was introduced in the other
place before the relative financial statements
had been made available to members of Parlia-
ment.

In a previous debate I mentioned the
Companies Code, and the Minister for Budget
Management made a comment that I should
not be referring to that code because it was not
applicable. However, on this occasion the
Companies Code is applicable. The indirect
shareholders of Exim should be entitled to the
financial details to allow proper debate on this
legislation. The Bill should not be rushed
through this House and it should not be
debated tonight. After all, members have been
asked to make a judgment based on the past
history of Exim to ascertain what should occur
in the future. After all, if its past history is not
good, it should not have a future.

The Opposition experienced trouble when
debating legislation dealing with the State
Government Insurance Office and the Motor
Vehicle insurance Trust because it was unable
to obtain the relevant balance sheets on which
to make a judgment. Another piece of legis-
lation which comes to mind, and with which
the Opposition experienced similar problems,
concerned the Perth Mint. It is only a couple of
months ago that these matters were debated,
yet the Government still does not provide any
relevant information.

If the Minister is unable to answer my
queries satisfactorily, the House should ad-
journ the debate on this Bill. It is an important
Bill and public money is involved. There are
further implications and the debate on the Bill
should be delayed until all. the relevant infor-
mation is available.
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About two weeks ago members of the Oppo-
sition were briefed on this legislation by
Government officers. I will refer to the briefing
later.

One of the most important aspects of this
Bill is that $7 million of public funds will be
made available to Exirn. Already $7 million of
taxpayers' funds has been made available to the
corporation. Apant from that, the new corpor-
ation will operate in a Similar manner to the
existing corporation, but I expect it will expand
as a result of the additional funds.

If two private corporations were to be
amalgamated. I am sure the people involved
would expect to receive far more information
about the corporations concerned than the Op-
position has been given in relation to this Bill.

We had a classic reply from the Minister
today in answer to a question about Exim. In
fact, I was a little worried when the questions
were asked because if the Minister had
answered the questions properly he may have
destroyed half of my speech. H-e did not let me
down-he told me nothing. The Government
will continue to tell the Opposition nothing
about a corporation which comes under the
Companies Code.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That is a good argu-
ment for moving to a statutory authority.

Hon. MAX EVANS: That is right, and I will
follow that argument further and compare it
with what I was told at the briefing by Govern-
ment officers.

The Parliament should not approve the ad-
ditional $7 million until the Opposition has
been given a lot more information. Clause 5(4)
of the Bill states-

For the purposes of the State Trading
Concerns Ac! 1916 the activities of the
Corporation shall be taken to have been
expressly authorized by Parliament.

It is an interesting clause.
Dr Elizabeth Harman, a senior lecturer at

Murdoch University and a former adviser to a
Minister of this Government, wrote a paper on
corporations formed by this Government. She
said-

In 1983 the Burke Government enacted
two pieces of legislation which greatly
enhanced the powers of the government to
operate in the commercial sphere. The
Western Australian Development Corpor-
ation Act 1983 established a statutory cor-
poration (W.A.D.C.) aimed at promoting
economic development in the state. The

Northern Mining (Acquisition) Act 1983
enabled the Treasurer to purchase 100% of
the shares in a no liability company. ..

It is interesting that with respect to the State
Trading Concerns Act, Elizabeth H-arman
said-

In Western Australia, the State Trading
Concerns Act, 1917 has acted as a partial
brake on the proliferation of public
enterprises by prohibiting the creation of
state trading concerns without the consent
of Parliament. The Act was passed in an
attempt to prevent a repeat of the wide-
ranging commercial activities pursued by
the Scaddan Government (1911-16) which
were plagued by financial mismanagement
and a lack of accountability. The Burke
initiatives have effectively removed the
brake provided by the State Trading Con-
cerns Act by providing two mechanisms to
move around the old Act.

We can see that the State Trading Concerns Act
was to stop further companies being formed.
But what happened? Northern Mining, now
WA Government Holdings, could form a sub-
sidiary of that company, Exim Ltd, which was
not controlled by that Act. That subsidiary has
been like an amoeba-it has spread out and
subdivided itself into more subsidiaries with-
out being subject to the State Trading Concerns
Act.

It is interesting that history may be repeating
itself. Seventy years after the State Trading
Concerns Act was introduced, we have this
Government corporation which has not
performed as well as we would have wished,
considering it has $7 million of public funds.

We were given a briefing by Exim officers,
but no financial data was given at that meeting.
It was indirectly said that we would be lucky to
see that data before Parliament sat. The
officers were completely correct in that, as the
information was provided on the afternoon of
Tuesday 25 November after debate had already
started. We were given briefing notes to which I
will refer in a few minutes. it was interesting to
see how nicely the second reading speech and
the briefing notes were written. The words roll
off the tongue, as they explain what wonderful
things the corporation is doing.

One of the State's newspapers stated-

A Bill to rationalise the marketing and
promotion of WA products and services
overseas has gone before State Parliament.

5306



[Tuesday, 2 December 1986] 50

Let us consider an extension of the aim to
rationalise the marketing and promotion of
Western Australian products. The operations
of the Western Australian Overseas Projects
Authority and the Western Australian Exini
Corporation Ltd have been amalgamated. The
Western Australian Overseas Projects Auth-
ority is a very successful organisation. How
many other corporations or authorities may
also become subsidiaries of the Western
Australian Exim Corporation? It has a lot of
subsidiaries now.

Hon. Mick Gayfer may soon be a pant of the
corporation's board, because Co-operative
Bulk Handling Ltd may be taken over and with
its reserves be absorbed into that organisation.

Hon. H-. W. Gayfer: It will need more than
$7 million to take us over.

Hon. MAX EVANS: I know, but the assets
would be put on one side and the reserves on
the other. That would give a multiplier effect of
borrowings and the organisation would be off
again. The number of possible subsidiaries that
could be subsumed into the corporation is un-
limited. Statutory authorities could be taken
over and their capital could be convented to
capital in the new corporation with only the
assent of the Treasurer being needed. That is
all that is needed to issue funther capital. To
increase the authorised capital above $30
million only the consent of the Governor is
needed.

At the briefing, we asked questions about
what was going to happen to Exim and its
subsidiaries. We could not get a clear answer,
and I hope that we will get one tonight. We
were told that Western Australian Exim Cor-
poration Ltd would stay in its same form be-
cause it owned land, contracts and leases in
Australia and overseas, which made it import-
ant to keep it in that form. We were told that
the subsidiaries of Exim would still stay in
place. There are about 10 or 15 subsidiary
companies, including a couple that are over-
seas.

One of the replies in the other place said that
it was not possible to have two operations with
the same name. A lack of understanding was
demonstrated by the Minister who said that.
The name of the old company is not exactly the
same as that of the new corporation. No clear
answer has been given as to what will happen
with the transfer of all these assets. Will the
assets all go right down the line and be vested
in the new corporation?

The officer who briefed us could not give us
an answer to that question. I believe that we
need that answer because in view of the
answers given today to those questions by the
Minister for Budget Management, we could
still be locked into companies under the
Companies Code. The Minister would not have
to give answers about those companies which
are under the Companies Code. If those
subsidiaries dealing with cattle stations up
north and the like remain intact, the Minister
will still be able to say, "I am sorry; I cannot
give an answer with respect to those
subsidiaries because they come under the
Companies Code. They are still held by Exim
Ltd."

Hon. 3. M. Berinson: That would simply be
preserving the status quo.

Hon. MAX EVANS: That is right, but we
were told in the second reading speech that
there would be greater accountability. Will
more limited liability companies be tacked on
at the end, or can the Minister guarantee that
every future venture will be only in the new
corporation? I do not expect that the Minister
can answer that. I would not expect them all to
be put in the new corporation; I think it is
easier to work them the other way than in a
Government corporation. Why is it said that
the greatest thing about the Bill is that there
will be greater accountability?

Hon. 3. M. Berinson: There is.

Hon. MAX EVANS: I cannot see that there
is any greater accountability. There would need
to be a lot more in the second reading speech to
tell us the things we want to know. The Minis-
ter can tell us in his reply from where exactly
that greater accountability will come.

At the briefing we asked about the transfer of
the shares. It was pointed out to me that they
would be transferred from WA Government
Holdings to the new corporation at no value. I
do not know how no value can be credited on
one side and debited on the other. The shares
of Western Australian Exim Corporation Ltd
are worth about $7 million. That is what the
accounts tell me, but we will talk more about
that later. Are the shares to be transferred to
Exim Corporation for $7 million with a debt
owing to WA Government Holdings of $7
million? Is $7 million then to be paid into the
new corporation which it pays WA Govern-
ment Holdings? In that case the capital of $7
million has come from the Government into
the new Exim Corporation; it then goes into
WA Government Holdings which could then
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itself take another $7 million worth of shares in
Exim Corporation. There is then $14 million in
capital which would have a high Multiplier Cf-
feet on borrowing. I would like an explanation
of what the Government is doing with that $7
million. Two weeks ago the Ministers adviser
did not know the answer; I hope he knows it
tonight.

The Western Australian Overseas Projects
Authority is a well-run organisation with pri-
vate directors who run it successfully for a
profit, doing all the things that we are told this
new corporation will do. Why is there a need
for a change? That authority is up and running;
it is successful. When we look at the record of
the corporation with which it is to be
amalgamated, we start to worry. We know it
has $1.7 million. While the Minister is
consulting his advisers, perhaps he can find out
how the journal entry will bring in WAOPA's
assets, liabilities and equity. Does that become
a capital reserve of $lt.7 million, which enables
up to $13.6 million to be borrowed, a multi-
plier factor of eight? The borrowing capacity of
this organisation is mind-boggling, because
borrowings cannot exceed eight times the
company's capital and reserves. I would like to
know where the $1.7 million equity in WAOPA
will rest in the new Exini Corporation.

Exim Corporation will subsume all assets,
liabilities and contingent liabilities of WAOPA.
That is important because it has contracts over-
seas. I accept that, and that is how it should be.
The new Exim Corporation will be responsible
for all liabilities, contingent liabilities and
guarantees in Exim and its subsidiaries. We
read in the paper last weekend that some verbal
guarantees of what might have been assumed to
be a guarantee by a party doing business with
subsidiaries of Exim Corporation are not going
to be honoured.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Wrong.

Hon. MAX EVANS: Is that not right? Will
the Attorney General explain further? Will the
new corporation take over the implied guaran-
tees of other outside parties? The briefing and
the second reading notes were fairly strong and
emphasised the great things it would do. How-
ever, most of that has already been done by
Exim Corporation Ltd or WAOPA and I can-
not understand the reason for the change.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Are you suggesting that
Exim Corporation Ltd should be retained in its
present form?

Hon. MAX EVANS: We are told that it will
be retained because of certain contracts, etc.
We were not told exactly what will be divested
from Exim Corporation Ltd down the line. I
told the officer that I would be willing to do a
liquidation of the company to distribute the
assets in specie of the new corporation to save
stamp duty. This Bill states that the corpor-
ation will be exempt from stamp duty and
transfer fees, and yet it is supposed to be set up
on the same commercial basis as every other
company. No other company which is
restructuring and reorganising its assets is
exempt from these fees.

Hon. J. N+. Berinson: We want to save you
that trouble.

Hon. MAX EVANS: It is no trouble; it is an
easier way of doing it. If the corporation is to
be reorganised, it should pay transfer fees and
stamp duty in the same way as other
companies.

With regard to the revaluation of livestock, I
have discussed this subject with a number of
authorities. I had hoped to receive an answer to
my question on this matter, which would have
saved our debating it this evening. The ac-
counts of the corporation set out a number of
factors, and reference is made to livestock. A
fairly unique situation exists in respect of pas-
toral companies. The auditor's report is quali-
fied to the extent that the management could
not physically count the livestock. I accept
that-the same condition applies with all pas-
toral companies and it is not possible to count
the number of cattle held-

We also read in the financial report of Exim
that it took the livestock over at Taxation De-
partment values. There is a deferred tax liab-
ility for tax that would be applicable when sold
at full market price. That was for the first year.
The change in accounting principles introduced
is stated-

The Group previously accounted for
livestock at a value determined by the In-
come Tax Assessment Act in accordance
with industry practice. This basis did not
give recognition to the cost of rearing live-
stock for sale. As of I July 1985 , the Group
adopted the policy of pricing livestock held
for sale at the lower average cost and net
realisable value in accordance with
Australian Accounting Standard 2. Man-
agement considers the new accounting pol-
icy to result in improved financial
reporting.
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I do not disagree with that. It continues-
The effect of the change on the current

year's operating profit is an increase of
$1 465 072 and a corresponding increase
in livestock inventory of $661 554 and in
the breeding herd of $803 518.

There has been a paper increase and a paper
profit has been created by a journal entry. That
has increased the value of the stock on paper
and has been included in the accounts signed
by the directors. It continues-

The cost of the breeding herd has been
reclassified and included with pastoral
leases in recognition of the basis of pur-
chasing such leases.

That means they buy leases on the basis of
$100, $120, or $150 per head of cattle. They
estimate the number and, of course, sometimes
a person gets more cattle than he paid for and
sometimes he gets less. They have capitalised
them on the leases, as stated in the accounts.
To continue-

Subsequent increases in the breeding
herd by stock purchase or natural increase
are capitalised at cost.

That can be seen from the accounts, and it
involves an amount of some $800 000. it con-
tinues-

Reductions in the breeding herd are
accounted for at an average cost per head
of cattle.

I refer to Australian Accounting Standard
1(19)-this is where the Opposition differs and
feels that there should be an amendment. I do
not regard the report as the responsibility of an
eminent firm of accountants; the accounts are
the responsibility of the directors and not the
auditors. The directors must stand by the cor-
poration's accounts. ASS 1(1 9) states-

Where a business entity changes an ac-
counting method in order to comply with a
statutory requirement or with an account-
ing standard either of which specifically
requires the making of an initial account-
ing entry to give retroactive effect to the
changed .m-etho-d of accounting, .the
resulting gain or loss should be adjusted
directly against retained profits or
accumulated losses as at the beginning of
the period in which the change is made,
and adequate disclosure should be made in
the financial statements or notes on them.

In other wards, this adjustment of $1.4 million
should have been added to that figure at the
beginning of the year and not brought into the

profit for the year. I would have liked to re-
ceive a specific answer on this point. it is hard
to comprehend that the directors and the ac-
countants have done this without some expla-
nation.

The statement to the accounts clearly sets out
what has been done. I have talked to members
of the Australian Society of Accountants and
the Institute of Chartered Accountants and
they agree with me, on the facts given to us,
that the revaluation of livestock should have
been credited to retain earnings at the begin-
nling of the year in accordance with ASS 1(19),
and the group profit and loss statement for the
year would have shown a loss rather than the
net profit shown of $54 570, less livestock valu-
ation referred to in the notes of $1 465 072,
which would have given a loss of $1 410 502
for the year. It could still have paid a dividend
from the holding company because I am refer-
ring to the group accounts and the consoli-
dation, yet this goes back to the pastoral
companies. There would still be enough profit,
and it could have paid a dividend out of the
holding company; but the position of the
consolidated accounts would have looked fairly
sick if the company had paid a dividend of
$100 000 when overall it showed a large deficit.

Do the directors know what is going on with
all these companies? I believe they should look
very closely at t 'his point. Note 16 of the ac-
counts refers to interest received from "other
persons and/or corporations". The amount for
the holding company is $971 361 and for the
group it is $2 834 428; that is, approximately
$1.9 million in interest has been earned by sub-
sidiary companies during the year. A quick
glance at the balance sheet indicates that the
corporation had no assets which could earn
that amount of money in the period elapsed. If
the company had been operating for 10 years, it
could be that some kind-hearted person had
caught up with interest payments; but the
company had been operating for only 18
months and it started with assets of $2 million
in the first year.

Has there been a move of the profits from
one organisationi to another in order to mini-
mise tax losses? I hope not. Where has that
$2.8 million interest come from? It would re-
quire an investment of approximately $1 S
million for the full 12 months, at an interest
rate of 15 per cent, to earn that amount, unless
the corporation has a satisfactory source which
pays a very high interest rate.
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Has the Government lent that large sum of
money interest free, on which it has earned
interest and paid it, before the end of the year?
We had hoped that this question would have
been answered this afternoon. If it had been, I
need not have mentioned this matter.

Australian Accounting Standard No. (6), Ab-
normal Items, reads-

Among the items of revenue and ex-
pense, and other gains and losses, relating
to the ordinary operations of a business
entity, there can be at times some that may
have totbe considered abnormal by reason
of their size and effect on the results for
the period.

The size is very great-$2.8 million interest
earned by the group when the published profit
was only $280 000 before tax. t look forward to
some comment there, because if we add that to
the loss I mentioned before, we have what
might be an effective loss offset by this interest
and so on.

The next item-at least the report sets out
these factors, but there are a couple of
anomnalies-is the $6 million in State GJovern-
ment grants. The accounts say that the total
cost of acquisition of the stations was
$11 086 315 less the State Government grant.
We all know where that came from. Stephen
Hawke arranged it with Clyde Holding on be-
half of Aborigines in order to buy some leases.
The amount involved was $6 million. The ac-
counts show net assets of subsidiaries acquired
amounted to$ $5 086 315.

I referred these accounts to chartered ac-
countants. We believe that a gift such as that-
a straight payment; nothing had been received
at this stage-should have gone to capital re-
serve in the company and not been used to
offset the value of the purchase of some sub-
sidiary :companies.

I wonder if the directors know what is going
on in this company when amounts like this $6
million can be used in that way. I remember a
similar problem years ago with a surf life
saving club where donations reduced the value
of the fixed assets. Even in that situation all the
best authorities said the money should go to the
reserve on the other side, it should not be
netted off against the cost of the acquisition to
reduce the depreciation of the assets. The
company must know the return obtained on the
cattle stations. The cost was $1I I million, not $5
million. That $6 million should have been

shown as capital reserve; then the return on
these companies would have looked completely
different.

We are told that in respect of that $6 million
there was an obligation to Aboriginal interests.
Strings were attached. It took many months to
find out what was on the end of those strings.
We now know of a letter from the Under
Treasurer to WA Livestock Holdings, which is
the company which owns the other
subsidiaries-it was the intermediary-
involved in the transfer of the $6 million to
WA Livestock Holdings. That letter states-

Western Australian Livestock Holdings
Ltd will make provision for the Aboriginal
interests to obtain, without additional cost
to the Commonwealth, one or more viable
pastoral units equal in area to at least 25%
of the Emanuel leases in the Fitzroy Valley
Region.

If the area is equivalent to at least 25 per cent
of what was taken over, it would have a value
of around $3 million. We know there is a liab-
ility, because we have a letter from the Under
Treasurer to the company; there is an obli-
gation to give back leases.

This is an interesting situation. We could
trick someone with only land equal in area. I
have read it is only possible to buy a lease at a
price based on the number of head of cattle.
Here they can give back an area of land, but it
would not be much good without cattle. That is
a loophole which could be exploited at some
later date. I think there are 10 000 cattle on the
leases we are talking about. Normally we talk
about cattle being sold with the land. There
should be a contingent liability in this holding
company coming through from the subsidiary
company in respect of the obligation to transfer
a pastoral lease for Aborigines. The accounts
should show that sum of $3 million. Anyone
reading the accounts should be given all the
facts. There is a contingent liability.

The Attorney General may have something
up his sleeve here in respect to the lease. A
normal commercial operation would not have
the opportunity, but a Government corpor-
ation can get extra leases. I know there is a
commercial operation in liquidation and with
the help of the Government the ALCCO leases
could be obtained. They could be resumed
from the liquidator. ALCCO is a lame duck
because it cannot put any more money in. The
Louisa Downs, Bohemia and a few other leases
could be passed Over. He could get around the
liability by having the Louisa Downs and
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Bohemia leases given to the Government and
then give them to the Aborigines so that they
do not go through the books of this company.
We would then be left with a straight $6
million capital reserve.

I understand the liquidator is not very happy
about what is going on. He has leases with
cattle worth a lot of money. The company has
gone into liquidation but he must tr to look
after the interests of the creditors, and he wants
the maximum funds he can get. He is suing the
Government to stop the leases from being
taken over. If a deal is made, what will happen?
If the ALCCO leases are taken over by Exim or
one of the subsidiaries, they will bring the
leases in on one side and the reserves on the
other as a gift from the Government.

-This transfer to the Aborigines still has to be
put through at some value. That means there
should have been a contingent liability there of
at least $3 million, or about one-quarter of the
cost of all the leases. We might be able to
downgrade the Aborigines one-quarter in the
interim and give them only $2 million worth.
At least something should be there, not just
$150 000. That is why we asked about the
$150 000 contingent liabilities. I thought the
Attorney General might say that it is the value
of the leases the Government will give back to
the Aborigines, but I have not had an answer
on that so I will wait to see what comes up.

I was discussing these companies with some
people and someone said Exim Limited has
only $2 million capital. I said, "You must be
joking, I have seen the accounts." He said,
"No, 1 have seen the return of allotments."

So have 1. 1 searched yesterday. There is a
return of an allotment for $2 million. They
have forgotten a return for $5 million. Some
creditor may wonder if it is worthwhile lending
a lot of money to the company. I have looked at
the microfiche, and all I can find is a return of
an allotment lodged for $2 million-nothing
world-shatteri ng, just lack of efficiency.

What is going on? The company cannot even
lodge a simple return.

The Department of Corporate Affairs fines
other companies for not lodging returns. Mr
Keating has just made an oversight in respect
of his personal income tax return. I hope he
gets a good fine. The rest of us are fined if we
lodge our returns late.

Hon. E. J. Chariton: Some people do not
even bother!

Horn. MAX EVANS: No, that would be right
too. They get struck off.

We are looking at a company to see if it
should continue in business. With these ac-
counting problems we cannot work out what is
happening. What is the true position? We have
a loss on disposal of investment of $181 770. 1
had hoped to be told about that today, but I
have not been.

Diminution in value of investments is shown
as $565 944. That is not bad; the company has
only been there just over 12 months, and it
takes a while to get up and running. I know it is
damned hard to convince directors that there is
a permanent diminution in the value of invest-
ments.

When the directors say, "Put that in", a per-
son knows it is bad and that he wit never see it
again.

What also worries me about the new corpor-
ation is possible cross-shareholding. A bank or
other similar company has limited borrowing,
in a limited liability company; but here we
have a corporation which could gear up by a
factor of eight times its capital. Just think of
the scenario. John Williams, the new Managing
Director of Exim Ltd, might prick up his ears
beca use it is easier to make money in this way
than it was in his former business. He could go
out and get Government guarantees-it is mar-
vellous, John, stick to it!

Mr John Horgan has two jobs, one at Exim
and one at Western Australian Development
Corporation. While at Exim, he says to WADC,
"H-ow would you like to take up "$5 million-
worth of shares?" His friend, Brian Burke, says,
"That is great." So WADC puts in $5 million,
and takes five million shares in Exim. Now
Exim can borrow another $40 million. Then,
while at WADC, he says, "How would you like
me to take up shares in your company?" So
suddenly he has geared up a lot more money to
play with. WA Government Holdings could put
back $7 million. Unlimited money can be
borrowed, and there is a Government guaran-
tee without coming to this Parliament. It is
implied in the Act and in the briefing notes we
have. It has unlimited funds. What did it do
with the last $7 million, when we see dimin-
ution of value of assets, loss of investment,
upping the value of livestock, inability to show
contingent liabilities, and so on?

I am very glad the Minister gave us time to
rest today. I feel a lot better at this time of night
than I did earlier today. It would have been an
anti-climax after Mr Oliver's session this after-
noon.
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We are told this company will behave like
any private company with no extra advantages.
By God, I wish I knew a private company that
had a Government grant of $6 million towards
buying assets. We read the reports of WA Live-
stock Holdings, which talk about all the profits
they will make out of these stations, and so on;
but they keep ignoring the fact that the stations
cost $11I million. They keep referring to the net
value of the stations-the net cost, not the $6
million. I suppose that was a gift from God-
Stephen Hawke arranged for it.

WA Livestock Holdings is not like any other
private company because the Government has
already tried to put some of the leases-the
Australian Land and Cattle Co leases-into the
company so it can make a $6 million settle-
ment with the Aborigines under its obligation.
What private company can do that? What pri-
vate company has a Bill guaranteeing its debts
and allowing it to borrow eight times its capital
and reserves? It has to go to the Premier for
approval to go higher than that.

The corporation has access to Government
staff, departments, and know how. Is that what
any other company can do on equal terms with
a private company?

we are told in the briefing notes that the
corporation will be subject to ministerial direc-
tion, if necessary. We went through all that
with WADC. I was outside this place at that
time, but l took up a debate on that. Where
does the Government stand on that? We know
the Minister will not say, "Don't do things."
He will say, "Do things, because it will be good
for the State. It might not be good for the cor-
poration, but it should be good for the State."

The briefing notes say, "... provides for the
transfer of Western Australian Overseas Proj-
ect Authority functions to Exim Corporation",
but we do not know to what value. As we have
requested this information before, I assume
that it will be forthcoming tonight.

The briefing notes further say, .. Exim
Corporation will transfer the property rights
and liabilities of Exim Ltd to the corpor-
ation ... Exim Ltd to continue in existence so
that it can do those things which can only be
done by a public company... " I was not satis-
fied before as to what that meant. Maybe
tonight we can find out. What is so special
about this public company that it has to be
kept? I go along with the lease and all the other
bits and pieces; that has nothing to do with the
public company. But this is what we are told in
the briefing notes and the second reading

speech. The briefing notes say, "Protects the
rights of anybody entering into any contractual
or other arrangement with Exim... " That is
good. I hope it does look after some of those
persons who have given loan moneys to
subsidiaries.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. John
Williams): I remind the honourable member
that he has only two minutes left of his speech.

Hon. MAX EVANS: Can I move for an ex-
tension?

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Yes, at the end
of your time.

Hon. MAX EVANS: I have only done the
first page. The briefing notes also indicate,
"The Corporation is to maintain true and fair
accounts in accordance with general commer-
cial practice except where this would conflict
with audit Act requirements." That is
interesting. I hope someone will explain what
would be the difference. I would hope the audit
Act requirements would comply with general
accounting standards. After all, I understand
the Auditor General will be the auditor of the
new Exim Corporation, and I assume of all the
subsidiary companies, and he will have to com-
ply with the Australian Accounting Standards
and the Companies Code, and I hope he will
not be put off by the audit Act. It might re-
inforce what he is doing, but he will still be
required to audit the subsidiary companies if
they stay in line and he is the auditor of them. I
understand he is a registered company auditor
and can do those.

The briefing notes also indicate that the
subsidiaries must be true and fair, and sales tax
must be paid. There is also the matter Of grants,
referred to in clause 25 of the briefing notes.
We must remember this. We have the same
with the Australian Industry Development
Corporation, which used to be able to borrow
eight or 10 times its capital. Mr Hawke said,
"Gee, this is making a lot of money", so he
lifted the borrowing Power Of 15 times its capi-
tal. It could earn a lot of money on the money
market. When the papers relating to WADC
were first tabled in another place, it had un-
limited borrowing. Limitations were then
brought in. From memory, I think that limi-
tation was 10 times its capital, but perhaps the
Minister could advise me on that. However,
originally the Government brought in a Bill
with unlimited borrowing provisions.

This time, the notes indicate that the Bill,
"Grants the corporation borrowing powers
either inside or outside Australia upon such
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terms and conditions as the Board agrees. The
funds borrowed are not: to exceed 8 times the
sum of the amount of paid up capital and the
amount set aside for resentes; ...

Extension of Time
Leave granted for an extension of time.

Debate Resumed
Hon. MAX EVANS: According to the brief-

ing notes, the funds borrowed should not ex-
ceed a limit set by the Treasurer. He may feel
responsible to reduce that; I am not certain
whether he can put it above eight times. Let us
give him credit for reducing it. The notes also
indicate that funds are not to be borrowed
overseas except with the approval of the
Treasurer.

The briefing notes further indicate that the
Treasurer may guarantee the performance of
the corporation, and any funds required to
meet a guaranteed payment are to be appropri-
ated from the Consolidated Revenue Fund. I
would like to know, and I hope we will have a
record as time goes on, of the guarantees that
might be entered into by the Treasurer with
this corporation, if they are required.

Many years ago I tried to get the Registrar of
Companies and the Corporate Affairs Office to
keep a register of guarantees given by every
corporation of limited liability so that people
could search to see what guarantees had been
given. Corporations can give guarantees well in
excess of capital, and often people do not know
about them until they try to call them up.

The briefing notes state that the State
guarantee may be charged against a specific
corporation project, but that it constitutes a
charge against all the corporation's assets and
revenue if it cannot be satisfied by the specific
project. I worry that that could give the corpor-
ation undue preference over other creditors.
The fact that it enters into one guarantee could
give it a floating charge over all the assets. I
would like to have some comment on that, be-
cause without a specific charge written into the
Bill, it appears to me that the corporation may
have that protection.

The Bill gives power to statutory authorities
to acquire and hold securities in the Exim Cor-
poration when the Treasurer approves. That is
confirmed in the briefing notes, which I
mentioned before.

Directors and management are liable for of-
fences by a body corporate where it is proved
offences were committed with their consent or
(1672

through failure to take reasonable action. Ac-
tion can be taken against such members of the
body corporate.

I hope the Minister can explain the similarity
between that and the Companies Code because
the code provides for very severe penalties for
directors who enter into obligations when they
should not. I refer to transfers, guarantees, con-
tracts, undertakings, and the legal proceedings
of WAOPA and Exim. I hope implied or verbal
guarantees will be given by officers of the
company.

I refer to the second reading speech where it
referred to rationalising Government services
and combining the public and private sector.
There is nothing private about this corpor-
ation. It has been said that the WADC is an
exceptional body. I admit it has done very well,
but to say it is like a private company which
has private directors with no special advan-
tages is wrong. It looks very good in a media
release but it does not happen.

The Government owns a public company-
WA Government Holdings-which is not
under the scrutiny of Parliament. It then
formed Exim Corporation Limited, which is
also not under the scrutiny of Parliament. I do
not think it is under the scrutiny of the State
Trading Concerns Act. There will still be other
subsidiaries, but even Exim Corporation Lim-
ited will not be available for public scrutiny
even though we are told in the second reading
speech it will be.

WAOPA is feeding $1.7 million into this new
body. That will soon be lost because there are
very big operating overheads if one looks at the
trading figures and turnover for the last 12
months. There is talk about the Government's
commitment to apply private sector skills to
the public sector. What is the change? They are
only merging the two bodies. One is led to be-
lieve there will be some great new change. I
presume the new corporation will have the
same board and the same operation.

The Bill talks about marketing which all
sounds very nice. The corporation is already
doing plenty of marketing whether it be good or
bad. I recognise some of Exim's efforts. They
were good, and the directors have worked very
hard. I do not knock them for trying. One can-
not win them all.

There is nothing new with this corporation.
It has just found something new which was not
available before being the guarantee of per-
formance. The Government will guarantee all
the debts of the corporation. It will not be ac-
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countable to the public. This corporation
should not proceed. WAOPA and Exim will
continue doing its thing. There will be no
world-shattering changes in direction. The only
problem 1 can see is John Williams will not
know which company he is working for. The
company will be still doing what it did yester-
day. There are many questions that should be
answered.

We should have a projected balance sheet for
the Exim Corporation after the transfer of
WAOPA and transfers of properties, assets,
and liabilities. When will we find out what they
are? The Government cannot tell us because it
does not know what they are; and if it does not
know that, we should not be going ahead with
this Bill.

The Bill says that the new board shall do this
and that but, for goodness sake, any company
proceeding with a merger knows very well what
it will do before anyone else does. It will be a
fait accompli. They should have had the whole
Concept Worked out beforehand. I believe there
should be a balance sheet showing what the
structure of the new bodies will be and how
reserves of cash will be handled.

What will happen to subsidiary companies
not subject to the State Trading Concerns Act?
We should know all these facts. Will they be
absorbed? Will they have limited access to
funds? The Government tells us we will have
greater accountability. Is that not marvellous?
When we read about the Exim Corporation, we
could almost believe we will have a special Bill
to make the WADC more accountable. I do not
believe it. What will the true trading profit for
the year be?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: What precisely is the
point you are making? Is it that Exim should be
more accountable or less?

Hon. MAX EVANS: More accountable.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: If it is to be more ac-
countable, can you not conceive this Bill will
achieve that? Before we get to the question of
extent, can you not at least concede it must be
more accountable under this Bill than it is at
this moment?

Hon. MAX EVANS: I accept the Minister's
word.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Unless the new corpor-
ation does nothing-

Hon. MAX EVANS: The Minister is using
up my time. He can speak later.

I would like to know the facts with respect to
whether there are any bad debts, losses, or sales
of assets since 30 June. If there are, they should
be reported by 31 October when the auditor
signs the accounts. I wish to know why there is
no liability for interest, what is the interest
earned by the group and the holding company,
and what is the source? What value will Exim
shares have after they have been transferred,
and how will they be affected? Why is Exirn to
be retained as a public company?

Finally, we have appreciated having a few
extra days to investigate all matters concerning
this corporation because much had to be done.
I would have liked more time to study the mat-
ter, though. I implore the Government in fu-
ture to give us the financial information earlier.
After all, the accounts were signed on 31
October, a Press release went out on I5
November, but we did not receive the accounts
until 25 November. We did not require ac-
counts with pretty pictures of the directors. We
could have received a decent set of audited
accounts well before that date.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Do you think the direc-
tors have nothing going for them other than the
pretty pictures?

Hon. MAX EVANS: No. I said we did not
need the pretty pictures. I know it takes some
time for the accounts to be printed. We have
that trouble ourselves, but we could have
received a photocopied set of accounts signed
by the auditors.

It is interesting to see that the names are
incorrect in the auditor's report. I hope that
will be Corrected next time. The accounts have
been signed "Anderson". We should have
received those accounts earlier because of the
great degree of urgency placed on this Bill.

Six months ago we heard these two bodies
would be merged. Two weeks ago we had a
meeting with members of Treasury, which was
appreciated, but we received no figures. We did
not know the accounts had been signed at that
stage.

The Government has many questions to
answer. We wish to know about the credibility
of this corporation and what profit has been
made. We have been asked to approve a further
$7 million, and the Government will continue
to borrow money. Exim could not borrow
money to the extent it has if there were no
Government guarantees. It is a different ball
game now, and no corporation or statutory
authority should have that power unless we
know what they are doing and where they are
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going. It will be business as usual-the same
directors, the same subsidiary companies-and
we should have those figures if we are to pro-
tect the public interest and know where that
money is going.

HON. H. W. CAYFER (Central) [11.00
p.m.]: I wish the Pope were still in Western
Australia because I could do with his help in
leading for my party on this Bill, having just
heard the oration given by Hon. Max Evans, a
worthy accountant of great repute in his field
and someone who has certainly done a terrific
amount of work on this Bill. I will be speaking
more as a layman, and in this exercise what else
could I do? I must consider the proposition
before us for what it is; I must look simply at
the principle behind it. It is the principle of
Exim itself and the principle behind this
merger of Exim and the Western Australian
Overseas Projects Authority that has governed
how my party should approach this exercise.

Like the Liberal Party, the National Party
visited the Treasury and spent over an hour
talking with Treasury officials about this Bill.
We also spoke for another hour with officials of
Exim on the effects of the Hill. We could do no
more. We could not understand fully all that
we were told, and I do not believe there is
anything wrong in admitting that. We also did
our own research.

Before the last election when OUr leader was
questioned on TV and when we were all
questioned on the hustings about whether we
supported Exim and WAOPA, we said that we
did. We believed, as we do now, that the prin-
ciple behind them was right. We see this move
to combine Exim and WAOPA as a further
thrust in the work done by these two bodies.

Heavens above, according to the auditor's
report of Exim's accounts, it made a profit of
$280 000 over the past 12 months. Although
the Liberal Party might believe that the ac-
counts are Cull of holes and are under great
question, they have been audited with only one
qualification being made about them, and that
related to the counting of cattle. Any of us who
knows the station country knows that it is very
difficult to be able to account accurately for the
number of stock on a station, whether it be
cattle, sheep, or goats. So with that one qualifi-
cation the accounts were audited by Arthur
Andersen and Co, and found to be acceptable.
This firm is one of the big eight of accountancy
firms in the world; it is not just a Western
Australian firm, but one of the World's greatest
accounting firms. The only qualification made

by Arthur Andersen related to the number of
cattle, but that is understandable, especially
considering the country involved. He said-

OUr reports on the accounts of the
following consolidated subsidiaries:
Cherrabun Pty. Ltd., Christmas Creek Pty.
Ltd., Margaret Downs Ply. Ltd., and
Rarriwell and Meda Pty. Ltd., were quali-
fled as it was not feasible for management
to count the livestock inventory and breed-
ing herd, carried at $691 232 and
$2 786 300 respectively.

He said that his company exonerated the man-
agement of Exim, with that one qualification,
which is understandable; so in effect no qualifi-
cation was made about management. He went
on to say-

The accounts and group accounts are
properly drawn up so as to give a true and
fair view of the state of affairs of the
company and of the group as at 30 June
1986 and of the profit of the company and
of the group and of the sources and appli-
cations of funds of the group for the year
then ended;

He also said-
The accounts and group accounts are

properly drawn up in accordance with the
provisions of the Companies (Western
Australia) Code and so as to give a true
and fair view of the matters required by
Section 269 of that Code to be dealt with
in the accounts and group accounts and are
in accordance with applicable approved
accounting standards.

Although the printed name is spelt "Anderson"
the signature has "Andersen", which is Surely
all that really matters. Perhaps someone
equally well versed in law as Mr Evans' is
versed in accounting will be able to tell me
whether it makes any difference, but certainly
the signature is correct, which would seem to
be what is important.

Why is the Government seeking to combine
Exim and WAOPA? We are told it is simply to
achieve three things: Simplicity, accountability,
and taxation benefits for the State-although
whether that is something that should be
lauded from the rooftops I do not know. Per-
haps I am like someone else and am on unfam-
iliar ground.

The Government claims that this Bill will
make the new Exim Corporation more respon-
sible, and I do not blame the Government for
wanting that. Heavens above, the dollars the
Government earns from this company will go
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into the coffers of Western Australia, not any-
where else. I believe the people in these two
organisations are sincerely working for WA. In
its first 12 months of operation, Exim made a
profit of $280 0ao.

Hon. W. N. Stretch: Did it?
Hon. H. W. GAYFER: According to Arthur

Andersen, yet. Mr Stretch is very well versed in
accounting practices so perhaps he will be able
to prove that Mr Andersen is wrong, although I
have indicated Mr Andersen's credentials and
referred to his audit of Exim's profit and loss
account.

Hon. W. N. Stretch: Which had one big pro-
viso.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: The proviso is not
against management. It said, "It was not poss-
ible for management to count..."'. In other
words, it was not feasible.

It was not a proviso against management that
it had given a wrong figure or used the wrong
method. The auditor said it was not feasible for
management to do it. On that basis, and
accepting the figures, the profit is $280 000. Be
that as it may, let us say Exim made a nil profit
in its first year: if it has honourable motives to
do something for the State why should we at-
tempt to pull it down after its first year? Let us
look at its directors. John B. Horgan, FASA,
CPA, is chairman of the board of directors,
Chairman of the Western Australian Develop-
ment Corporation, Chairman of Western
Australian Government Holdings Ltd, a direc-
tor of the IBJ Australia Bank Ltd, and the for-
mer chief executive of the diversified industrial
company Metro Industries Ltd. He is a great
private enterprise person, and members cannot
tell me there was anything wrong with Metro
Industries under John Horgan.

Let us consider Sir James McCusker. Before
he went into this organisation I used to hear Mr
Stretch's side of the House lauding him and
saying what he was doing for the benefit of
finance and in trying to amalgamate farm loans
to get some rationale into them.

Hon. W. N. Stretch: We will go over that
debate another day.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: All right, but out at
Muresk I did not hear any members opposite
going crook about him at the time. Hon. Neil
Oliver was there sitting near me, and he did not
go crook.

Sir James is a non-executive director and
deputy chairman of the board; founder and
Chairman of the Town and Country WA Build-
ing Society-I suppose that is on its last legs-

a director of 183 Australia Bank Ltd, and
Chairman of the Cerebral Palsy Foundation. I
suppose his qualifications are no good.

John C. Roberts is chairman of the board of
directors and Chief Executive of Multiplex
Constructions. I suppose that company is down
to its last two bob, too. I noticed 14 cranes on
the skyline yesterday and 13 belonged to John
C. Roberts; the other one did not have an
owner.

Hon. G. E. Masters: How many were work-
ing?

Hon. H. W. GAYFER:. I could not say. Hon.
Gordon Masters is more familiar with him
than I am.

I notice that James K. Horwood is on the
board- I am waiting for somebody to throw a
brickbat at him. He is an honourable old
Scotch Collegian as I am, and Max Evans who
just spoke, Hon. John Caldwell, Hon. John
Halden and a few others. James K. Korwood
comes from a most reputable Geraldton family.
He has been running Chamberlain Holdings for
so long it does not matter. He is chairman of
directors of Drillex Ltd, and a director of
Peters (WA) Ltd.

Hon. David Wordsworth is laughing. 1 am
glad to see Mansard is going to record that he
laughed at the credibility of Mr Horwood. I am
surprised that members opposite should laugh
at these people, and I am surprised that the
Liberal Party is laughing at Jim Horwood.

Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: What I was laughing
at is that now we can see why the Country
Party bought a chain of supermarkets.

Hon- H. W. GAYFER: What has that got to
do with the price of wheat?

Hon. D, J. Wordsworth: It is the way you are
talking.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: No, it is not. Perhaps
Hon. David Wordsworth does not think any of
this is relevant.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. John
Williams): Order! I will be the arbiter of what is
relevant.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: All right. If you are
going to be the arbiter, Mr Deputy President, is
it relevant?

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I have not
pulled you up, have I?

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: You said you were
going to arbitrate; I want someone to arbitrate.

David 2. H-att is a Bachelor of Education. I
do not know him, but he was formerly execu-
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tive assistant to the Premier. Perhaps he is an
adviser who got an easy job, so we will rule him
out.

Hon. J1. M. Berinson: Don't do that! He is a
first-class officer.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
Honiourable members will come to order.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: Michael C. Lisle-
Williams is a Doctor of Philosophy from
Oxford and a director of management services
with Arthur Young Services. He has private
sector, academic, and Government experience
through the Department of Industrial Develop-
ment, and is a graduate of the Universities of
Western Australia and Oxford where his re-
search concentrated on financial systems and
merchant banking.

John V_ Williams is going to manage both
these concerns. He is managing director with
responsibility for the corporation's operations.
Mr Williams formerly was managing director
of the Melbourne-based Steel Mains Pty Lid,
one of Australia's larger industrial companies.
He joined Steel Mains in 1971 after eight years
with the WA company Humes Ltd. For four
years he was IHumes' marketing manager. He
has provided more septic tanks than anybody
else in Western Australia. He is a man of great
substance!

Joking aside, these worthy gentlemen are
people who have come from the highest and
most solid boards of private industry.

Hon. D. i. Wordsworth interjected.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: That is not the ques-
tion. We happen to have better people at CBH.

What we are endeavouring to say is we have
not altered our course from what we originally
said-and it is down in black and white-that
we support the principle of the WADC and
Exim. I repeat that we see this marriage as a
further extension of that support. If these
worthy gentlemen believe they will set up
something that is far better for Western
Australia and will produce more wealth by
profit to Western Australia for Western
Australians I see no reason at all to cut them off
in this their second year. If at the end of three
or four years we see no movement, that is the
time to say it has not been a success-Mr
Williams should be sacked, and all the other
worthy gentlemen, and they can go back to
their boxes and their million dollar-raising
schemes which they were doing before for
themselves.

That is the attitude we adopt in respect of
this legislation. However, we object most

strenuously to that portion of the Bill on page 5
where clause 4(5) states-

The Minister may give directions to the
Corporation in'relation to the exercise of
its powers generally, or of any power speci-
fied in such a direction, and the Corpor-
at ion shall give effect to any such direc-
tion.*

We cannot condone that. If this organ isation is
to be run by the gentlemen in a truly private
enterprise manner we do not believe any Min-
ister or Treasurer should have the right to in-
terfere with that board of directors. We have
stated this in another place and our party is
quite adamant on that point.

The party has received a letter from the
Premier written on the basis that we intend to
support the Bill as it has been presented to us.
It reads-

I December 1986
Mr H J Cowan, MILA
Leader of the National Party
Parliament House
PERTH WA 6000
Dear Mr Cowan

As you may be aware, the governiment
has been giving further consideration to
the nature of its arrangements with the
EXIM Corporation.

The government accepts that the power
of the Minister to direct the Corporation
should be limited.

However, further consideration is being
given to the prospect of whether the Minis-
ter should have any influence over the
Board of the EXIM Corporation with re-
spect to the Corporation's operations.

It is essential to further consult the Di-
rectors of the EXIM Corporation about
their relationship with the Minister prior
to proceeding with any amendments to the
legislation.

I am prepared to give an absolute com-
mitment that the government will agree to
amend the EXIM Corporation legislation
in the forthcoming Autumn Session of
1987 to reduce the Minister's power to di-
rect EXIM. This guarantee will ensure that
the minimum of the National Party's re-
quirements will be met. It may be that
after consultation with the Board of
EXIM, we will move to delete ministerial
influence altogether.
Yours sincerely
BRIAN BURKE, MLA
PREMIER

On that basis we support the legislation.
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HON. NEIL OLIVER (West) [11.22 p.m.]: I
am disappointed to hear Hon. Mick Gayfer
give his unqualified support to this statutory
corporation. The Western Australian Overseas
Projects Authority has a very significant record
and has made a great contribution to Western
Australia. It was established in 1979-80, and
the basis of its legislation was to give Govern-
ment and private enterprise the ability to nego-
tiate with countries such as Libya and others. I
understand the WAOPA has been involved in
some major agricultural programmes.

Very few people in the business community
are in favour of Exim Corporation Ltd. There
is a tremendous amount of support for
WAOPA, but very little support for Exim. I am
surprised at Hon. Mick Gayfer's support for
this statutory authority when one considers the
success or otherwise of other statutory
authorities, including the Australian Wool Cor-
poration. The Minister, in his second reading
speech, said that the object of the legislation is
to streamline Eim's operations and to remove
duplication and therefore make it more ef-
ficient. There is little evidence of that with
other statutory authorities. In fact, I have never
known it to occur in a statutory body. They are
a joke!

Because of salaries and other costs, the cost
of the Australian Wool Corporation to
woolgrowers is astronomical. It has not
succeeded through good management but
through sheer good luck.

Hon. E. i. Charlton: That is not right.
Hon. NEIL OLIVER: Just a second! I did not

realise we have an expert on primary industry
matters, too.

When one travels around Australia one finds
that most people who were involved in private
wool broking have been absorbed into the
Australian Wool Corporation, to the cost of the
Australian woolgrowers. Nevertheless, the
growers are satisfied with it, and so be it.

As I said previously, I have spoken to people
this week and they are not in favour of the
amalgamation of WAOPA and the Exim Cor-
poration.

I will not labour the point this evening. I only
wish to obtain some answers from the Minister
which I hope I receive in his reply to the second
reading debate. I asked a question on 28
October of the Leader of the House
representing the Premier as follows-

(1) Has the Western Australian Exim Cor-
poration Ltd advanced funds to

Auscorp Holdings Ltd and Eastmarc
International Pty Ltd?

(2) If "Yes", what amounts have been ad-
vanced to each of the companies re-
spectively?

(3) Who are the directors
companies?

of those

The Premier's reply stated-

(1) No.

(2) and (3) Not applicable.

I have in my possession the balance sheet of
Auscorp which clearly indicates that there is an
amount of $105 000 outstanding to Exim Cor-
poration as at 31 May 1986. Why have I been
misled on page 3623 of Mansard?

Apart from that I have also found that funds
have been advanced through the Common-
wealth Trading Bank. The first amount of
$205 000 was advanced interest-free until
January 1989. Interest was then charged at
Commonwealth Trading Bank rates for loans
under $100 000 with three annual instalments
to be repaid in 1989, 1990, and 1991. 1 was
told that no funds had been advanced interest-
free to Auscorp Holdings, yet I have a balance
sheet which indicates they have and I want to
know why. Where is the accountability?

My second point relates to Exim's balance
sheets and note 16. I refer to a diminution in
value of investments to an amount of
$565 944. There has been no qualification in
the balance sheet under section 7 of the
Companies Code. Where was the loss incurred
with that diminution in the value of invest-
ments to an amount of $565 944?

On 28 October 1 also asked question ofl no-
tice 508 on page 3623, again to the Leader of
the House representing the Premier. It states-

(1) Have the Western Australian Exim
Corporation Ltd losses on funds ad-
vanced to Glenfern Holdings Pty Ltd
exceeded $400 000?

(2) If "Yes", by what amount has the
$400 000 been exceeded?

(3) If "No", what loss has been sustained?

The reply was-

(1) to (3) This matter is the subject of
ongoing and commercial confidential
negotiations.
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When were the losses incurred and were they
associated with Perpetual Finance Corporation
Ltd, a wholly-owned subsidiary of the Rural
and Industries Sank of WA. The address gi ven
for Glenfem Holdings Ply Ltd is care of the
WA Exim Corporation Ltd. There is no re-
quirement on guarantees, and the amount of
the facility was $2 million.

If I do not receive an answer to those ques-
tions I will speak on the short title of the Bill
during the Committee stage. We have been told
about the enormous benefits that will accrue to
us through this new organisation. I would like
to see, therefore, proper accountability, so that
I can at least endeavour, in my small way, to
understand it.

HON. D. J. WORDSWORTH (South)
[11.31 p.m.]: It was not my intention to speak
on this Bill. However, Hon. Mick Gayfer en-
deavoured to tie me into his speech and I feel I
should at least make it plain that it was not my
intention to denigrate the various gentlemen
who have taken on the task of being directors
of Exim Corporation Ltd. I found Hon. Mick
Gayfer's speech humorous, presumably as he
intended. I do not think that we should joke
about each of the directors.

Hon. E. J. Chariton: I don't think he was
joking.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: The manner in
which he spoke indicated that was what he
intended. He said one director was the biggest
septic tank maker in the country. I do not think
that is an indication of the qualifications of
that gentleman.

Hon. T. G. Butler: He said he was a man of
substance.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: Yes. That was
hardly a complaint.

I believe the age of conglomerates is well and
truly over. The period when a few directors felt
they could collect many small businesses and
run them better is long past. Things happen
differently today. At least the conglomerate
chooses which businessess it wishes to collect
and casts out those which it feels will not be a
success. It appears that, with Exim, other
people are choosing for it what it should run.

Perhaps Exim may not have chosen to take
on the Emanuel properties and a few other
businesses, but the Government decides what it
will do. I am not saying that the Government
tells it how to run those businesses, but obvi-
ously some conditions are laid down. The
Government's intention is to establish a cor-

poration to operate businesses for it because it
feels that it can administer them in a better way
than can Government departments.

The pastoral properties in the north-west are
one of the major projects undertaken by Exim.
Another of its projects involved Acremaster
tractors. Other projects will be referred to by
other Opposition speakers.

As far as cattle stations are concerned, pas-
toralists and graziers in Western Australia
have in the past seen the introduction of farm
advisory services which, it had been said,
would put things right for the pastoralists.
Everyone has heard how farm advisers talked
pastoralists into selling their sheep and buying
cattle. One of the reasons for doing that was to
make the pastoralists' books look good. At that
stage the sheep were worth $1 a head on their
books and the pastoralists sold them at $ 10 a
head, which gave them a good profit. The full
price of the cattle purchased was shown in their
books. It was not hard to make their budgets
look better. It appears that what Exim has done
is to revalue the stock from the pastoral proper-
ties and it has shown a big profit on its books.

As Hon. Mick Gayfer said pastoralists can-
not do that every year-it can be done once
only. I am not suggesting that Exim has tried to
mislead the public, but I am suggesting that
that is the way in which Exim has managed to
show a profit in its books.

One must appreciate that pastoralists cannot
mark up cattle to a high value because to keep a
pastoral lease a reasonable number of stock
must be maintained. Stock does not have a
market value. If a leaseholder does not have a
reasonable number of stock on his Property he
is said to have stripped the property and he
loses the pastoral lease. Exim is acquiring pas-
toral leases because the properties were not
managed properly by the previous lessees.

Pastoralists cannot look at their budgets and
decide to mark up the price of their cattle to
make the books look good, because the cattle
cannot be sold. They are pant and parcel of a
station. A pastoral property is not like a farm-
ing property in the agricultural areas of this
State-freehold properties do not have to
maintain stock numbers.

The directors of Exim will be given a difficult
task as they will not have the ability to choose
what businesses Exim will control; that de-
cision will be made by the Government. I do
not believe that six good businessmen can be
expected to run any business that is thrust on
them by the Government.
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The reason 1 said Hon. Mick Gayfer made a
tongue-in-cheek speech is that when 1 suggested
that Exim might run Co-operative Bulk Hand-
ling Ltd he was quick to point out that it was
better that it be run by farmers as they had a
better understanding of its operations.

Hon. E. J. Charlton: Some companies were
run successfully but others were not and that is
why they need someone to help them out.

H-on. D. J. WORDSWORTH: Just because
the directors have been successful in their own
field it does not make it easy for them to
operate companies which have been run down.
I admire them for taking on the positions. If
members consider that the directors are good
enough to be able to build up companies, they
certainly would be able to take over CBH. I am
not, however, suggesting that Exim do that.

Hon. E. J. Charlton: That is very good.
Hon. D J. WORDSWORTH: It will be

interesting to.-listen to the farmers when they
howl like hell when a businessman is appointed
to one of their statutory bodies. There is every
reason in the world why a successful business-
man should not be appointed to a statutory
body.

Hon. E. J. Charlton: They are in the meat
industry.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: That is an
interesting subject and we will hear about that
in the next few days.

I do not wish to denigrate the businessmen
who will be appointed as directors. I admire
each of them for his ability, honesty and in-
tegrity; but they have been appointed to run a
series of businesses which will be thrust upon
them by the Government and I do not feel it is
fair on them and that it is the right thing to do.
Exim should not compete with other businesses
which are not given the same privileges as
Exim is given.

HON. W. N. SThETCH (Lower Central)
[11.40 p.m.]: As Hon. Mick Gayfer pointed
out, I am not an accountant. However, I have
struggled through farming over many years and
I know a little about the basics of accounting.
One of the ways in which to look at it is to ask
what we should do when we start running into
trouble. I have not run into trouble myself, but
I have read a small and very valuable book
which advises on four things to do in such an
eventuality. The first thing is to reorganise
subsidiaries. The second thing is to change our
accounting methods. The third thing is to alter
valuation methods. The fourth thing is to strip
some assets from some subsidiaries to make the

show look good again. What does the 1986
Exim report do? I suggest that it does all four of
those things. It also reverts to the taxpayer for
guarantees of more funds to carry on in that
vein.

It might be thought from my comments that
this is an all-out attack on Exim; it is not. Exim
has been going for only a short time. It has had
a very mixed track record. It has had some
appalling fiascos and a couple of successes.
However, for the very reason of Exim's com-
parative infancy, it is most untimely to
restructure the company at this stage of its de-
velopment. Exim has lost a lot of money for
quite a number of people. Those people de-
serve the chance to get back at that company if
need be. To restructure at this stage is not in
my book a legitimate or moral thing to do. That
is the basis of my opposition to it.

Hon, J. M. Berinson: Are you saying that
creditors of the present corporation will be
disadvantaged by this Bill?

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: No, I am not saying
that necessarily. I am concerned that the credi-
tors could be disadvantaged and I will look for
confirmation of that later from the Minister.

Hon. Mick Gayfer made quite an issue of the
inability to estimate accurately the counts of
cattle on the Emanuel leases. Thai is without
question. I have had enough to do with cattle to
know that even on a small properly it is diffi-
cult to guarantee an exact head count. But that
is not really the point that is made in Mr
Andersen's auditor's report. I will read it out
verbatim, although it will be for about the third
time this evening.

Our reports on the accounts of the fol-
lowing consolidated subsidiaries:
Cherrabun Pty. Ltd., Christmas Creek Pty.
Ltd., Margaret Downs Pty. Ltd., and
Rarriwell and Meda Pty. Ltd., were quali-
fied as it was not feasible for management
to count the livestock inventory and breed-
ing herd, carried at $691 232 and
$2 786 000 respectively.

As the Minister well knows, there are two fac-
tors in every valuation. There is the number of
head and the valuations per head. There is a
qualification of that valuation per se. Hon.
Mick Gayfer chose to pick out the one part of
the balance sheet which suited his and Exim's
argument. Hon. Max Evans, in what I thought
to be a most erudite and informative speech,
pointed out the fallacy in the actual valuations
of the livestock on those stations. In actual fact,
the report did a rabbit-out-of-the-hat trick, a
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little reminiscent of the cannoon on the back
page of tonight's edition of the Daily News
which showed Mr Keating pulling a rather dead
looking mouse out of the hat, instead of the
rabbit; in any case, the cat got the mouse.

The accounting trick in this instance lies in
turning a $1.4 million loss into a $54 000 profit
by the expediency of' changing accounting
methods and altering valuation methods-the
second and third options advised in the book I
mentioned. I know it happens all the time, but
it is a very questionable accounting procedure.
Hon. Mick Gayfer can huff and puff as much as
he likes about the auditing firm being a world-
wide authoritative company; so be it. Like law-
yers, most accounting firms can have differ-
ences between themselves. Some accountants
to whom we have spoken would not have
presented the report in this way. They would
also have qualified the valuation procedure,
not only the head count on the stations.

My concern as a countryman is with the role
of WA Livestock Holdings and the part that it
plays in the entire Exim group. It is a very
significant part. As we would all know, the
Kimberley cattle industry has played a very
large part in the State's development over the
early years. Lately, with the advent of rising
costs for wages, particularly, transport in the
northern -areas, and the cost of getting fencing
and other goods there, the stations generally
have run into a less profitable situation. Conse-
quently, some of the stations have run down.
The reason for that has been put about by the
knockers as bad management. In actual fact, it
is symptomatic of the entire state of the agri-
cultural industry. There are simply not enough
reserves left in agriculture and agricultural pur-
suits to build up any reserves within the indus-
try. Unfortunately, it affects the northern
stations before the More subdivided and
densely settled areas in the south.

Another action which caused some con-
cern-I think it was a bit of a knee-jerk reac-
tion from the board of Exim to try to generate
more profit from the Northern Territory indus-
try-was to move some of the cattle to the
south for fattening on contract feed lots. That
was not a very intelligent or moral thing to do.
For years it has been known that the Emanuel
stations had severe problems with tuberculosis
eradication among cattle. Even though some
headway was being made, to move cattle which
had had contact with TB into the southern
more closely populated areas was taking an
enormous risk with our agricultural industries.
We aired that complaint at some length earlier

in this session of Parliament. Southern
cattlemen were angry that a Government cor-
poration undertook that sort of operation and
ran that sort of risk in such an important indus-
try. People were incensed with the actions of
the Government.

That brings me back to the role of WA Live-
stock Holdings in the Exim group. It seems to
have been used as a profit-generating option to
provide ready cash when things started to go
wrong with some of the groups down south.
That is no way to restructure the cattle proper-
ties in the north. What the Government is try-
ing to do with the northern cattle stations has
great merit. The cattle industry in the
Kimberley relies heavily on that group of
stations in and around the old Emanuel leases
and some of the ALCCO cattle leases. If that
area fails, there is a fair chance that the cattle
industry in the north will shrivel to such an
extent that it will be very difficult to maintain a
viable industry up there at all.

That would be a real disaster for the State at
a time when it is battling so hard to settle its
remote areas.

The fencing programmes which WA Live-
stock Holdings is undertaking are a move in the
right direction; it is the only way to control TB
on these properties. I believe it has the support
of my colleagues and the people who have the
interests of the cattle industry in the north at
heart.

That is where the whole thing becomes crazy.
WA Livestock Holdings, with proper advice,
management, and consultation with local pas-
toralists, will achieve its intended restructuring
of the Kimberley cattle industry. However, it
will take a lot of money and there is no way
that profits can be siphoned from that oper-
ation if the restructuring is to take place.

In the last couple of weeks, Hon. Mick
Gayfer has made a couple of serious speeches
on legislation passing through this House,
which have concerned me deeply. I refer, for
example, to the Environmental Protection Bill.
In the only real contribution to that debate by
the National Party, Hon. Mick Gayfer said that
he did not like a lot of legislation, but that it
could be fixed up when his party got into
Government. Tonight we heard him say that he
is not happy about certain pants of this Bill.

Hon. I. M. Berinson: Only one.
Hon. W. N. STRETCH: Subclause 4(5) of

the Bill.
Hon. J. M. Berinson: That is the subject of

an undertaking.
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IHon. W. N. STRETCH: And on the basis of
the undertaking, the National Party will fix it
up in 1987.

it is not the role of this Legislative Chamber
to pass legislation with holes in it or even with
one hole. Legislation should be fixed up here
and now and not left until 1987. If the Govern-
ment is genuine in its commitment to carry out
that repair work in 1987, surely the Minister in
this House could be given the responsibility of
repairing it now. By a simple amendment he
could delete the clause which is causing
National Party members and Liberal Party
members considerable concern.

Hon. H-. W. Gayfer: Are you interested too?
This is the first mention of it.

Hoin. W. N. STRETCH: Yes. Also, perhaps
the Minister will enlighten me as to why the
defeat of this legislation will destroy Exim as
we know it today. I understand it will continue
and if it is as good as everybody, including
Hon. Mick Gayfer, says, how lucky we are to
have it! If it is going so well, we should not be
tampering with it!

My personal feeling is that Exim is not going
that well and that it should face the music in its
present form. From the other point of view, so
also, thank God, would WAOPA continue in
its present form. It has been of considerable
service to Western Australia in cementing re-
lationships with other countries. Some Western
Australian young people who have worked on
Middle-Eastern projects have benefited from
the programme and it can be proud of its track
record.

I do not believe that by mixing good apples
with bad apples in the same barrel, one finishes
up with all good apples. WAOPA's track
record is far superior, and it is going back to
my other rule of what I might call "contra-
accountancy " when - subsidiaries are
reorganised and the assets from a viable sub-
sidiary are stripped to prop up an unviable
subsidiary. We are doing that with this Bill; it is
wrong in principle and slightly immoral in con-
cept, and I do not believe this Mouse should
wear it for one moment.

I am astonished that the Government has
introduced this legislation at this stage of the
sitting. It is very complex legislation. It would
take a couple of months of very close study to
achieve a full understanding of the operations
of WA Livestock Holdings alone. That should
include, for those able to afford it, inspection
of the operations in the north.

The much-vaunted Kimberley consultative
committee has rarely visited the properties pre-
viously owned by the Emanuels. If the
Kimberley consultative committee does not
have that full understanding, how on earth can
this House fully assess the impact of what the
Government is trying to do to Exim and its
major subsidiary?

Hon. A. A. Lewis had intended to speak in
some detail on Exim's involvement with the
Merredin tractor production unit, and I am
sorry he cannot be here to do that. Exim did
not cover itself with glory in this area. It is
ironical that Mr Zanetic achieved an
Australian design award for one of the best
tractors produced anywhere in the world, and
two months after Brian Burke presented him
with the award, the company was in dire
financial trouble and virtually in receiver-
ship-almost the Brian Burke kiss of death.
The intervention of the Government and Exim
in that company did nothing to salvage it. The
Leader of the National Party in another place
said that it would probably have happened any-
way.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: He also said why. 11
goes back to the actions of the previous
Government.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: Not entirely. That is
the old scapegoat; we have heard it here for the
last four years.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: It is not what I said, it
is what I understand Mr Cowan said.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: I will not answer in
this place for Mr Cowan's words; I would not
be presumptuous enough to do so. I would not
be presumptuous enough to think that I under-
stand enough of the involvement of Exim in
the Acremaster tractor plant to go into any
great detail. I know that the Rural and Indus-
tries Bank through its subsidiary company, Per-
petual Finance Corp Ltd, looked like losing a
considerable sum and it is bard to know who
will pay and who will not. It was understood
that because Exim was purported to be sup-
porting the company, it was given extra finance
to continue.

Hon. E. J. Chariton: The key word being
"purported".

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: Yes, it is. If this
debate continues to the mid-hours of the morn-
ing, we shall probably have Hon. A. A. Lewis in
the House to provide more details, and we shall
then h ear it chapter and verse. It was not one of
Exim's greatest efforts. It is one of the issues,
along with the forays into flowers, Goldrock
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and other things, which fill members on this
side of the House with grave disquiet. It is one
of the many reasons that we believe there is no
justification for a reorganisation job on this
questionable operation when so much is at
stake.

The Kimberley particularly will lose, for the
reasons I have outlined. Therefore, it would be
sensible for the Minister to defer this Bill until
the next session of Parliament. We are being
rushed to the altar with undue haste. The Bill is
sufficiently important to warrant full study by
the Opposition and by far more people than
have had an input at present.

The Attorney General should defer it to a
low priority position on the Notice Paper until
the next session of Parliament.

I see the Minister in charge of the Bill shak-
ing his head. That would indicate he will not
consider it. I will await his speech.

Hon. J. M. Herinson: It was an involuntary
shudder.

Hon. P. H-. Lockyer: It is past midnight.
Hon. W. N. STRETCH: In the meantime I

will not delay the House further. If the Minister
cannot defer this Bill it may be better to keep
Exim in its present form. I appeal to my
National Party colleagues to take a sensible
view of this legislation, as I am sure they will.
Exim will not be destroyed as a result of the
defeat of this Bill. WAOPA will continue to
operate as it is. Exim will continue to operate
with all its shortcomings, but at least it will be
there to face its liabilities and share any glory
there may be in the future.

I cannot see that this hasty wedding of the
two will achieve anything great for Western
Australia. In actual fact it will cover up the
operations so that they will be harder to under-
stand. It will actually be more difficult to fnd
out the facts of the operations.

I take on board the Minister's remarks that
having the new Exim Corporation, scrutiny will
be better. However, I take no pleasure in that
because if it succeeds it will be by stripping
either WAOPA or the WA Livestock Holdings'
operations in the north, which I believe are
worthy of the support of the State Government.
Stripping is a wrong concept. The House
should seriously consider rejecting this legis-
lation as it is now, because it cannot achieve
what we want for Western Australia; it can only
draw a cloud of uncertainty over the future of
the two Exims-the one we know now and the
one we could have in the future if this legis-
lation is passed.

HON. E. J. CHARLTON (Central) [12.03
a.m.]: I shall not speak for as long as the pre-
vious speaker, who started one day and fin-
ished the next, but I want to make a couple of
points. The previous speaker emphasised the
nec I for this Bill to be rejected because more
time was needed for research and to have
another look at it.

Many questions about Exim and its oper-
ations remain unanswered across the State, and
we must remember that that will continue. This
Bill will not change any of that. It will not
answer those questions about the involvement
of Exim in this company, whether it should
have been involved, and whether that involve-
ment has been for the good of that organis-
ation.

The point needs to be made that if this Bill is
defeated, all those questions will remain. The
moves being promoted as part of this Bill will
leave that question mark, but there will be an
improvement.

Hon. V. J. Ferry: Only marginal.
Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: That is right. I am

not arguing with that; no-one is. If there is to be
some improvement, we should take it. It is bet-
ter to have some than none.

Hon. W. N. Stretch: At a cost of $56 million!
Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: That is not the

point.
Hon. W. N. Stretch: That $56 million mat-

ters to me,
Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: If there is to be an

overall improvement in the operations and the
opportunity for Parliament to look at what is
going on and question what is taking place,
bearing in mind any changes made, we will still
be able to put pressure on the Government.
Nobody is questioning that.

No-one in the National Party is saying this is
the greatest thing since sliced bread; that it will
solve all our problems. However, this move is
better than leaving things as they are. It is fair
to say that Exim, in its overall operations, has
not just gone out and looked. There has been
criticism of this, but it has been ordered-or
the suggestion has been made-that it should
become involved in some fairly questionable
financial operations, therefore it is only natural
there will be some fairly heavy going
financially. We are not going to pick the eyes
out of the operations.

Hon. W. N. Stretch: It is the taxpayers'
money.
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Hon. E. J, CHARLTON* I am coming to
that, but I want to make the point first that
these people and this organisation have gone
out to assist these companies out of a problem
area. We have in Western Australia about
70 000 companies. Most of them are small;
they do not have the expertise or the backup to
promote their operations overseas.

Look at the rural industries. We produce the
raw material in Australia and export it largely
as it is. Who will be the first to put up some
capital? No-one in the private sector wants to
risk investing capital with interest rates at 20
per cent. How often do companies go to the
Government of the day wanting Government
guarantees? We see it time and time again. We
see it done by questionable individuals who say
to Government, "We -want some form of assist-
ance to get this idea off the ground."

Any people who go into these organisations
which are exporting or retailing have every
chance of success. It should be recorded that we
are talking about the operations of companies
which have had problems. Someone must come
along and see whether these operations can be
made to work properly, otherwise they will go
out of business, as some do day by day, taking
many people with them. Surely it is better to
risk some money and have reputable people in
charge. Someone has to do it. We have two
options: Either let them go. or let some people
have a look at their operations. Sometimes they
come good, sometimes they do not.

There are various ways of trying to overcome
or live with these problems that arise in the
business world from day to day. I make these
points because they have not been touched
upon during the fierce debate we have had
tonight. While I do not know much about a
number of the operations of the corporation, I
do know a little about what happened at
Merredin. I am afraid that we will never hear in
this debate the full facts of how the previous
Government's involvement started. The gentle-
man who engineered and developed the
Acremaster tractor was a fine man with a great
deal of knowledge and capacity to perform, to
work, and to produce a finished product which
was first class.

Acremasters are still working around this
State and the nation in a very successful
enterprise. Not only that, but the firm has now
gone on to develop other machinery that is
saleable, and has recently won an award for a
revolutionary new rotary harrow. It is a matter
of judgment as to whether the previous
Government should have assisted the firm or

had an organisation such as the Exim Corpor-
ation step in to assist in the manufacturing side
of the business-the marketing side was okay
and did not need help. I know it is easy for me
or anyone else to say some years down the track
that we should have done this or that. We can
all be wise after the event, but members must
understand that a great many private
companies are feeling the pinch. In most cases
they are small operations which do not have
the expertise or the resources required to give
them an opportunity to perform on the world
market, particularly in such a competitively
orientated economic situation as Australia
faces today.

The two points I emphasise are, firstly, a
number of small companies need ex pent advice,
and the decision made in this legislation will
improve that situation. 1, along with everyone
else, will be watching to see whether the corpor-
ation's performance is viable and the finance
being put into its operation is expended in a
profitable way, but more importantly, for the
good of Western Australia and the industry it
serves. Secondly, we should remember the
point referred to by Hon. Mick Gayfer; that is,
that the power of the Minister should not be to
tell the corporation, if we have faith in it, "You
will go into this, you will not touch that", and
so on.

While the letter read out tonight by Hon.
Mick Gayfer is on record in Hansard for every-
one to see, I will not allow the fruition of that
guarantee or commitment to fail to be forth-
coming in the next session. I remind the direc-
tors of Exim and the Premier that when they
come to that agreement, certainly by the under-
standing I have of the contents of that letter,
that will give the opportunity for this organis-
ation to carry on and improve its role, as it
should and as is needed, by this or some other
organisation in our present economic climate.
That does not mean that in three, or four, or
five years' time it will need to be changed
again. I think we all know that the only thing
we can be sure about in this life is that nothing
ever stays the same. They may get worse or
better, but things do not stay the same.

Hon. W. N. Stretch: You have the numbers
now; why don't you delete the clause?

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: You did not listen to the
reading of the letter very well.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: I would be more
than happy to see it taken away now.

H-on. W. N. Stretch: Why don't you do it,
then?
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Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: For the reasons
expressed previously. Because of the actions
taken by the National Party in another place,
the Premier gave the commitment that he
would discuss this with the directors. If we put
up directors to run an operation, we cannot
then say that we will change that, after having
made that agreement. I do not know what ar-
rangement the directors came to with the
Government of the day; we have not been
privy to that. We have had the opportunity to
hear what is being said, as has Hon. Bill
Stretch, and no-one has expressed that opinion
in this debate, nor even, I think, in another
place. I did not read all of the debate, but I read
most of it, and there did not seem to be any
attempt to express an opinion on that point.
Hon. Max Evans raised many other questions
tonight, but did not raise that one.

We have been given a commitment that that
will take place. I understand and accept that
there may be a role for this Minister, and for
Ministers in other Governments in future, not
only under this legislation but also under other
legislation. That is why people elect Govern-
ments: To be responsible in the final analysis.

Hon. W. N. Stretch interjected.

Hon. E. J1. CHARLTON: I said I did not
think the directors should have the power they
have now, and that has been said in another
place. We have been given that commitment
and will now be watching with more than usual
interest to see whether that commitment will
be put into practice.

HON. J. M. BERINSON (North Central
Metropolitan-Attorney General) [ 12.16 a.m.]:
The debate on this Bill could be pursued from
this point in a number of different ways. One
way which I do not propose to adopt would be
to follow every side issue down every conceiv-
able side-track and, for example, to microscopi-
cally scrutinise every past Exim project.
Another way would be to treat the debate as
some sort of oral examination in the Australian
Accounting Standards, the Companies Code,
and the duties of directors, auditors, and
others. With the greatest respect to Mr Evans-
and in fact it is an expression of my respect for
Mr Evans-I do not intend to compete with
him in that field, either.

The reason that I do not propose to follow
either of these courses is that none of that
would help. On the contrary, it could only ob-
scure the real issues which this Bill raises.

If it is the position of the Opposition that not
all Exim projects have been as successful as the
corporation itself would have wished, then that
is conceded. Conversely, however, it would be
a welcome and constructive change by the Op-
position if it, for its part, were prepared to
acknowledge the good work which Exim has
already done, and its demonstrated and in-
creasing capacity to contribute in an even more
valuable and positive way to the economic de-
velopment of this State.

I believe that Hon. Mick Gayfer's approach
was absolutely right. His view is that,
interesting as all this accountancy analysis is,
what we really-have to do is look to the prin-
ciple-look to what Exim is actually about.
That is precisely what we should be doing and 1
would like to encourage the House to at least
take a few minutes to look at these aspects,
which have been entirely ignored in the course
of the Opposition's attack.

For us to pursue some of these more positive
elements, it is necessary to look at what Exim
has actually done and what it is capable of
doing in the future.

Among Exim's most important achievements
to this stage is the Kimberley pastoral exercise
which is widely acknowledged as a very
valuable project, and indeed, a project well
overdue. It is being conducted in close liaison
with local pastoralists, and members will be
aware that it has attracted the support of the
Primary Industry Association, the Pastoralists
and Graziers Association, and many others.

Mr Evans went into extraordinary-one
might almost say awe-inspiring-detail about
the Australian Accounting Standards, the ap-
propriate valuation process for cattle on the
hoof, and whether valuation of leases should be
per hectare or per head of cattle.

That in its own way is all very fascinating,
and I accept that it is relevant in a certain
context. What was entirely absent from Mr
Evans' contribution, however, and entirely ab-
sent from contributions from other Opposition
members was any recognition of what Mr
Gayfer said we should be concentrating on, and
that is on what Exim is actually doing. The PIA
and the PGA are prepared to acknowledge
what Exim is doing, as are Mr Gaffer and Mr
Charlton, but it is a matter of real regret that
Mr Evans and other Opposition members are
not prepared to acknowledge that.

I will move on now to make one or two other
points so as not to be accused of taking too
narrow an approach. It is not as though the
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contributions of Exim are so obscure and so
few that they could not have come to the atten-
tion of the Opposition. Its contributions are
there; they are real and widely accepted and
ought to be repeated.

I have already mentioned, albeit briefly, the
Kimberley pastoral area reconstruction exer-
cise. There is, too, its work in (he field of air-
line deregulation. Exim sponsored and
directed, through a consultant secured from the
United States, an agreement to bring more
tourists to WA by increasing international
flights to Perth. In association with a 12-man
private sector committee, Exim's efforts
resulted in a 25 per cent increase in airline
seating capacity through Perth. The estimated
annual value to WA's economy is $30 million.
Exim also spearheaded WA's submission to the
May committee inquiring into the two-airline
policy.

There was no profit to Exim out of these
exercises; there were no dollars to be added to
its profit and loss statement; there was nothing
to be contributed to its balance sheet. But there
was a positive contribution to WA's economy,
which had not happened in the absence of
Exim's efforts and would not have happened
otherwise.

This sort of thing aught to be acknowledged.
Again, it really is a great pity that in the several
hours of debate on this issue, in the several
hours of attack by the Opposition, not one min-
ute, not one moment of even the most grudging
acceptance of Exim's contribution managed to
escape from the lips of Opposition members.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: You didn't listen to Mr
Stretch.

Hon. J1. M. BERINSON: I refer now to
Exim's role in marketing education services for
overseas students. Its work in this area has
made WA the leader in this country in a
potential billion dollar industry. Even at this
stage it is already known that not less than
I1000 fee-paying overseas students will be in
WA next year, and that their numbers will
substantially increase each year thereafter.

Hon. N. F. Moore: It could have been done
without Exim.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: It was not done
without Exim, and it is now being done by
Exim. Indeed only today, I think, the Minister
for Education released a statement indicating
that perhaps six educational institutions have
linked in obtaining the services of Exim to
carry this process further.

Hon. Neil Oliver interjected.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Why is Mr Oliver so
reluctant to absorb a few facts? Why is he so
happy to rely on his prejudice and to continue
to ignore the facts? I will provide him and his
colleagues with only one more fact, because I
do not want to confuse the member with too
many; I will restrict myself to only one more
fact. I limit myself in this respect to referring to
the fact that only in recent days Exim
facilitated the sale to Hong Kong of $1.5
million-worth of WA-manufactured electronic
rail-testing equipment.

l am keeping this part of my comments brief.
I have given four important and valuable
examples of contribution to the economic de-
velopment of this State. Not one word about
these examples was forthcoming from the Op-
position. What we heard from Opposition
members was knock, knock, knock. All we
heard was knocking, attacking, and criticism. I
really deplore that because here is a situation
where on the one hand the Government is not
-for a moment-and nor is Exim-suggesting
that Exim's early experience has been without
difficulty or error. No-one is denying that. But
Opposition members should look at the other
side of one of Mr Evans' ledgers; do not look
only at the debit side, but also at the credit
side. Overall they would find that here we have
an exercise that has already demonstrated its
value and its capacity to do even More and
even better in the future. With the experience
and the expertise Exim has developed, with the
complementary experience and expertise which
WAOPA can contribute, and with its new man-
agement now in place, Exim is ideally situated
to render important service to the State. This is
what the Opposition should be concentrating
on; it should be putting aside for a moment this
constant criticism.

By way of summary I draw attention again to
a number of important features of the Bill.
Firstly, I take up the point Mr Charlton made,
which is that the Bill does not create an Exim
concept-that already exists in WA Exim Cor-
poration Ltd, and that would continue to exist
if this Bill had not been introduced or were it to
be defeated. This Bill does not introduce the
Exim concept. What it does is to change the
form of Exim to a statutory authority. This
statutory authority will be subject to compre-
hensive accountability provisions which are
not now applicable and which, I would have
thought, on the basis of nearly everything said
by Opposition members, would be welcomed.
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Secondly, the Bill offers the opportunity of
an amalgamation between Exim, and WAOPA,
a decrease in the number of authorities
operating in similar or associated fields, and a
combination of the experience and expertise of
two important bodies.

We have not heard a great deal of emphasis
on a third aspect which is important, although I
think Mr Gayfer referred to it, and that is the
taxation implications of the measure. The fact
is that Exim in its present form pays Common-
wealth tax. It is not a matter of evading tax.
This Bill will enable the tax to be paid else-
where-namely to the State rather than to the
Commonwealth. It will bring this aspect of the
operations of this statutory authority into line
with what we do all over the place and with
what we regard as a positive virtue.

That is what we do with WADC, the R & I
Bank, and with the SGlO, or the new State
Government Insurance Commission. We are
not in the business of lavishing philanthropy on
the Commonwealth Treasury. We have more
problems than it has, and if we are producing
income we ought to see it is applied in a way
which maximises the benefits to Western
Australia. That is a very important aspect of
this legislation which has been entirely ignored,
and I do not think it should be.

Not the least astonishing of the general line
of attack adopted by Mr Evans and other Op-
position speakers was that it was based on an
unqualified criticism of the activities, struc-
ture, and degree of accountability of the
present Exim Corporation Ltd. This Bill is
designed not to preserve this structure and lim-
ited degree of accountability; it is designed to
change and improve them. I would have
thought that on any sort of logical process, that
would attract the support of the Opposition,
but for some reason which really quite escapes
me that has not been the result.

I thank Mr Gayfer and Mr Chariton for their
contribution. Mr Gayfer's speech, if I may say
so, was eminently practical, and that is pre-
cisely the approach which this Bill requires.

It is impossible to deal with the huge range of
questions which emerged in the course of the
second reading debate. We will no doubt be
able to consider some of them further in the
Committee stage, though I have to refer again
to the limitations which I expressed in my
answer to the question without notice from Mr
Evans this afternoon; that is, one's ability to
respond to detailed questioning in this area is
limited by the fact that the nature of WA Exim

Corporation as a corporation, subject to the
usual accountability principles of the
companies legislation, does limit our capacity
to respond to questions in a manner which
would be possible with a differently structured
organisation.

I repeat the invitation which I conveyed this
afternoon from the board of Exim who have
indicated they would be happy at any time to
meet the Leader of the Opposition (Mr
MacKinnon), together with such other mem-
bers of the Opposition as he wishes, in order to
discuss any matters of interest to those mem-
bers. I hope that invitation will be taken up.

Finally if I can offer the example of our ex-
perience with WADC, I would suggest that the
longer the corporation has gone and the wider
and closer the contact with it, so has grown the
respect for and the acceptance of that insti-
tution. With a less negative and more construc-
tive attitude to Exim, I am quite confident the
same development can occur with this corpor-
ation.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Question put and
following result-

Hon. J. M. Berinson
Hon. J. M. Brown
Hon. T. G. Butler
Hon. J. N. Caldwell
Hon. E. J. Chariton
Hon. H. W. Gayfer
Hon. John Halden
Hon. Kay Hallahan
Hon. Tonm Helm

Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.

C. J. Bell
Max Evans
P. H. Loclcyer
G. E. Masters
N. F. Moore

Ayes
Hon. fl. K. flans
Hon. Graham

Edwards

a division taken with the

Ayes 18
Hon. Robert Hetherington
Hon. B. L. Jones
Hon. Garry Kelly
Hon. Torn McNeil
Hon. Mark Nevill
Hon. S. M. Piantadlosi
Hon. Tom Stephens
Hon. Doug Wenn
Hon. Fred McKenzie

(T1111)

Noes I t
Hon. Neil Oliver
Hon. P. G. Pendal
Hon. W. N. Stretch
Hon. John Williams
Hon. D J. Wordsworth
Hon. Margaret McAteer

(Teller)

Pairs
Noes

Hon. A. A. Lewis
Hon. V. J. Ferry

Question thus passed.

Bill read a second time.

In Committee
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon.

Mark Nevill) in the Chair; Hon. I. M. Berinson
(Attorney General) in charge of the Bill.
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Clause 1: Short title-

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I spoke earlier about
WAOPA and said what an excellent job it had
done, but I did not get any points out of 10
from the Attorney General. I am pleased that
Hon. Mick Gayfer and Hon. Eric Chariton got
nine out of 10.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: Unlike Hon, David
Wordsworth, we did not treat it in a frivolous
manner.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I am not treating it in a
frivolous manner, Mr Gayfer.

I commended the operations of WAOPA in
my speech, but I asked the Attorney General
three very simple questions. I would have
thought he would have responded to them but,
as always, he was not like Michelangelo, he was
hitting away at points by using a sledgehammer
and never seeming to get to the finer points of
things.

On 28 October 1 addressed a question to the
Leader of the House representing the
Premier-

(1) Has the Western Australian Exim Cor-
poration Ltd advanced funds to
Auseorp Holdings Ltd and Eastmarc
International Pty Lid?

I was told, "No." I have Auscorp's balance
sheet under the hand of Mr Brian Easton and
Mr Vertigio. which states that there was a loan
from Exim amounting to $105 000 as at 31
May 1986. In addition it had guaranteed loans
from the Commonwealth Trading Bank
totalling $205 000 which were advanced
interest free until January 1989 with the
interest then being charged at Commonwealth
Trading Bank rates for loans under $100000,
with three annual instalments to be repaid. Is
that true Or false?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Both for the reasons
which I indicated earlier yesterday afternoon
and this morning, I have some limitations on
me in dealing in detail with particular
transactions engaged in by Exim. However, I
understand that the question which Mr Oliver
raised also emerged in the Legislative As-
sembly.

I am advised that the position is that an ar-
rangement between Exim and Auscorp was
contemplated, and funds were advanced on the
strength of that. The arrangement, however,
fell through and the funds were returned. In
other words, the contemplated arrangements
never came to fruition.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: It seemed strange to
me that the funds were advanced to the Chair-
man of Exim Corporation. However, I am
pleased to know that the funds have been
returned.

I also drew the Attorney's attention to note
16 relating to a diminution in the value of in-
vestments to an amount of $565 944. 1 spoke to
Sir lames McCusk er yesterday, and he was un-
certain of that amount but said he would make
inquiries. I trust the General Manager of Exim
or certainly the Chief Executive can no doubt
ensure the Attorney General is able to give me
an answer to that question.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Mr Oliver presumes
too much. I am not in a position to answer that
question. I do not have that information and to
the extent that Mr Oliver wants to pursue it, I
can only refer him to Exim and to the dis-
cussions which Exim has invited.

Hon. MAX EVANS: In my speech in the
second reading debate I was endeavouring to
find out whether this company had made a real
trading profit for the year. I am disappointed
that the Attorney General cannot answer the
question relating to the $7 million of public
funds. He would not also enter into the realms
of a limited liability company. What will be the
structure of the new body, including the capi-
tal, the assets, and the transfer of Exim's
shares? This matter has been raised before, and
the Attorney should have given me an answer
to that question. Both of those matters have
been referred to the accounting bodies and two
things will happen; either they will prove I am
wrong or they will approach the Attorney Gen-
eral to take action against the company.

I hope that WAOPA's demise will not appear
in the list of ex-QANGOs got rid of by this
Government because it has been replaced by
the new Exim Corporation.

For Exim to be successful, the managing di-
rector should approach the WADC and get
some pointers about how to be profitable be-
cause WADC has been fairly profitable.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The first question
asked by Mr Evans relates to the proposed
treatment of shares in Exim. I am advised that
the shares of Exim held by WA Government
Holdings will be transferred to the new corpor-
ation at no Cost.

Hon. MAX EVANS: How will that be shown
in the books? Will Exim have an asset of $7
million?
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H-on. J. M. BERINSON: I confess that I am
not sufficiently confident of the process to
answer that question. I think that it must be
one that is readily amenable to the people in
the field. Mr Evans could certainly include it
safely in the proposed discussions with the
board, but in any event I expect that treatment
to emerge very clearly in the accounts of the
new corporation. It is subject to the Financial
Administration and Audit Act. It is inconceiv-
able that, under the relevant requirements of
that Act, the treatment of assets would simply
drop out of sight.

Hon. MAX EVANS: How will WAOPA be
brought into Exim's balance sheet? It cannot
bring in shares, but it will bring in assets and
liabilities. How will the net be stated?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I understand that
the assets will be brought into the balance sheet
by the operation of the Bill, and that these will
be shown on the other side, as the expression
goes, as capital reserves.

H-on. MAX EVANS: How will WA Govern-
ment Holdings Pty Ltd show in its balance
sheet the transfer of an asset which has no
value? I do not know what is the capital on the
other side. It would not be acceptable to the
auditor when he audits the books.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I am confident that
I-on. Mick Gayfer could answer that question
better than I can. These technical accounting
questions have to be left to the technicians. I do
not believe they involve real questions of prin-
ciple that this Chamber is equipped to grapple
with.

Hon. MAX EVANS: The questions I am rais-
ing were drawn up two weeks ago and given to
a Government adviser. I thought the Minister
would have had the courtesy to answer them.
They are important. Will the new structure
make a profit or a loss? Obviously, the Govern-
ment does not know the answer. The Western
Australian Chamber of Commerce and Indus-
try is concerned about Exim's accountability to
the public sector. I have said many times since
I was elected to this place that I am more
worried now about this Government's dealings
than I was before I was elected.

The matter I have raised is important and
the Government should know the answer.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: The third question I
put to the Minister concerned the loss incurred
by Exim as a result of Glenfemn Holdings. I
have been told that the matter is being
negotiated. Is Glenfern Holdings shown in

Exim's balance sheet as a potential loss? The
accounts would not, therefore, be qualified, as
is required under the Companies Code.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: This is a question
that goes to the internal functioning of Exim,
and again I simply have to ask the Chamber to
accept that it is not a question I am equipped to
answer.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: Hon. Mick Gayfer
shares my concern that the accounts have not
been qualified. In accordance with schedule 7
of the Companies Code, the directors must
draw attention to any unusual losses incurred
since June 1986. The report was signed on 31
October and I would expect some form of
qualification. is it an oversight on behalf of
Exim? Is the amount involved in excess of
$400 000?

I-on. J, M. BERINSON: Again I am obliged
to say that the answer to the question cannot be
given, but Exim has provided advice that there
is no diminution of assets since the balance
date. That should go part of the way towards
answering the honourable member's inquiry.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: If that is the case, is it
in some way locked in with what is stated on
page 16 of Exim's report? Obviously, it has not
only lost $400 000, but it has also lost
$566 000, and that may extend the diminution
to the value of investments. On 28 October
Exim said that it was a matter which was
ongoing and which was subject to negotiation.
It appears it may not have been brought to
account on 30 June. Perhaps there have been
two losses, and this needs to be qualified.

I-on. J1. M. BERINSON: I answer the mem-
ber's question by making a general statement. I
know it is at the risk of being repetitious, but it
really has to be said.

The fact is that in its present life WA Exim
Corporation Ltd is not subject to the sort of
accountability which applies to Government
departments and statutory authorities and
which, therefore, puts Ministers in a position to
provide answers,. going to their detailed situ-
ations, on the performance of functions. That
situation will change in Exim's new life to be
achieved by this Bill. For the moment, its ac-
countability provisions are restricted by the
nature of its structure as a corporation and it is
subject to the accountability provisions of the
Companies Code. It is really not possible to
tackle the sort of detailed inquiry which Hon.
Neil Oliver is now making.
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I do not complain about the nature of the
inquiry, but 1 do have to ask members to accept
the limitations which I have in being able to
respond. Although I say it myself, in the ordi-
nary course of considering all legislation, I do
make serious efforts to respond to inquiries as
far as that can be reasonably done. In this case
we are subject to limitations to which I have
referred, and I ask members to accept that.

Hon. MAX EVANS: I am pleased the Minis-
ter again raised the point in his negative
answer. Under Exim's new structure, some sub-
sidiary companies will be retained or locked
into the same structure. I hope that the Minis-
ter will record in Mansard that, in future, infor-
mation about subsidiary companies will be
made known to this Parliament.

Hon, J. M. BERINSON: There arc two ques-
tions involved in Mr Evans' comment. One re-
lates to the continuing existence in a declining
skeleton form of the present Exim Corporation
Ltd. The other relates to the corporation to be
established by this Bill, which is designed to
take over progressively the operations in which
the present corporation is engaged. The extent
to which subsidiaries of the statutory authority
will be reported on is found in proposed sec-
tion 18 of the Act. Perhaps it would be more
appropriate not to anticipate discussion of
those matters at this point, but consider them
when we come to proposed section I18.

Hon. MAX EVANS: I suggest that a lot of
the subsidiaries-the cattle stations and the
like-should be retained. I would like some
clarification as to how accountable the Govern-
ment will be with respect to those subsidiaries.
I know that the Auditor General will report on
them, but that gives me little joy because
Exim's balance sheet gives me no answers. Will
the Minister confirm that he will be able to
answer all questions on subsidiary companies
and Exim in the same way as with the present
corporation? All I want to know is whether
there will be more accountability.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I have to be cau-
tious about giving too general an answer.

Hon. Max Evans: A specific answer would be
better.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: There will always be
situations in which responses to questions will
not be available for reasons of commercial
confidentiality. However, I am given to under-
stand that it is contemplated that the new
statutory corporation would be in a position to

make inquiries of its subsidiaries and to re-
spond in greater detail to inquiries than is the
case under the current structure.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 2 and 3 put and passed.
Clause 4: Western Australian Exim Corpor-

ation established as a body corporate-
Hon. MAX EVANS: I draw the Minister's

attention to subclause (5) with respect to minis-
terial directions. Such a provision was dele ted
from the Western Australian Development
Corporation legislation. The powers given to
the Minister under this subclause mean that the
corporation ceases to be an independent pri-
vate body. Therefore, I move an amendment-

Page 5-To delete subelause (5).
Hon. J. M. BERTNSON: I oppose this

amendment for the reasons which emerged
from the Premier's letter to Mr Cowan. I had
intended to read the letter into the record my-
self, but Mr Gayfer pre-empted that and there
is no point in doing it twice. The fact is that
simply to delete this provision is unsatisfac-
tory. At an earlier stage in the Legislative As-
sembly, when the question of ministerial direc-
lion was raised by the National Party, the
Government indicated that it was amenable to
doing away with direction, but discussions then
ensued on what alternative relationship there
should be either by way of ministerial advice to
the corporation or some alternative form of
relationship.

As consideration of that prospect developed,
the possibility emerged that perhaps the ques-
tion of ministerial direction or connection
should be written out of the Bill altogether.
That is not, however, a possibility which has
received proper consideration, and to achieve
that requires discussion between the Govern-
ment and the board of Exim to make sure that
we have an arrangement which, on the face of
it, is not only neat, but also practicable for the
day-to-day functioning of the corporation and
of its relationship with the Government.

The Government has clearly committed it-
self to adopting the National Party position as
a minimum. It has said that it may well go
funther, but that it is preferable that this should
be done after discussion and with the advice of
the Exim board itself. I urge the Committee to
accept that position. There is the clearest assur-
ance that an amendment on this will be
brought forward in the next session of Parlia-
ment, and that as a minimum it will reflect the
position which the National Party has pre-
viously put to the Legislative Assembly.
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Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I support the amend-
ment moved by Hon. Max Evans. Earlier, Hon.
Mick Gayfer extolled the virtues of the direc-
tors of Exim and named them one by one. I
have no doubt at all about the integrity of those
directors whom he named. The Liberal Party
opposes the principle of Government becoming
involved in private enterprise areas, such as
can apply in respect of Exim. Nevertheless,
while acknowledging the directors and their
capabilities, it is quite obvious that subclause
(5) allows the Minister to give directions to the
corporation in relation to the exercise of its
powers generally, or of any power specified in
such a direction, and the corporation shall give
effect to any such direction.

It is quite clear that the Minister is able to
give a positive direction to the directors of
Exim and have those directions carried out. If
Hon. Mick Gayfer and the National Party are
deeply concerned about this clause, surely it
should be deleted at this stage. Having
recognised that the legislation is faulty there is
no doubt in my mind that we should not simply
take the word of the Premier that we should
allow the legislation to go through and it will be
sorted out later. We have experienced such
events on a number of occasions.

I recall a bitter experience when the WADC
Bill went through this Chamber. Hon. Mick
Gayfer will well recall that the Premier of the
day repeated time and time again in Parlia-
menit that we should not worry about the regu-
lations, they would be brought to the Parlia-
ment and discussed with the leaders of the vari-
ous panics. He failed completely to fulfil that
promise; we did not see the regulations and
they were imposed on Parliament.

I remind Hon. Mick Gayfer of another oc-
casion when a similar promise was made to this
Parliament with regard to the SOIC Bill. The
member may well remember the promise to set
up a watchdog committee. He, I and other
members of this Chamber took the Premier at
his word and his promise is recorded in the
Mansard. Nevertheless his promise was broken
and the watchdog committee was never set up.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Was not that the one
where had the committee been set up it would
have been established for 21/2 minutes?

Hon. 0. E. MASTERS: The Attorney Gen-
eral knows very well what I am talking about.
The Premier of the day avoided his responsi-
bility and did not fulfil the promise he made
time and time again in the Legislative As-
sembly. He knows that the watchdog com-

mittee is required even now by the SGIC. At
that time Hon. Mick Gayfer supported my
party's strong move to establish the watchdog
committee.

A similar promise was made in this Chamber
some years ago when I was Acting Leader of the
Opposition. On that occasion it referred to an
industrial relations Bill when a firm promise
was made by the Premier that he would do
certain things. He broke his word.

I refer also to the Ashton Joint Venture and a
promise made during debate that certain ar-
rangements would be pursued. That promise
was not kept.

If members have very serious concern about
this clause, now is the time to put it right. We
cannot rely on the written word or the promises
made by this Premier because they have been
broken on a number of occasions. It would be
to our discredit if we allowed this clause to go
through if we feel strongly about it. We should
not allow faulty legislation to go through and
hope that the Premier wilt put it right in the
future. The Premier has not been dinkum in
the past when he has made these promises.

I urge members to reflect on the points I
have made and, on the basis of bitter experi-
ence, to support the amendment to delete this
subiclause. If the Government of the day wishes
to insert another clause next year to rearrange
matters in a way to suit both Exim and the
Government, that can be done, but we should
now delete the subclause. The National Party
and the Liberal Party recognise that the
subclause should not be included in the legis-
lation because it makes a farce of the indepen-
dence of Exim.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I did not bother to
interject on the Leader of the Opposition but I
would not like my silence to be taken as acqui-
escence in some of the outrageous things he
said. It is fair enough to exaggerate and colour
a situation, but he knows very well that he has
vastly oversimplified or simply misrepresented
a number of situations in his recent comments.

As for the Leader of the Opposition's
statement that one cannot rely on the Premier
keeping his word, when that has been given in
the most unqualified way, I can only say it is
outrageous and totally unwarranted-

Hon. G. E. Masters: I suggest that you read
the Hansard.
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Hon. J1. M. BERINSON:-and should not
have been made. There is on the record the
most unqualified-

Hon. G. E. Masters: As there has been be-
fore.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON:-assurance by the
Premier. I am authorised to confirm it, it has
the support of the Government, and it will be
done without doubt. What remains in question
only is the form of account, and to question the
Premier, me and the whole Government on a
matter as clearly expressed as this, is totally
unacceptable.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: I must admit that I
have a great deal of respect for the
predictability of the Leader of the Opposition. I
would have been teribly disappointed had he
not reminded me of the previous occasions and
he knew very well that I knew he would remind
me. 1 particularly remember the occasion
which involved 21/ hours of debate. I have to
accept the word of a Premier. It could well be
that Mr Masters will one day be Premier.

Hon. G. E. Masters: It will never happen.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: Plenty of changes are
yet to be made and he has plenty of time in
which to become Premier.

The National Party raised this point in the
Assembly, and went to the Premier afterwards
and talked further on the proposition. The Lib-
eral Party did not have an amendmcnt ready
tonight to delete the subclause, the member
had to write one standing on his feet.

Hon. G. E. Masters: We listened carefully to
you and we were convinced by your argument.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: The Leader of the
Opposition must be catching the mood of the
Poms playing at the WACA; they are as dour as
he is.

I remind members that Brian Burke said that
it is essential to further consult the directors of
the Exim Corporation about their relationship
with the Minister prior to proceeding with any
amendments to the legislation. In other words,
he wants to confer with Exim. He also said that
the Government accepts that the power to di-
rect the corporation should be limited. In his
letter written on I December 1986 the Premier
also said that it may be that after consultation
with the board of Exim, the Government will
move to delete ministerial influence
altogether-not partially, but altogether.

We could take the matter into our own hands
and move for the power to be removed
altogether, but I am not too sure whether that is
exactly what we want anyway. I believe the
power of the Minister should be curtailed.

Hon. G. E. Masters: I was impressed with
your comments. I thought that if that was how
you felt, we should move an amendment.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: That is good; he
almost convinced me. I do not think we can
ignore a letter like this altogether. It even inti-
mates this will be done in the autumn session
of 1987. That is immediately we meet again.
The Legislative Assembly, as I understand it,
will come back for only a short period. We will
have to stick with the promise made in the
letter.

Amendment put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 5: Object of this Act, and general func-

dion of the Corporation-
Hon. MAX EVANS: I would like clarifi-

cation of subelause (4). The State Trading Con-
cerns Act 1916 was brought in to limit the
Government going into trading activities. Exim
was born from WA Government Holdings, and
subsidiary companies were added which should
have been authorised under the State Trading
Concerns Act, as I understand it.

Will any more subsidiary companies be
formed, and may we have the assurance that
they will be approved under the State Trading
Concerns Act. If not, why not?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: As I understand the
position, it is as Mr Max Evans has expressed
it. However, that does no more than reflect the
current status of Exim Corporation Ltd in its
present form.

I am subject to correct ion because I have not
had this query put to me before, but I am
reasonably confident that what is being done in
this subclause is to reflect the current situation
as regards Exim in relation to the State Trading
Concerns Act.

Hon. MAX EVANS: The new corporation
must be approved under the State Trading
Concerns Act. What worries me is that when
that Act was introduced in 1916, most of the
trading operations by the Government were
performed by corporations. Now they are
subsidiaries. Exim Ltd was a subsidiary of WA
Government Holdings. I cannot find that it was
approved under this Act. When the Govern-
ment wished to purchase Northern Mining
Corporation NL, the approval of the Parlia-
ment had to be obtained.
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Subsidiaries should be approved under this
Act in the same way, not with a blanket ap-
proval. If Exim is approved, the others should
be. We have two in Hong Kong and others in
the north-west. Future subsidiary companies
should be approved by this Parliament so that
we know the position.

Hon. J,. M. BERINSON: It is not my under-
standing that that is required by the provisions
of the State Trading Concerns Act. In any
event, it is not relevant to the question of this
statutury corporation. I will be happy to pursue
the question further, and I will discuss it with
Mr Max Evans in another context.

[Quorum formed.]
Hon. MAX EVANS: I accept the legal answer

given by the Minister that it does not apply to
all the subsidiaries. The Act originally applied
to the Government going into trading oper-
ations. It was intended that all trading oper-
ations of Governments should be approved by
the Parliament; why should it not apply to
subsidiaries the same as to a corporation? I
would be happy to discuss this later, unless the
Attorney General can give a better answer now.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 6 put and passed.
Clause 7: The Exim Transfer Scheme-
Hon. MAX EVANS: Going back to the sec-

ond reading speech, we should have more
knowledge of what is going to be transferred
under the Exim transfer scheme; how it will be
done; and whether the corporation or other
companies may be moved down there. I am
disappointed that information has not been
given to us.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 8 put and passed.
Clause 9: General financial powers, etc.-
Hon. MAX EVANS: On subclause (2), in re-

lation to stamp duty, if we are putting this on
the basis of a private company, even though it
is Government money, stamp duty should be
paid to put it in the right perspective. 1. pie-
sume it was paid on the other shares and that
we should not have an exception here.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 10: The Board of Directors-
Hon. MAX EVANS: We arc to have a board

of 12 persons. BHP does not have as many as
that. This seems a big board when we have
seven at present.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: To put this question
into context, it would be fair to point out that
what proposed section 10 actually does is allow
the appointment of a board, the membership of
which should range between six and 12. There
is no requirement for a board of 12 members.
Thai is its maximum, but it could have as few
as six members.

Hon. Max Evans: I hope you will keep it to a
minimum.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 11 to 18 put and passed.
Clause 19: Delegation by Treasurer of power

of approval-
Hon. MAX EVANS: I would like the Minis-

ter to explain subclause (1) of this clause. I
want to know which person would receive this
delegated power. The legislation provides that
some things may be approved by the Treasurer
and I wonder to what sont of person the
Treasurer will delegate that authority. There
are very big powers in the Treasurer's hands
under this legislation which I do not think
should be delegated. I do not believe he should
pass the buck to somebody else, and I ask the
Attorney General to explain this clause.

Hon. 3. M. BERINSON: The normal sort of
delegation in this situation would be to a
Treasury officer-either the Under Treasurer
or someone at a very high level of the Treasury
Department. The sorts of situations which oc-
cur in other similar fields, for example, have
the Treasury officers operating under this sont
of delegated authority to enter into overseas
loans on behalf of the Government, and any
other situations where it is not practical for the
Treasurer to be involved with his personal
presence.

I have to agree that the wording of the pro-
vision is in broader terms than that, but the
terminology is in usual form and in terms of his
duties as Treasurer the delegation which is
possible in a number of fields is in fact a del-
egation to Treasury officers.

1 should add that there are some occasions
under present ministerial arrangements where
the Treasurer in fact delegates some matters to
me in my capacity as Minister for Budget Man-
agement.

Hon. MAX EVANS: I would be only too
happy if it were the case that power be
delegated only to someone like the Attorney
General. If the Treasurer delegates this auth-
ority and the person has acted under the auth-
ority of the Treasurer, how and when will the
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Treasurer be advised? Is there a mechanism for
telling him that that authority has been
exercised?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: To the best of my
knowledge there is no arrangement of that kind
in the delegations to which I am a party. I can
only assume that that would also be the case in
a number of other areas of delegation by the
Treasurer as well. In my experience it is not the
case that persons acting under delegated auth-
ority report back on each occasion that they
exercise that delegated authority.

However, members will know that clause
19(l) refers to the Treasurer delegating his
authority either generally or as otherwise
provided by the instrument of delegation. I be-
lieve this is also in usual form and is to cover
two situations. The first relates to what might
be regarded as the run-of-the-mill situation
where the delegated authority could be
exercised as a matter of course, and the second
would relate to more serious matters where the
delegation would be restricted, either to a par-
ticular form of performance or in some other
way. In such cases it could well be the case that
the Treasurer would require a report on what
had eventuated; but I think overall it could
safely be said that this is the normal form of
delegation and the usual forms would be fol-
lowed.

Hon. MAX EVANS: That reply is not good
enough from the point of view of the powers
the Treasurer has. From memory, clause 25
refers to the borrowing of money in excess of
such aggregate amount as the Treasurer may
from time to time approve. If that power is
delegated, a Treasury officer could agree to the
corporation borrowing more than is laid down
under this Bill, which could amount to millions
of dollars. He is not accountable to this Parlia-
ment for it. The Treasurer can give that power
cante blanche. It is not good enough. Since I
became a member of this place I have been
disenchanted by the accountability of the pub-
lic sector. Only a week or so ago, during debate
on the Budget, the Minister was saying that the
Treasury did not advise the Minister for
Budget Management that it had withdrawn
$23.6 million on the last day of the year. The
Minister said they did not tell hint, and they
should not because there is no instruction for
them to tell him. If Treasury does not tell the
Minister that, I would not expect it to tell him
this. It worries me-this provision puts a lot of
money and big power into the hands of a per-

son in a trading operation. The Attorney Gen-
eral should ensure more security there, because
public money is at stake.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I really believe Mr
Evans is riot giving enough weight to the notion
of ministerial responsibility. Neither the
Treasurer nor a Minister in any other circumn-
stances would be so free-wheeling as to delegate
without maintaining some close observation of
the circumstances the sort of very serious
power to which Mr Evans has referred. For
example, there have been occasions where very
large overseas loans have been entered into
under delegated authority from the Treasurer.
They have run into hundreds of millions of
dollars overall. That son of authority is not
granted lightly

Hon. Max Evans: That sort of authority is
granted specifically.

Hon. J1. M. BERINSON: That authority is
not granted lightly or in a way which could be
improperly exercised. Indeed it is the effect of
clause 9(l) that the instrument of delegation
can limit the exercise of the delegated power to
the extent that the Treasurer believes necess-
ary. His attention to questions of that sort is
really a very important pant of ministerial re-
sponsibility and it applies not only here but
also to all Ministers in all sorts of situations.
Experience indicates that that sort of responsi-
bility is exercised very carefully.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 20 to 43 put and passed.

Schedule I-

Hon. MAX EVANS: Normally directors of
private companies are elected for one year but
this schedule allows for directors of the corpor-
ation to be elected for three years, even though
we are told the corporation is to be set up on
lines similar to a private enterprise body.

Schedule put and passed.

Schedule 2 put and passed.

Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, without amendment, and the
report adopted.

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon.
3. M. Berinson (Attorney General), and passed.
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AGRICULTURE PROTECTION BOARD
AMENDMENT BILL

In Committee

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon.
Garry Kelly) in the Chair; Hon. J. M. Berinson
(Attorney General) in charge of the Bill.

Clause 1: Short title-

Hon. E. J1. CHARLTON: I will not proceed
with my amendment to clause 4. The reason is
that we consulted with the executive officer of
the Primary Industry Association and he
indicated that his association thought it would
not be in its interests for the definition to be
changed. While we believe that we have a re-
sponsibility to act as we see fit with legislation
before the Parliament, on this occasion we will
not proceed with the amendment for the reason
explained.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 2 to 6 put and passed.

Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported,
report adopted.

without amendment, and the

Third Reading
HON. J. M. BERINSON (North Central

Metropolitan-Attoney General) [1.46 a.m.] I
move-

That the Bill be now read a third time.
HON. W. N. STRETCH (Lower Central)

(1.47 a.m.]: As this Bill completes its passage
through the Parliament it is timely that I em-
phasise my earlier remarks. Although we sup-
port the Bill we recognise it gives enormous
powers to the Minister virtually to hand pick
his membership of the APB. The H-ouse should
take note of that and of our warning that it iiof
utmost importance that the Minister, when
choosing the membership of the board, judge
those people on their ability to give service to
the board on behalf of the areas for which they
are chosen, and never to allow the political
persuasions of any Minister of any political
colour to influence his decision, because this is
an important Bill to the agricultural industry of
WA.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a third time and passed.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE:
SPECIAL

On motion by Hon. J. M. Berinson (Attorney
General), resolved-

That the House at its rising adjourn until
11.00 a.m. today (Wednesday).
House adjourned at 1.49 am. (Wednesday)

5335



5336 [COUNCIL]

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

SOUTH WEST DEVELOPMENT
AUTHORITY

Brochure:- Publication.
606. H-on. A. A. LEWIS, to the Leader of the

House representing the Minister for The
South West:

Further to the answer to question 384
pant (3) answered on Tuesday I I
November 1986 re brochures-
(1) Has the South West Development

Authority or South West Devel-
opment Advisory Committee
agreed to publish this December a
brochure of the size of the bro-
chure produced last year?

(2) Was the decision to publish last
year approved by-
(a) the South West Development

Authority;
(b) the South West Development

Advisory Committee?
Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) The decision to publish was approved

by the South West Development
Authority.

ROAD
Balladon ia-Fisheries Road: Gazettal

636. Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH, to the
Minister for Community Services
representing the Minister for Lands:
(1) Is there a gazetted road between

Balladonia and the Fisheries Road
east of Esperance?'

(2) Has this been a gazetted road for over
50 years?

(3) Has this road been used regularly by
the owners of pastoral holdings north-
east of Esperance to travel to their
nearest centre for shopping and com-
merce and to the nearest sealed road
to the Eastern States?

(4) Is there another alternative road for
these pastoral holdings, and if so, what
extra distance is involved?

(5) Is this road used by settlers east of
Esperance to get to Balladonia en
route to Eastern States?

(6) Would the use of this road reduce
their travelling distance by hundreds
of kilometres compared to the next
best alternative route?

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN replied:
(1) Yes. There are two gazetted roads

over pant of the distance. Road No.
7484 extends from the Eyre Highway,
near the Balladonia Hotel-Motel, to
Fisheries Road. Road No. 7532 ex-
tends from the Eyre Highway at
Balladonia and joins road No. 7484
near the southern boundary of pas-
toral lease 311/665, Booanya Station.

(2)
(3)

Yes, both roads.
Yes, both, although it is understood
that the more well-used route to the
Eastern States was road No. 7532.

(4) Assuming that pastoral holdings re-
ferred to are Booanya Station and
Nanambinia Station, the nearest
centre for shopping and commerce ap-
pears to be Esperance. The difference
between the distance to that centre
and to Norseman is about 30 kilo-
metres.

(5) It is understood that the route gener-
ally used is Parmango Road, road
Nos. 7484 and 7532.

(6) Yes.

ROADS
Gazetted: Closure

638. Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH, to the
Minister for Community Services
representing the Minister for Lands:
(1) What are the conditions under which

a gazetted road can be closed?
(2) If such a road encompasses two shires,

do bath shires have to approve such a
closure?

(3) If such a road gives holders of pastoral
leases access to the commercial centre
of their shire, is it possible to close
such a road without their agreement?

(4) Would an alternative road need to be
provided before an existing road was
closed?

(5) Has an application been made to close
the road between Balladonia and the
Fisheries Road east of Esperance?

(6) If so, what action has the Minister
taken?

5336



[Tuesday, 2 December 1 986J133

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN replied:
(1) As a road closure is normally

generated by a local government act-
ing under the provisions of section
288A of the Local Government Act,
the conditions under which it so acts
are for it to decide.

(2) No. The portion of such a road within
a single shire may conceivably be
closed.

(3) Yes. Provided there is alternative ac-
cess, objections may be overruled.

(4) Answered by (3).
(5) No. However, applications to close

gazetted road No. 7484 from the
boundary of the Shire of Esperance to
the northern boundary of Reserve No.
26965 and gazetted road No. 7532
from its junction with road No. 7484
to the northern boundary of pastoral
lease 3114/665, Booanya Station, have
been received.

(6) As a result of protests over the
proposed closures, I have asked the
Shires of Dundas and Esperance to try
to reach agreement on the matter.

TRAFFIC LIGHTS
Angelo-Coode Streets

Intersection: Walk Phase
641. Hon. P. 0. PENDAL, to the Leader of

the House representing the Minister for
Transport:

I refer to vehicle traffic lighits and ped-
estrian-controlled signals at the
Angelo-Coode Streets intersection in
South Perth-

()Will the Minister investigate
suggestions that the reliance on
coloured figures-that is a red fig-
ure for "Don't walk" and a green
figure for 'Walk"-is confusing,
particularly to elderly people who
may have difficulty with colours?

(2) If so, will he ask his department
to install an accompanying sound
system used in the central city by
which pedestrians are given the
all-clear by a sound mechanism?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:

(1) Pedestrian control used to be by the
legend "Walk-Don't Walk" signals,
however Australia now follows the in-
ternational practice of using different

coloured walking and standing sym-
bolic persons which was found to be
better understood.
The symbolic walking and standing
figures are different, and in addition
the standing figure-stop-is always
located above the walking figure.

(2) 1 will arrange for this site to be further
investigated, and advise the member
in writing of the outcome.

FORESTS
Pine: Plantings

642. Hon. A. A. LEWIS, to the Minister for
Community Services representing the
Minister for Conservation and Land
Management:
(1) What have been the plantings of pines

for the years-
(a) 1982;
(b) 1983;
(c) 1984;
(d) 1985;and
(e) 1986 to date?

(2) What hectarage in each of those years
mentioned in pant (1) above have been
on-

(a) Donnybrook sunlands;
(b) other Crown land;
(c) farmlands purchased by the

department; or
(d) areas leased by the depart-

ment?
Hon. KAY HALLAHAN replied:
(1) (a) 1982-2 419 hectares

(b) 1983-2 224 hectares
(c) 1984-2 531 hectares
(d) 1985-2 289 hectares
(e) 1986-1 874 hectares;

(2) (a) 1982-1 373 hectares
1983-1 356 hectares
1984-1 7 20 hectares
1985-1 126 hectares
1986-430 hectares;

(b) 1982-1 046 hectares
1983-719 hectares
1984-634 hectares
1985-718 hectares
1986-490 hectares;
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(c) 1982-Nil
1983-149 hectares
1984-177 hectares
198 5-445 hectares
1986-954 hectares;

(d) Nil.

TAXES AND CHARGES
Stamp Duty.- Share Transfers

672. Hon. P. G. PENDAL. to the Leader of
the House representing the Premier:
(1) Is the Premier aware of the high cost

of stamp duty charged in Western
Australia on the transferring of parcels
of shares to a wife after her husband's
death?

(2) IS it Correct that no stamp duty charge
in such situations is made in Victoria
and the ACT?

(3) If so, why is a charge made in Western
Australia?

(4) Is it correct that such a stamp duty
charge amounts to the payment of a
"death duty"?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
(1) There is no ad valorem duty imposed

by the State on the transfer of any
property pursuant to entitlement in a
deceased estate. A maximum nominal
charge of $5 is imposed on each
transfer.

(2) Some States do not impose the $5
charge.

(3) To cover the costs of checking that the
transfer is pursuant to entitlement in a
deceased estate.

(4) No.

JUSTICES OF THE PEACE
Appointments:- Public Servants

674. Hon. N. F. MOORE, to the Attorney
General:

What is the Government's policy on
the appointment of public servants as
justices of the peace?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:
Public servants are eligible for ap-
pointment as justices of the peace. Ap-
plications are considered on their
merits in accordance with the usual
criteria.

TAXES AND CHARGES

Fringe tenefals Tax:- BudgetedAllocation

678. Hon. P. G. PENDAL. to the Minister for
Budget Management:

Since the Federal Government has
flow reappraised centain aspects of the
fringe benefits tax, can he advise the
House-

(a)' if the WA Government had
allocated $3.5 million for this tax
prior to the reappraisal; and

(b) to what extent the figure of $3.5
million will now be reduced,
given the reappraisal by Mr
Keating?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:

(a) The Budget for 1986-87 makes pro-
vision of $4 220 000 for fringe ben-
efits tax, $3 500 000 of which rep-
resents a global allocation in the Mis-
cellaneous Services Division of the Es-
timates.

(b) The impact of the new arrangements
is in the final stages of assessment, and
I will advise the member in writing
when the revised estimate is available.

HEALTH: HOSPITAL

Heathcote:- Closure

679. Hon. P. G. PENDAL, to the Minister for
Community Services representing the
Minister for Health:

(1) Arc there any plans to close Heathcote
Hospital?

(2) What is the size of the landholding on
which the hospital is situated?

(3) Have any discussions been held with
the WA Development Corporation re-
garding the sale of the hospital prop-
erty?

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) 8.8717 hectares.

(3) No.
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JUSTICES OF THE PEACE
Appointments: Applications

680. Hon. P. G. PENDAL, to the Attorney
General:

(1) How many applications for appoint-
ment as a justice of the peace have
been approved in Western Australia in
each of the past five years?

(2) What has been the total number of
justices of the peace in Western
Australia as at 31 December in each of
the past five years?

Hon. i. M. BERINSON replied:

(1) 1981-163

1982-179

1983-217

1984-178

1985-135.
(2) 1981[-Not available

1982-2 292

1983-2 485

1984-2 652

1985-2 767.

EDUCATION: PRIMARY SCHOOLS

Cornput ers.: Purchases
681. Hon- N. F. MOORE, to the Minister for

Community Services representing the
Minister for Education:

(1) Following the Government's decision
not to implement its election promise
to provide computers to primary
schools. will the Minister at least ad-
vise schools as to which mode! comn-
puter is the preferred model so that
schools wishing to purchase their own
computers can do so?

(2) If not, why not?

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN replied:

(1) The Government has not decided not
to implement its election promise to
provide computers to primary schools.
This promise has merely beern de-
ferred until 1987.

(2) Until the scheme is implemented,
existing arrangements for approved
model and subsidy stand.

TECHNICAL AND FURTHER
EDUCATION

Review Committee: Members

682. Hon. N. F. MOORE, to the Minister for
Community Services representing the
Minister for Education:

1 refer the Minister to his comment
Ha nsard p. 3489 on Wednesday, 22
October 1986 that he set up a com-
mittee to review funding in the TAFE
sector-

(1) Who were the members of this
committee?

(2) Has this committee reported to
the Minister?

(3) Will he table this report or make
it available to the Opposition?

(4) If not, why not?

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN replied:

(1) The committee referred to in my
answer of 16 October consisted of Dr
L. W. Louden, Mr L. Cochrane, and
Miss N. Lawrie representing the Edu-
cation Department; Messrs .1. Negus,
G. Brennan, and J. Balfour
representing the Teachers' Union; Mr
E. Barker representing the Public Ser-
vice Board; and Mr M, Thorne
representing the Civil Service Associ-
ation.

(2) Yes.

(3) No.

(4) Because the terms of reference
required the committee to determine
if cost savings could be effected in the
technical education division without
significant changes to working con-
ditions-that is, the function of this
committee was not to review the Dor-
mer report but to seek ways alterna-
tive to those proposed by the Dormer
committee of effecting substantial
reductions in TAFE expenditures.

From the outset the intention of the
report was to guide me, and the report
was written as an in-house document.
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HEALTH
Tobacco Smoking:- Cigarette Deliveries

683. Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH, to the
Minister for Community Services
representing the Minister for Consumer
Affairs:
(1) Is it correct that only two companies

are licensed to sell and deliver ciga-
rettes to small roadside tearooms on
the Albany Highway?

(2) If so, would it be possible for these
companies to place qualifications on
those purchases by way of a price
loading on confectionery?

(3) If so, would the Minister investigate if
this takes place?

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN replied:
It is not at all clear what the member
alleges is occurring here. As there may
be implications under the trade prac-
tices legislation, I will arrange for
further details to be obtained from the
member to enable the matter to be
examined.

ABORIGINAL LIAISON COMMITTEE
Exrpenditure Details

685. Hon. N. F. MOORE, to the Attorney
General representing the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs:

I draw the Minister's attention to-
(a) the accounts of the Aboriginal Af-

fairs Planning Authority which
show that $664 256. 10 was spent
by the authority on the Aboriginal
Liaison Committee during the
1983-84 financial year; and

(b) the allocation by the Aboriginal
Liaison Committee of
$449 539.14 to recipient groups
and individuals.

(1) Will the Minister provide expenditure
details of the $214 716.96 which is the
difference between the figures shown
in (a) and (b) above?

(2) If not, why not?
Hon. KAY HALLAHAN replied:

I refer the member to the answer to
parliamentary question 629 and re-
iterate to the member the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs' offer of assistance
in regard to any legitimate concerns he
may have.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

AMERICA'S CUP
Vessel: Purchase

207. Hon. N. F. Moore, for Hon. P. G.
PENDAL, to the Minister with special
responsibility for the America's Cup:

Has the State Government, directly or
indirectly, bought, leased or otherwise
acquired, or arranged to have bought,
leased or otherwise acquired, a boat
for viewing the America's Cup?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
A boat has been chartered for the use
of VIPs during the cup.

AMERICA'S CUP
Vessel: Charter

208. Hon. N. F. Moore, for Hon. P. 0.
PENDAL, to the Minister with special
responsibility for the America's Cup:

Can he provide details of the vessel,
such as from whom it was chartered
and what arrangements have been
made by the Government for its char-
ter?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
I will have to obtain the details as the
arrangements were made in the De-
partment of the Premier and Cabinet.

AMERICA'S CUP
Vessel Charter

209. Hon. N. F. Moore, for Hon. P. G.
PENDAL, to the Minister with special
responsibility for the America's Cup:

What will happen to the vessel after
the America's Cup?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
I do not know because the people who
own it and chartered it to the Govern-
ment will determine that.

AMERICA'S CUP
Vessel: "John Curtin"

210. Hon. N. F. Moore, for Hon. P. 0.
PENDAL, to the Minister with special
responsibility for the America's Cup:

Is it correct that the vessel is or will be
named the John Curtin?
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Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
It was named the John Curtin some
time ago.

WA EXIM CORPORATION
Annual Report: Auditor's Note

211. Hon. MAX EVANS, to the Minister for
Budget Management:

I gave notice of this question earlier
today. Referring to the latest Exim
annual report, what is the related
company to which the auditor's note
No. 20 refers?

Hon. J. Mv. BERINSON replied:
I acknowledge that Hon. Max Evans
did give some notice of this question
and four or five other questions, and
that these reached me at about lunch-
time today. I have not had the oppor-
tunity in the meantime to obtain
detailed answers. In any event,
answers to them all may not be avail-
able given the nature of WA Exim
Corporation Limited as a company
subject to the usual accountability
provisions of the companies legis-
lation. Nonetheless, all questions will
be directed to the Premier for the pro-
vision of a response direct to the
honourable member.
The chairman and the board of Exim
have indicated that they would be
happy at any time to meet with the
Leader of the Opposition, Mr
MacKinnon, together with such other
members of the Opposition as he
wishes, in order to discuss any matters
of interest to those members.

AMERICA'S CUP
Vessel: "John Curtin"

212. Hon. N. F. Moore, for Hon. P. G.
PENDAL, in the Minister with special
responsibility for the America's Cup:
(1) Is the John Curtin currently being fit-

ted out?
(2) If so, at what cost?
Hon. D. K. DAMS replied:
(1) and (2) The vessel has been in service

for some time. I do not know the de-
tails because the America's Cup Office
took command of it only yesterday.
The vessel has previously been looked
after by the hospitality section of the
Department of the Premier and Cabi-
net.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Have you been on it?
Hon. D. K. DAMS: Yes.
Hon. N. F. Moore: Is it very flash?
Hon. D. K. DANS: It is a very nice boat.

GOVERNMENT FOUNDRY
Midland: Joint Venture

213. Hon. 0. E. MASTERS, to the Minister
for Works and Services:.
(1) Is the Government giving consider-

ation to setting up a foundry in Mid-
land as a joint venture between the
Government and local business?

(2) If so, who is involved?
Hon. D. K. DAMS replied:
(1) and (2) Expressions of interest have

been sought from people prepared to
be part of a joint venture with the
Government. As the member may
have noticed, advertisements on this
matter have appeared in the Press.
The matter has progressed no further
than that.

PRISONER
Raymond Mickelberg: Chiropractic Treatment

214. Hon. P. H. LOCKYER, to the Minister
for Prisons:

Further to my question last week con-
cerning prisoner Raymond Mickelberg
in the Canning Vale prison, has the
Minister had the opportunity to pur-
sue my query and ascertain whether
the health requirements concerning
the prisoner's back and leg injuries
and his need to visit a chiropractor
have been attended to?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:
I have asked for an updated report.
but it has not yet come to hand.

PRISONER
Raymond Mickelberg: Chiropractic Treatment

215. Hon. P. H. LOCKYER, to the Minister
for Prisons:

As this session of Parliament is
coming to a close, would he give an
undertaking to advise me in writing of
the outcome of his inquiries?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:
Yes.
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