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Thursday, 9 December 1993

THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT (H-on Barry House) took dhe Chair at 2.30 pm, and read
prayers.

BILLS (4) - ASSENT
Message from the Governor received and read nodifying assent to the following Bills -

1 . Veterinary Preparations and Animal Feeding Stuffs Amendment Bill
2. Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment Bill
3. Pay-roll Tax Amendment Bill
4. Public Authotities (Contributions) Amendment Bill

MOTION - URGENCY
Government Publications and Advertising, Misuse of Funds

THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): Honourable members, I have
received the following letter -

The Hon Barry House MLC
Deputy President
Legislative Council
December 9 1993
Dear Mr Deputy President,
At today's sitting, it is my intention to move under SO 72 that the House, at its
rinsing adjourn until 9.00 am on December 25, 1993 for the purpose of discussing

I the Government's misuse of funds to produce and distribute literature to promote
the Government's point of view on a number of issues.
In particular, I will draw the House's attention to a recent publication "Workplace
Focus", which was costly to produce and presents a jaundiced view of the impact
of the Government's Industrial Relations legislation on the workplace.
Your sincerely
John Halden MLC
Leader of die Opposition in die Legislative Council

The member will require the support of four members in order to move the motion.
[At least four members rose in their place.]
HON JOHN HALDEN (South Metropolitan - Leader of the Opposition) [2.37 pm]: I
move -

That the House at its rising adjourn until 9.00 am on 25 December 1993.
It has become obvious that this Government will spend any amount of taxpayers' money,
through propaganda, to fill the community with just the Government's view. No matter
how inaccurate that view, this Government is prepared to spend enormous amounts of
money. It is estimated that approximately $1.3m of taxpayers' money has been spent on
massive advertising programs as well as brochures, newspapers, information offices and
hotlines to put forward the Government's propaganda about where it stands on certain
issues. No-one's arrogance or commitment to propaganda and distribution of
information can be taken to highlight this issue more than that of the Minister for Labour
Relations.
On 2 December the Minister for Labour Relations, Graham Kierath, declared that he
would waste at least $125 000 of taxpayers' money to affront the working men and



women of Western Australia with propaganda about the Government's new industrial
relations package. The Government has made a series of efforts with regard to industrial
relations. The first that came to my attention was issue 3, September-October edition of
Workplace Focus. Members will recall that it had the photograph of the Minister for
Labour Relations on it, and told of the glowing benefits that will accrue to people once
they are involved in workplace agreements. I did not read the article very thoroughly. I
saw it for what it was - nothing more than deliberate Government propaganda. However,
this week the Government has produced another Workplace Focus, a striking piece of
journalistic extravagance by the Government containing pictures and caricatures of
Graham Kierath. Within that document are some amazing, inaccurate, misinformed, and
deliberately misrepresentative statements. It is said that this document cost in the order
of $50 000. 1 do not know whether that is just the cost of production, or whether it
includes distribution and so on. I understand 600 000 of these documents will be
produced and distributed to every household in Western Australia. Quite clearly, bearing
in mind that the publication has full colour on the front of its eight pages, $50 000 is a
very conservative estimate. I am most concerned about the bias in this document. It
contains 18 references to the Minister for Labour Relations, Graham Kierath, and also
contains a front page caricature in full colour. No reference is made at all to alternative
viewpoints. Some of the articles are quite amazing.
The Government has spent a considerable amount of taxpayers' money on producing this
publication and it does not stop at industrial relations matters. It also contains a
photograph of the Premier together with an article about Federal Government taxation
policy. I have no idea what that has to do with industrial relations, but if the Government
wants to waste taxpayers' money, perhaps this is the best way to do it. Another article
talks about the role of unions. We have already been through the role of unions during
debate on the industrial relations legislation, when it became clear that they have
virtually no role in the new arrangements.
Hon Peter Foss: That is your opinion.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: Any objective view would suggest that.
Hon Peter Foss: That is your point of view.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: I have been asked whether the publication is based on a North
Korean publication, because it has all the hallmarks of Korean propaganda.
Hon Kim Chance: A touch more subtle.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: Yes, it is a touch more subtle. The publication also contains the
headline "Let's keep it all in WA". Presumably, that means we should keep industrial
awards under State coverage, and that people should not transfer to Federal Government
industrial awards. No mention is made of the grave peril in which the Government has
put those people who are not covered by State awards. In those circumstances at the
moment, at the whim of the Minister, those people could lose their industrial award
coverage. No reference is made to that peril in this newspaper. The articles do not
provide a balanced perspective about some of the pitfalls of the Government's new
legislation.
Hon Peter Foss: It is straight, factual information.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: I thought the Minister had been going funny since we have been
losing same sleep, but I am convinced now that not only is he going funny but his sanity
is closing down fast.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon JOHN HALDEN: In this publication the Premier refers to Federal taxation policy
and makes other glowing statements -

Hon B.K. Donaldson: Do you think we should do glossies as you used to do?
Hon JOHN HALDEN: I will not finish for a while, and I will go through some of this
Government's glossies.
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Hon B.K. Donaldson: What about yours?
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon JOHN HALDEN: This is the first and probably the most strikng example of blatant
politicking by die Government. There are other examples. The Workers' Compensation
and Rehabilitation Commission publication has within it a collection of the Minister's
views about workers' compensation. In typical style, on page 7 it gives the prescribed
amounts workers can expect to receive. It makes a comparison between the old system-
and the new system, and the table suggests that the new system is beneficial to workers.
Hon N.D. Griffiths: What a joke - a very bad joke.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: Indeed, it is a bad joke. No reference is made in the article to the
80:120 provision, whereby if a worker is offered 80 per cent of the prescribed amount -
and he cannot get more than the top amount - he must accept that 80 per cent otherwise
any legal costs will be awarded against him.
Hon N.D. Griffiths: I am concerned that if you are to accurately describe the document
you must use unparliamentary language.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: There is no doubt about that. This table is classic propaganda,
misinformation and drivel. It is classic Graham Kierath. At the beginning of the
document is a list of the revised benefits and, with the exception of reference to injuries
incurred travelling between home and work no longer being covered by compensation, it
contains no mention about the losses workers will face. It is obvious from the quality of
this glossy, thick publication that it has cost a considerable amount of money to produce.
It does not stop there.
I turn now to the document distributed Statewide by the Premier entitled "A Fair Solution
to Mabo for all Western Australians". I understand that it cost approximately $250 000
to produce and distribute that pamphlet.
Hon P.R. Lightfoot: It would cost billions of dollars if we did not inform Western
Australians.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: This cost of this pamphlet should be compared wit the cost of
the publication that Hon Graham Kierath stated in reply to questions in another place
would be $50 000. How much can one trust this Minister? Not much at all. Let us
consider the veracity of some of the statements in the pamphlet. On page 3 it states that
the legislation protects traditional usage of land by Aboriginal people. What absolute rot.
Hon P~ter Foss: That is absolutely correct.

Hon JOHN HALDEN: So, compensation will be paid by the State if traditional usage is
impaired or extinguished - after a complicated process! The Minister says that it is
correct. That is the advantage of propaganda. It distorts the facts as much as possible.
Hon Peter Foss: It is not distorted; it is absolutely true.
Hon JOHN WALDEN: The Minister is as guilty as anyone else. He is a charlatan, the
same as the rest. Read the document!
Hon Peter Foss: Read the Act.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): Order!
Hon JOHN HALDEN: The back page of the document is political gobbledegook
designed to promote the political aims of the Government of the day. It does not contain
an analysis of the issue. It is nothing but propaganda. I have here another glossy
document put out by the Government on the restructutring of the City of Perth. We are
told the publication costs of this document amounted to $82 000.
Hon N.D. Griffiths: Where was it primted?
Hon JOHN HALDEN: I will come to that matter, Apparendly there is some controversy
about where this piece of literature was printed. That may be the case, and the
Opposition will pursue that point. However, I do not propose to make any accusations at
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this time. 'he normal tendering process for this son of work was overlooked by a
Minister of the Crown. He admitted that today in the other place. Government
Minister's are incompetent; they cannot get their shonky deals right. They are caught out
every time.
Hon Peter Foss: What!
Hon JOHN HALDEN: The Minister in the other place has admitted that, and that is how
silly Hon Peter Foss is.
Hon P.R. Lightfoot: If he is silly. I hate to think what you are!
Hon JOHN HALDEN: I hate to think what the member is -
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Everyone lacks sleep, and we all appreciate that.
However, tempers will not become frayed if members moderate their cross-Chamber
conversations. That will help debate.
Hon JOHN H-ALDEN: This glossy document cost $82 000. God knows how many
coloured photographs it contains. There are probably 10 on the back page. and two on
the front - or the middle - whatever it is! This document was produced to justify the
Government's decision to break up the Perth City Council into four local government
authorities, with virtually no consultation. After that announcement, the Government
circulated this document. That is what the Minister for Health calls consultation. I
would believe that of the Minister. No doubt he is prepared to accept that sort of
consultation.
Hon Peter Foss: It is information.
Hon JOHN 1-ALDEN: We heard all about the Minister's views on consultation when he
was on this side of the House.
Hon P.R. Lightfoot: You still have a lot to account for - which we have not dealt with.
That matter is on the Notice Paper.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: The member would get into the gutter, swim in it, and enjoy it.-
because that is where he belongs.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon P.R. Lightfoot: I do not have mud on my hands.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! I ask members to temper their comments a little so
that we can proceed with debate in a proper and orderly fashion.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: In response to that rather vile comment from Hon Ross
Lightfoot -

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! It is an interjection to which the member should
not respond.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: It must stop.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: It will stop.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: I have to say -

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon JOHN HALDEN: I know that members opposite do not like to have their guilt
shown -

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon JOHN HALDEN: Where is the balanced argument? How will the break-up be
financially assessed? Where is the proof that people will be better off financially?
Where is the assessment that indicates that people will receive the same level of service?
Where is the information that people want about their day to day existence? Of course it
is not in the document because the Government is not prepared to do anything, except in
the most difficult way, to sell its message. It did not stop there. Today the Minister for
Transport got into the act.

9468 [COUNCELI



[Thursday, 9 December 1993]146

Hon P.R. Lightfoot: He is a great Minister.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon JOHN HALDEN: The Minister for Transport should avoid becoming involved in
anything because when he becomes involved we can bet that it will result in a problem
for the Government. I understand that the Minister for Transport today, in conjunction
with other Ministers, will embark on an advertising campaign about the need for more
Federal Government funding for roads.
Hon P.R. Lightfoot: We receive less than our share, you must admit that!
Hon JOHN HALDEN: I do not listen to the member. He talks drivel.
Hon P.R. Lightfoot: Eight per cent of our funding -

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! All interjections are out of order.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: If the Minister for Transport could take the high moral ground
about moad funding, he might have a case. I turn to the Estimates Committee debate
where the Minister was asked, "Is it fair to say that the State component of the total
expenditure on road construction and maintenance is $3m less this year than it was last
year?" The Minister replied, "Yes." The Minister cannot even keep up with his level of
funding, yet he is prepared to embark on an advertising campaign which he admits will
be massively expensive. Those funds would be better spent on road construction, rather
than on a political exercise to bash the Federal Government.
Hon E.J. Charlton: Just because everything you do is for political reasons, you judge
everyone else by your own despicable standards.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: If the Minister spent more time being constructive and
reasonable - although he does not know the meaning of the words - with the Federal
Government this State might receive more Federal Government funding. Instead he will
embark on this advertising campaign. That will be very enlightening. I am sure the
Federal Government will be well disposed towards this State after the Government goes
through this biased exercise - for which the Government has become notorious. That is
what the Minister said; I have him on tape.
Hon E.J. Charlton: Say something else.
Hon Bob Thomas: You always have an excuse. Blame someone else.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! If members are willing to interject on their leader,
the situation can become difficult. Interjections from the other side of the Chamber do
not assist debate either.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: An even more stupid pant of the process is the media release from
the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet. It seems that the Minister cannot get it right, so
the Premier must do it. He requests that all the fuel excise revenue collected by the
Federal Government should be returned to the States for roads. That is, $800m for
Western Australia. Is the Minister serious?
Hon P.R. Lightfoot: Why do you not support it? It is for the benefit of Western
Australia.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: Is the Minister for Transport serious? Of course he is not. He
has not even considered the situation. Annually, we spend between $350m and $400m
on road construction. Does the Minister want to spend Sib on roads? There is no
planning for that. It would take years to put in place the infrastructure to spend it. But
that is not the game. The game is not about road funding or deteriorating roads; it is all
about attacking the Federal Government for political purposes. If we had all that money
to spend we could not do anything with it for about 18 months anyway. It is a sham from
beginning to end.
Hon E.J. Charlton: You are a sham.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: All the bleating about our losing moad funding is correct. I have
always said that our share is inadequate. I do not rvsile from that, but if the Minister
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wants to win a larger share of Federal Government funding, he should not go about it in
that way, unless of course he has some ulterior motive such as to bear the Federal
Government around the head in the most public way possible. If history is an example in
terms of the Government's propaganda exercise, that is probably the mast ineffective
way possible. One can imagine the response to that by both the Federal Government and
bureaucrats will be basically to say "Go away." Maybe that is the aim, because then
there is another reason to beat the Federal Government around the head. This little
exercise is a disgrace. If 'hose people want to get on with it, let them do so.
Hon E.J. Charlton: They will carve you up, Mr Halden.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: The Minister for Transport cannot stand on the high moral
ground, because he cut the State's road funding in the same way the Federal Government
did.
Hon E.J. Chariton: We increased it by $34m, you dill.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: The Minister lied to the Estimates Committee then, did he?
Hon E.J. Charon: You would not know what the truth was.
Hon JOHN H-ALDEN: The Minister is now telling me another set of facts. The situation
is that on page 269 of the Estimates Committee report the Minister is very clear. No
matter what he now tries to say or do, he is on public record there. I am trying to think of
the table in the Supplementary Notice Paper No 6.
Hon E.J. Charlton: If you are trying to think, that must be difficult.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: I think it is table No 10 on woads funding. It is self-evident that
State funding for road construction has been cut by $3m. Blind Freddy can see that. The
Minister cannot say now that there is $34m. Theme is no doubt that sort of stuff will be in
the propaganda, but it will not work,
Hon E.J. Charlton: It has got you frightened though and running like the scared little
fellow you are.
Hon JOHN HAILDEN: I do not know what that has to do with the price of eggs, but if
the Minister wants to make those sorts of comments, it is up to him.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon JOHN HALDEN: The second part of the Government's efforts at propaganda has
been the exercises in polling. This has been quite deliberate, and what it has done is to
poll so that it can direct its propaganda at people's fears and uncertainties with the most
effect. I will go through some of the figures the Opposition has about polling that this
Government has been involved in from 6 February 1993 to I11 November 1993. That is
not a long period of time. The Opposition has received information from only nine
Ministers, but I will explain what happened to the rest or what their comments were. The
figures are very interesting.
The Deputy Premier and Minister for Commerce and Trade has spent $132 000 on
palling in that eight month period; the Minister for Resources Development, Energy and
Tourism has spent $297 000; the Minister for Mines and Lands has spent $35 000; and
the Minister for Education refused to answer - I cannot imagine why. I am sum this one
will interest members: The Attorney General, Minister for Women's Interests and
Parliamentary and Electoral Affairs has spent $31 600. The Minister for Water
Resources and Local Government has spent $65 000. The Minister for Health has done
well: He has spent $337 000.
Hon Peter Foss: It is for public health, and you know that is the case.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: We will go for that! Remember the Minister for the
Environment? He spent on Aboriginal Affairs and Disability Services $51 750. The
Minister for Labour Relations, Works, Services and Multicultural and Ethnic Affairs
spent $59 277.75. As yet the Opposition has not received any information from the
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Minister for Primary Industry and Fisheries; the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services; the Minister for Finance, and Racing and Gaming; the Minister for Planning,
Heritage and Housing; and, of course, the Minister for Transport. That adds up to polling
in excess of $1 0009 917 in eight months.
Hon N.D. Griffiths: That is what they have told us about, Mr Halden. I bet they have
spent a lot more.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: Some Ministers have not yet answered the questions. There was
the Mabo poll which cost $20 500175. Not to be outdone, the Premier last night raced
into the other place with another poll from Roy Morgan Research Centre Pty Ltd,
presumably in the same cost bracket of another $20 000.
Hon N.D. Griffiths: Using other people's money. That is disgraceful.
Hon Peter Foss: It has never been done before?
Hon JOHN HALDEN: Was this poll just about Mabo? I want the House to be
acquainted with the questions that were asked. This was just about Mabo, was it? The
Minister's poil was just about health, was it?
Hon Peter Foss: Our promotions people do it all the time, Mr Halden.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: Just like the Premier's promotions people here. This poll starts
out by talking about the Mabo decision and the Keating Federal Government. It proceeds
to go through what people thought the two Greens (WA) senators should do in Canberra.
I guess that all of that is marginally legitimate and I am not being hypercritical of that.
Then there is an age breakdown, but then we get to the last couple of questions and, of
course, what do they ask?
Hon Tom Helm interjected.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: Exactly. Who do they vote for and what are their Federal voting
intentions: Labor, Liberal, National Party, Democrats, Greens, Independents, other,
cannot say and refuse. What is the next question? The second last question is -
Hon Tom Helm interjected.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: Very good. Who do they vote for State-wise?
Hon N.D. Griffiths: Was this a propaganda unit or the Gestapo?
Hon JOHN HALDEN: I tell you, Sir, there are people from the 1930s and 1940s of
Germanic origin who would be proud of this lot. It is quite clear this was about the
manipulation of public opinion. Immediately the Premier raced into the House with his
press release, which he had sent around, saying that some 79 per cent of people said that
they did not want the Greens senators to allow the Mabo Bill to pass through the Senate
in Canberra.
Hon Peter Foss: You should have arranged this at the party as part of your $lm pre-
election promotion campaign. Do you remember that?
Hon JOHN HALDEN: I remember the Minister talking about Family Week. The
Minister should compare Western Australian Family Week with this little exercise.
Hon Peter Foss: What about the $lm party, Mr Halden?
Hon JOHN 1-ALDEN: Thte Minister was the speaker before me at the function. I think it
is important to say that he got an invitation to speak at that function, as did 1. Does he
see in any of this exercise here one piece of Labor comment?
Hon Peter Foss: This document was being peddled everywhere. You spent $lrn.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon JOHN HALDEN: How many photographs of Labor politicians are there in that
document? There is one. As I recall there is one on page two on the inside cover.
Hon Peter Foss: You used it throughout your campaign.
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Hon JOHN HALDEN: We used it because we were proud of it.
Hon Peter Foss: And we paid for it.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: In the workplace agreements article there are 18 references to the
Minister for Labour Relations, several caricatures of him and photographs of him and the
Premier.
Hon Peter Foss interjected.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: What does the Minister for Health think this is about? He knows
that if this does not work the Government will be dead meat. It is the Government's
election campaign and the Minister knows that. The Minister for Health interjected and
used the example of the previous Government's Family Week at which he was given the
opportunity to speak. In this instance I am referring to there is not one opportunity for a
Labor Party member to speak.
Hon Peter Foss: Family Week was all about your party peddling for the election.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: The Government is doing exactly the same. I am not conceding
the point to the Minister.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): Order! I ask members on both sides of
the Chamber to cease their interjections.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: This edition of Workplace Focus is nothing but political
propaganda which is designed to secure the Government's re-election in three years'
time. These matters are central to the Liberal Party's re-election because if it has stuffed
up industrial relations, if it is not able to manage the situation surrounding the City of
Perth and local government generally and if it is not able to influence the community
significantly to its position in regard to Mabo, it will not have a second term in
Government.
Hon N.D. Griffiths: It has wasted the money because it will not win.
Hon Peter Foss: Hion Sam Piantadosi asked us to publicise it.
Hon Sam Piancadosi: I will come to that. It is another lie.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: I am not suggesting that the questions in the survey are
necessarily biased, but they are about extracting information, quite skilfully, to ascertain
people's fears and concerns to allow the Government to play on those fern and concerns.
The Government has already admitted that it has spent money on advertising to promote
its view. Members should be aware that the Government spent $500 000 on the workers'
compensation campaign, $500 000 on the industrial relations campaign and $82 000 on
the City of Pernh glossy brochure. The Minister for Transport also gets into the adt
Members will recall the absolute fiasco regarding the inequity in the fare increases
announced by Transperth. The Minister for Transport was caught out in this House
saying that he was not withholding multirider tickets when it was quite obvious he was.
He then spent $20 000 of the taxpayers' money to justify his position. It was an absolute
flagrant abuse of taxpayers' money. Even the Minister for Water Resources got into the
act and he spent $5 000 trying to justify an iniquitous rate increase. It is not difficult to
see fmom where the Opposition obtained the figure of $1.3m to which I referred earlier. It
is only the tip of the iceberg.
I am being assisted by my colleagues because I have been handed a copy of question on
notice 1381 which was answered by the Premier. The Premier was asked what was cte
production cost for advertisements published on page 9 of The Weekend Australian on
6 and 7 November and what was the cost of the advertisement. The answer to the first
part of the question was $1 100 and to the second part of the question, $14 000. Another
question was what was the production cost for the advertisement in The West Australian
on 6 November and what was the cost of publishing it. That advertisement was about the
Mabo legislation. The answer to the first part of the question was over $2 000 and to the
second part, $11 000.
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Hon 8.0. Griffiths: They tried to bribe The West Australian.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: The Opposition also asked what was the production cost for the
Mabo advertisement on Channel 7, how many times it was broadcast on 7 November and
what was the total amount charged for broadcasting the advertisement. The answer was
that the production costs were $13 000, and the cost of televising on one day was nearly
$16 000. To justify the Government's Mabo position, which is clearly going down the
gurgier at a rate of knots, the Government was prepared to spend $28 500 for one day's
advertising on one television channel. I can recall Hon Peter Foss when he was on this
side of the House talking about the previous Government's glossies.
Hon Peter Foss: That was at election time and that was the problem.
Hon JOH-N HALDEN: It was produced 12 months before the election.
Hon Peter Foss: Exactly.
Hon JOHN H4ALDEN: That is not what the Minister sad a minute ago. If the
Opposition, when in Government, had spent $28 500 on one day's worth of advertising
the then Opposition would have ranted and raved and lectured until we were sick of it.
Now that the Liberal Party is in Government it has different standards. It believes that
because it is in charge of the taxpayers' money it may spend it to suit its political ends.
I refer again to the edition of Workplace Focus which is to be distribted to 640 000
homes. The Government stated that the production cost was in the vicinity of $25 000
and that the total cost of distributing it and the production cost is in the order of $50 000.
That is not achievable. The Government could not possibly produce and distribute
640 000 copies of this publication for that price. However, the Minister for Labour
Relations is not satisfied with that. He advised members in the other place that he is
publishing 130 000 copies of no fewer than 26 different brochures pertaining to industrial
relations. This Government's practice will not stop. It will waste more of the taxpayers'
money. The Minister for Labour Relations is not satisfied with wasting money on
publications only, because he is proposing to spend money on seminars and videotape
productions. No doubt he will be the star attraction.
Hon N.D. Griffiths: I think there is a censorship classification that will cover that.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: There are no brakes on the extent to which this Government is
prepared to go to spend taxpayers' money to justify its position regarding legislation and
the political processes of this State. There was also a publication called Workplace focus,
a 20 page magazine featuring a photograph of the Minister on the front page, in which
prominence was given to the Chamber of Commerce and Industry and other employer
groups. Was there one dissenting voice reported in that production? Was there one line
of fair and reasonable comment?
Hon N.D. Griffiths: Was there any truth?
Hon JOHN HALDEN: To all of that, the answer is no.
Hon N.D. Griffiths: No way. They are not interested in the truth.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: It is not a situation to which Hon Peter Foss might draw a very
long bow about the Social Advantage program. It was a policy document and it does not
talk about the Federal Government's taxation policy.
Hon Peter Foss: How many copies did you use in your election campaign?
Hon JOH4N HALDEN: I did not use any. How many did the Minister use?
Hont Peter Foss: What happened at the breakfasts, to which the Opposition did not get
invited, when you happened to hand out the small copies?
Hon JOHN HALDEN: That is not so. The member for Melville attended a breakfast that
I hosted.
Hon Peter Foss: Only after I raised it in the House.
Hon JOHN H-ALDEN: The Minister is wrong. Every time the Minister thinks he is on
the high ground, I can show him that he is wrong.
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Hon Peter Foss: You used to invite your candidates without inviting members of the
Opposition.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: I invited the Labor Party candidate and the member for Melville
was invited. They were there.
Hon Peter Foss: He must have been the only one; I never got an invitation in my
electorate.
Hon JOHN H-ALDEN: I cannot be responsible for that. I am telling Hon Peter Foss
what I did. I did this and it therefore proves that Hon Peter Foss is wrong.
Hon Peter Foss: It was disgraceful chat you were even using it in the election.
Hon JOHN WALDEN: The document Social Advantage does not go to those lengths; it
does not talk about matters extraneous to the central issues. It does not talk about strictly
political matters, as this document does.
Hon Peter Foss: You have never done that in this place?
Hon JOHN HALDEN: Those issues have nothing to do with industrial matters. The
other document talks about social policies for Western Australian families. Those
opposite may not like that document; they may not like the fact that the Government was
prepared to sell the document.
Hon Peter Foss: It was your election platform.
Hon JOH-N HALDEN: It was the then Government's document. We believe in it
emphatically. It was in no way in the same category as these documents.
Hon Peter Foss: You paid for your election campaign with iL
Hon JOHN HALDEN: It is time that this absolute abuse of taxpayers' funding stopped.
Given all that I have suggested about these documents, having quickly gathered a few
this afternoon, they are simply propaganda. In very simple terms propaganda is defined
as being information that is presented. That is exactly the case here. It is constructed in
such a way as to give the view that it is factual. That is what we have here.
Hon Peter Foss: It happens to be factual.
Hon N.D. Griffiths: No; it does not, and you know it does not.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): Order! If the Minister and Hon Nick
Griffirths will stop their cross-Chamber interjections, the member on his feet may be able
to finish his remarks.
Hon JOHN WALDEN: The Minister knows that it does not. I will give an example in
which my point can be proved in this document. That is in the article entitled 'Still a role
for union officials" which states -

WA's union officials have been advised to move with the times or risk becomning
irrelevant in the working environment of the 1990s.

It goes on to give gratuitous advice about how unions should behave. As we all know in
the legislation the ability of the unions to be in any way effective is curtailed, almost
obliterated. The unipns are able to operate at the edge, and no more. They are not
allowed to be effective. I suggest that the Minister for Health should read his own AcL.
He knows what he put through this place. It was to severely limit the power of unions.
Hon Peter Foss: I heard you say that, but I never saw it.
Hon N.D. Griffiths: You are blind.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: I do not know what it comes from but I guess the Minister is
blind. It is interesting that Hon Peter Foss keeps giving me examples, but we can bat
them away with simple ease.
*Hon N.D. Griffiths: Relative ease.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: I agree. In summing up I want to go through the documents
again. We have had two Workplace Focus publications, one with 20 pages and the latest
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one. Articles in those publications are misleading. They are not relevant to industrial
relations. They are not presented objectively, nor are they presented fairly or truthfully.
There is no comparison between what applies under the Government's industrial
relations regime and the award system. There is no clear evidence of the dangers of
unions being involved in the Federal system and how that will impact upon people at the
whim of the Minister.
The Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission folder is nothing more than
a glossy folder. It is a comparison between the old and the new systems and it is blatantly
inaccurate. The pitfalls associated with the new legislation, the shortcomings, the
reduced benefits, in all bar one area, are not mentioned. The Mabo pamphlet - 640 000
pamphlets will be delivered to every household in the State - presents only the
Government's view, It presents nothing more than a biased interpretation about how it
wants to manage native tide. It makes political points by attacking the Prime Minister. It
says -

Mr Keating's unfair proposed legislation..
It is hardly unfair. Under the heading of "Result" it states that the legislation will have an
impact on mining, tourism, fishing and agriculture opportunities worth billions of dollars
which will be lost. What is this legislation doing? Exactly the same; creating
uncertainty. It states -

Thousands of job opportunities lost.
It refers to the Federal legislation, not its own. It states -

Discrimination between Aboriginal people and between the States.
Members should think about that. I see Hon Jim Scott roll his eyes, and so he should. If
that is not a piece of political claptrap, I have never heard one. I have written better
pamphlets with more balanced information than this. It says that the Federal
Government's legislation discriminates between Aboriginal people and the States.
Hon Peter Foss: It does-
Hon JOHN HALDEN: What does Hon Peter Foss think his Bill does? That is what he is
advocating in this document.
Hon Peter Foss: You have not read our Bill.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: I have read the coalition's Bill. Of course that pamphlet is a
biased document. I am sure members opposite are interested in the fact that the
Government wasted $25 000 of taxpayers' money yesterday in its polling because prior
to coming into the House I was informed that the Greens will not support this
Government, they will support the Federal Labor Government.
[Debate adjourned, pursuant to Standing Order No 195.]

MEAT INDUSTRY LEGISLATION (AMENDMENT AND REPEAL) BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 1 December.
HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural) [3.31 pm]: The Opposition has been pleased to
support all of the agriculture Bills which have been presented in this session and will
support the four still to come. However, it will oppose this wide ranging legislation. It
has effect over three current Acts which are fundamental to the meat industry in Western
Australia: The Abattoirs Act 1909, which governs essentially the operation of the
Western Australian Meat Commission; the Western Australian Meat Industry Authority
Act 1976, which covers the Meat Industry Authority as the name suggests; and the
Marketing of Meat Act 1971, which covens the operations of the Western Australian
Meat Marketing Corporation.
In clause 5 the Bill provides for the winding down of the Western Austalian Meat
Commission at the M inister's discretion. In clause 6, proposed section 19B provides for
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the cessation of operations at the Minister's discretion, and in clause 7 proposed section
190 provides for the transfer to the State of the assets of the commission. Ultimately, in
clause 10, the Bill provides for the repeal of the principal Act.
Historically, the functions of the commission have been to own and operate the Robb
Jetty abattoir and the Midland saleyartis and, prior to that, the Midland abattoir. The
effect of the Bill is to end all Government involvement in abattoirs in Western Australia.
Since the closure of the Midland abattoir in, I think, 1979 Robb Jetty has been the only
remaining service works in Western Australia. The definition of a service works in the
second reading speech is a place where stock are slaughtered on behalf of clients but
which does not trade in its own right. I thought a service works was one owned by the
State on which the meat industry relied essentially for not only mainline abattoir
functions but also the training requirements of the industry. Indeed, it is the training
component that has, been provided initially by Midland and Robb Jetty together and later
Robb Jetty on its own which has been a key component. With the dissolution of the
service works function, training remains one of the Opposition's principal concerns.
Although I have said a service works does not trade in its own right, trading in meat by
the Government in Western Australia has been through the Meat Marketing Corporation
which is also dealt with in this legislation, but somewhat further along the line.
In justifying its exit from the abattoir business the Government has quoted two reports:
The Treloar report prepared in 1984 and the Lindsay report of 1992. It has drawn from
the reports that, in essence, Robb Jetty should close on two grounds: Economic
performance, and the fact that even with the closure of Robb Jetty there will be adequate
abattoir capacity in Western Australia. With both those issues the Opposition finds some
difficulties. It believes the Government has treated the Treloar and Lindsay reports
superficially in the way it has adopted the two points of view. Although one can find
places where that is said in both reports, there are a number of factors particularly in
Treloar as well as Lindsay which should be weighed against those final determinations of
economic performance. Fundamental to that is that the true economic performance of
Robb Jetty abattoir is obscured by the historical debt which the commission took over,
not for the operation of Robb Jetty abattoir, but from the residual debt following the
closure of the Midland abattoir in 1979.
On page 213 of his report Treloar said that separate accounting was essential. The
Midland debt accounting and the Robb Jetty debt accounting should have remained
separate and that, at the very least, this would have meant a yearly estimate of the cost of
service provision. In effect, Treloar was saying that the whole picture of the cost of
service provision from Robb Jetty was clouded by the substantial debts that Robb Jetty
was carrying from those debts inherited from Midland which should properly have been
written off and not transferred to Robb Jetty. It did not have a hope of maintaining an
income sufficient to carry not only its own debts but also those of Midland. The situation
was not addressed until 1987 when the Labor Government belatedly wrote off the
remaining debts which had by then grown to more than $12m. Had it been done earlier
we may not be presiding over the demise of Government involvement in abattoirs in
Western Australia today. Robb Jetty abattoir carried that debt from 1979 until 1986. it
was taken into account in 1986. Between 1979 and 1986 a total of $8.74m was paid by
Robb Jetty for interest which was carried over against debt from the Midland abattoir. It
is that $8.74 which has hamstrung Robh Jetty and has brought us to this position today.
If that figure is adjusted and calculated at the interest which would have been earned on
money paid to the commission under the account of Robb Jetty for the Midland debt, the
cost to Robb Jetty for interest paid on earnings forgone would amount to some $18m to
$20m. I cannot be more precise than that. It is a complex calculation over that time.
The figure of $18m to $20m is at the upper end of the estimate for the total current debt
of the commission, including all of the loans currently outstanding against Robb Jetty
abattoir,
Since 1987, since the calculation for the Midland interest component was written off by
the Government, the interest payment on Robb Jetty has progressively declined. Since
1987 Robb Jetty has been reducing its debt. Its interest payment has progressively
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declined from $1 133 000 in 1987 to $842 000 in 1992. 1 have already acknowledged
that it would be difficult and a complex formula to attempt to calculate the real effect of
that carryover debt. It still can be reasonably argued that if Robb Jetty had not carried
Midland's debt since 1979, we would not be looking at the Government's withdrawal
now.
Two more items must be noted: In 1990, in spite of paying $866 000 in interest, the WA
Meat Commission made a profit with Robb Jetty of $810 250. In 1992, the most recent
figures available to me, the commission made a loss of $1.9m, and I understand a similar
loss is forecast for the financial year just gone. Of the $l.9m loss, half is taken in interest
payments. It can be argued that at least some of those interest charges are a carryover
from the Midland abattoir debt, even though a substantial amount of that debt was written
Off.
In addressing the withdrawal from the abattoir industry, the Government is making a big
commitment in this legislation. It is proposing to write off almost $24m to wash its
hands of its commitment to Robb Jetty. This sum comprises a loan of $9.78m, unfunded
superannuation of $5.93m, losses and anticipated losses for 1992-93 and 1993-94 of
almost $4m, the expected redundancy liability of $2.5m and the accrued leave liability of
approximately $1.5m. To save members adding that up, the total is $23.173m. I have
chosen $24m for my purposes. Assuming the Government can fund the liability at an
interest rate of eight per cent - I am sorry the Minister for Finance is not here - in the long
term the annual cost of the loan will be $1.92m. The loss figure for last year was $1.9m.

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4 .00 pm
[Questions without notice taken.]

Hon KIM CHANCE: In a press release of 4 May 1993 the Minister for Primary Industry
raised a number of issues relating to the closure of Robb Jetty. In that statement the
Minister said that the Meat Commission's annual operating losses and interest to date
were all due to an outdated facility, and inflexible industrial agreements, and were
highlighted by continued unnecessary industrial action. I will deal to some extent wit a
couple of those points but, principally, other members will deal with matters relating to

-industrial action. With regard to the question of inflexible industrial agreements, I raise a
matter that I think is fundamental to what is happening at Robb Jetty and could happen

-there in the future.
It is highly disputable to say that inflexible industrial agreements have caused the
problems at Robb Jetty- However, even if one were to concede that the industrial
arrangements could have been better - on this side of the 1-ouse we would probably wear
that to some extent - it is also disputable to say that in future these conditions will
continue and, as a result of that, Robb Jetty has no economic future. Inflexible industrial
agreements, the existing regulations and the centralised wages system have indeed been
identified as problems within the meat industry Australia-wide. However, it cannot be
concluded that the inflexibility is responsible for the losses at Robb Jetty, or that it is the
cause of its accumulated debt. That is demonstrated by the fact that some Australian
managers have achieved levels of efficiency that equate with international standards,
which are twice that of the Australian meat processing sector generally and have been
achieved within Australia's existing regulations. With reference to that, I quote from the
Meat Research Corporation 1991 annual report at page 30 -

More efficient processing plants nurture a workplace environment that is stable,
safe, pleasant -

If that is possible in an abattoir -

- and efficient.
The adoption of better work practices, management practices and technology at abattoirs
is related to a range of complex industry issues that include the image of the sector and
the lack of adequately trained personnel and management. It includes lack of job security
and loyalty to the abattoir. Blaming industrial agreements for the economic performance
of Robb Jetty obscures those influences on abattoir performance. If we look at Robb
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Jetty itself and what has happened there in recent years, we get a more accurate picture
than going aver that more or less philosophical ground.
in recent years work practices at Robb Jetty have changed considerably. The outcome of
restructuring and efficiency principles indicates that Robb Jetty meat workers have been
prepared to make greater productivity improvements than required. In fairness, I should
say that I am drawing heavily from a document prepared for the Australasian Meat
Industry Employees Union, which was published in September 1993. Consultants with
meat worker union representatives have indicated char time and tally employees agreed to
a four per cent wage increase that exceeded the required wrade-off. The result was a 4.18
per cent increase in budget savings and productivity improvements. The role of Robb
Jetty workers in improving the efficiency and profitability of the operation was
acknowledged by the Government in 1988 - by Parker 88/1. Since 1989 workplace
change has accelerated. Examples include the elimination of overtime in some areas of
Robb Jetty, expansion in the span of hours and the introduction of shift work. Other
changes have included the requirement for slaughtermen to cake meal and smoko breaks
during chain breakdowns, redundancies, amendment of the shift clause to include part
time shifts, and the removal of guaranteed employment.
Where this comes to a head is that many of chose changes have been achieved through
direct increases in workloads and because of financial losses to meat workers. That has
resulted in large financial savings to the WA Meat Commission. The best example of
that is in the absorption of the three tallies into each of the two mutton slaughter teams at
Robb Jetty abattoir- Effectively, that increased hours worked by 30 minutes a day for the
slaughter teams and it amounted to a loss of payment calculated at $105.20 a week, or
$21.05 per day per slaughterrnan. It increased slaughtering from 3 400 to 3 700 per day
on the basis of $10 a sheep and an extra 600 sheep a day. With seasonal adjustment, the
WA Meat Commission achieved productivity gains on this issue alone of at least $lmi a
year since 21 January 1991.
The reason I went through that example was not so much to say what wonderful people
the meat workers are, but merely to indicate what levels of productivity improvement are
available within the abattoir. It has another purpose. Through the whole line of
discussion that we have seen in respect of Robb Jetty abatcoir, we tend to see the abattoir
projected from the outside. When we look at it literally from the outside, we see that it is
an aging facility. Frankly, it looks like a facility in the wrong place. Perhaps that has
some truth. I chink that in any circumstances Robb Jetty abatcoir would probably not
exist in its present form within the next few years simply because of its location, although
I acknowledge that there is a significant argument to counter that. However, from the
outside, it does look like a fairly old and decrepit facility. In side the abattoir it has been
extensively rebuilt and refurbished on an ongoing basis. Its fundamental weakness as an
abattoir is that a couple of years ago a fire burnt out the cattle chain. The absence of a
cattle chain in any abattoir in Australia today means that it is almost impossible to make
money, because the cattle chain tends to carry the sheep chain, and that has been the case
for as long as I have known. I am told that the rebuilding of that chain would require
some millions, although I am not sure that I could quote that with any degree of efficacy.
The quality of the equipment in the abattoir makes Robb Jetty one of Australia's best
abattoirs. The general public have the view that it is an old, clapped-out facility that has
really run its life. It is one of the best. It is the only abattoir in Western Australia which
has an unencumbered European Comm unity export licence. Other people claim that their
abattoirs have EC export licences, but they are all conditional. Robb Jetty is the only
abattoir in Western Australia which has an unconditional licence. Additionally, and like
the other export abatroirs in Western Australia, it has the USDA export permits. The
Robb Jetty abattoir is capable of slaughtering up to 10 000 sheep a day. It is a very
significant workplace. A little later, I will deal with the matter of abattoir availability.
Although the general community may have a view that the Robb Jetty abattoir is on the
way out in any case, we need to be aware that chat is not necessarily the case.
The figures I used to demonstrate that the cost of closing the Robb Jetty abattoir on
interest servicing costs alone would exceed its current losses were calculated at an
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interest rate of eight per cent. If we calculate the interest rate at a more realistic long
term I I per cent, that interest cost would rise to $2.64m. Losses from the WA Meat
Commission historically have been higher than that on occasions, but I do not believe
they have been higher than that since 1987 when the larger part of the Midland abattoir
historical debt was written off. It is a very heavy figure to start from in terms of
assessing the cost of closing the Robb Jetty abattoir. I need to make the point very
clearly that that is just one of the costs. It is necessary to start from that figure and say
that the interest cost is pretty well the same as the current losses, but that, unfortunately,
is not the end of the cost of closing the Robb Jetty abattoir.
The WA Meat Commission currently buys goods and services from the State
Government to the value of $3.66m annually. It buys power and gas from SECWA,
insurance from the SGIO, premiums from State superannuation, and water and waste
water services from the Water Authority. My experience with public authorities is that,
when they are supplying a factory of that size or a workplace which is consuming goods
and services of that scale, there is most certainly a margin of profit. If the Robb Jetty
abattoir closes tomorrow, 12 months from now $3.66m will not flow into the State's
coffers. Additionally, the community will be deprived of $6m in wages which currently
flow into that area.
The long term unemployment figure in the City of Cockburn alone in December 1992 - it
is difficult to draw these figures accurately - was 603. There are 200 to 240 people
working at the Robb Jetty abattoir. We will place a very large number of people on the
job market, on top of the long term figure - I am not talking just about unemployed; these
are long term unemployed - of 603. 1 will compare that with, for example, Katanning,
which is where one would expect some of the work to be picked up. I am more than
happy about that, Kattanning being in my electorate. The long term unemployed figure at
Kattanning is 29. We are going to take a hard core unemployment problem and make it
much worse for the benefit of an area which does not have a long term unemployment
problem. In a community the size of Katanning, 29 is a very low figure and one that that
community has an economy well and truly strong enough to carry.
This raises the issue of the potential losses from the withdrawal of the Robb Jetty abattoir
from the Coogee development plan. I hasten to add that I am not an expert on that plan.
Because Hon Sam Piantadosi may cover that subject, I will not refer to the notes; but it is
necessary to say that the on-processing of by-products in animal industries Australia-
wide - not just in Western Australia - creates goods worth sib. Ir is a large industry with
considerable room for growth because we are doing next to nothing with sheep skins.
The vast bulk of the industry is in cattle hides. We are doing the bare minimum to
achieve that Si b value adding industry. The industry has huge potential for value adding.
I do not know how Western Australia would compare with the rest of the nation, but I
strongly suspect that this State is less advanced than others because there is no highly
developed by-product processing industry in this State. We have some tanners and high
technology factories doing great things with by-products but they are not doing enough.
They are carving out only a small part of the market.
Had Robb Jetty stayed in that area - and I do not suggest that is the right answer, for other
reasons but principally for planning reasons - the Coogee plan offered advantages to
Western Australia, if the State were to make that planning decision for that development
to Occur. But the Coogee redevelopment plan is virtually doomed unless it has the Robb
Jetty waste and by-products to operate on. The matter should be left to someone with
more direct knowledge, but if we were to make a decision to proceed, that would be
countered by the closure of the Robb Jetty abattoir. Without doubt, it is an aging facility
and in time we will be looking to replace Robb Jetty with a high tech service works in
another location. It was our view, shared with the Western Australian Farmers
Federation and the Rural Action Movement, that in the medium term the relocation of the
Midland saleyards to Upper Swan would be followed by a high tech shed-type sheep only
abattoir. The cattle killing capacity in Western Australia is probably adequate currently,
even taking into account seasonal bumps. Our principal concern is the capacity to handle
the required spring sheep kill.
141l31I
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There are a number of other reasons to maintain a Government operated service abattoir,
the chief of which is training. The WA Meat Commission has provided the meat industry
with some very highly skilled workers. The importance of skills in the meat industry is
impossible to overstress. Meat producers on occasions have had to divert the kill -
because of the undercapacity of Robb Jetty - to abattoirs with slaughtermen not trained at
Robb Jetty, and not of the same standard one would expect at a service works. We
found, to our cost, that we would never do that again. I had an occasion where a
consignment of lambs to Linley Valley had something like a 15 per cent rejection rate -
not because of bruising, for which I could take some responsibility as a producer - but
because of spilled ingesta. There is only one way a person can spill ingesta. and that is
when the operator opens up the skin outside the gut cavity. The knife slides right into the
gut cavity, opening up the animal's intestines. It spills all over the carcase. The carcase
is then dumped down the chute. Fifteen per cent of that consignment of lambs was
regarded as having no commercial value as a result of spilled ingesta. That happened in
the early 1980s when we had a shortage of highly trained slaughtermen, and we imported
slaughtermen from New Zealand. They were cheap, but as a result we had the worst
industrial relations problems ever in the meat industry. We also had the situation where
too much of the product was being declared as having no commercial value simply
because the slaughtering standards were insufficient.

Hon Tom Helm: Who paid the costs?
Hon KIM CHANCE: The producer.
Hon Tom Helm: But the mistake was by the processor.
Hon KIM CHANCE: The producer bore the costs. He always ends up bearing the cost,
and it happens in two ways: In respect of lamb consigned to the WA Meat Marketing
Corporation the producer directly bears the cost because on the kill sheet each carcass
that has been declared as having no commercial value appears. Therefore, the producer
knows precisely how many animals were declared NCV. If the sheep had been bought
by an agent or a dealer who had the contract to kill, and he was the owner of the sheep
going through the ahattoir, he would hear the losses. But when he returned to buy the
sheep he would be seeking to recoup the losses in the price paid for the animals. When
he made his calculations when bidding on a pen of 100 sheep he would remember that
last time he had to go through the abattoir he had to write off 15 per cent and he would
subtract 15 per cent, so that would limit the price he would bid at the auction. In the end,
the producer will pay for the cost of bad workmanship and bad management in an
abattoir.
Hon Murray Montgomery: Did you complain to the WA Meat Corporation, and ask it to
take up the matter with the abattoir to recoup the losses so that the abattoir would foot the
bill?
Hon KIM CHANCE: I complained bitterly, but the only satisfaction I received was that I
never sent sheep to Linley Valley again. On occasions it may have cost me a few
bookings but generally I was able to get back into Robb Jetty any time I booked. I am
not aware of any claims for damage that have been successful.
Hon Murray Montgomery: I am very much aware.
Hon KIM CHANCE: I am very pleased to hear that. Perhaps this is something which
has occurred recently.
Hon Murray Montgomery: No, it was seven or eight years ago.
Hon KIM CHANCE: I believe the case to which I referred occurred about the same
time. From memory, it was about seven or eight years ago but on occasions when
shoddy workmanship or bad management has caused financial losses, I expect that had I
pushed the situation the corporation would have told me that I should take civil action
against the owner of the abattoir. I could well have been wrong there. That is not the
issue; the issue is where will abattoir workers be trained in the absence of service works.
Hon Tom Helm: Does that mean the producer has to go to the abattoir he is told to go to?
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Hon KIM CHANCE: He can refuse, but in the spring flush when there are thousands and
thousands of lambs to be slaughtered there has always been a limited number of places to
which to take those lambs, particularly if they are for export. At that time, there were
only perhaps five export works available. Things have changed dramatically now, and
we will go into that a bit later. Because there is a huge demand pressure on the abattoirs,
the number of places where one can get bookings are extremely limited. One cannot just
arrive with a semi-load of lambs. They have to be booked well ahead. The agent that
does the bookings in this case is the Lamb Board or its successors.
Hon E.J. Chariton: I think you might have to explain that to your colleague later.
Hon KIM4 CHANCE: I think it is a critical point. Having made the~booking through the
buying agent, in this case the Meat Marketing Corporation, the agent then organises the
bookings and tries to find abattair capacity. Once it has found the available abattoir
capacity it then informs the supplier where those lambs will be killed. There are very
limited choices. I thank the Minister for Transport for bringing me back to the issue.
Where this is important relative to this Bill is that the key area for the lambs from the
central and the northern part of the agricultural region was Robb Jetty. Linley Valley still
remains, but that is a relatively small abattoir capable of slaughtering around 3 000 sheep
per day. The big one which will remain will be Katanning, which is a well run and
efficient abattoir. My concern, which is shared by the Western Australian Farmers
Federation, is that for producers of lambs in that spring flush there will not be enough
capacity to get those lambs through. This is assuming that the whole of the capacity of
Katanning and Linley Valley are available to lamb slaughter.
Hon Bob Thomas: Doesn't this Bill allow for some of them to use Robb Jetty?
Hon KIM CHANCE: We will get into that a little bit later. There is a means there, and I
think the Minister has something he might like to tell us a little in the future when he is
more certain of what is happening. There is provision in the Bill but there is certainly no
guarantee. In respect of those two available export abattoirs, and we are talking only
about export abattoirs here, there is no guarantee that their whole production capacity
will be available to the Iamb industry, because their owner, the China International Trust
and Investment Corporation, is reputed to have contracts for long term steady supplies of
sheep meat other than lamb to China. If that is the cas it means it will require killing
capacity right through the spring for mutton. Contracts come and go. but if CITIC has
that long term commitment it will require killing capacity for mutton during spring to the
exclusion of lamb. That will create some very real problems. The suggestion is that
Katanning will probably form the basis of the lamb kill and that the basis for the
requirement of regular consignments of mutton will come out of Linley Valley. If that is
the case the producers in Three Springs, for example, will be required to truck lambs all
the way down to Katanning in order to have them killed at an export abattoir.
Hon Bob Thomas: That must double their transport costs-
Hon KIM CHANCE: Yes, at least double and probably a bit more than double. That is
an area that all of us have some concern with, and I know that the Minister is well aware
of it. The Minister cannot control what CITC will do, and this gets back to the question
of the Albany abattoir. We cannot expect the Minister to tell CITIC to do this or that.
The Minister cannot tell a private owner of an abattoir what he can and cannot do. That
has been made quite clear, and the Deputy Premier made that clear. What the Minister
has some control over, however, is whether the State remains in or goes out of the
operation of abattoirs.
Hon Bob Thomas raised a point earlier when he asked if the State had the capacity to use
the killing capacity at Robb Jetty regardless of this Bill, although he did not say it in
those words. We do have the capacity, even if this Bill is carried, to continue to kill
lambs at Robb, not necessarily by the Western Australian Meat Commission but by it
leasing the Robb facility to a private contractor. I would very much like to hear some
comment from the Minister as to what he sees the future of the contracting of Robb
capacity to be, because I see it as the only way we can answer the seasonal demand
problems. If Robb Jetty reopened, whether it reopened on behalf of the Meat

9481



Commission or some other party, it would be essential that a seasonal kill be operated at
Robb Jetty. While that addresses the seasonal problem it still leaves us with the problem
of who will provide training facilities and also the problem of the seasonal employment
nature of the abattoir industry.
One of the reasons the industry - and this is a worldwide problem - has a higher than
average industrial relations problem is simply because of the seasonal nature of its
employment. When the workers are working they tend to want to work at very high
levels of earnings in order to cover their losses through those long periods when they are
not working at all. What tends to stabilise industrial problems is the availability of secure
employment, and one of the things that a service works can do is to provide that secure
employment. It has been an important stabiliser in the Western Australian industry for
many years now. I am a little fearful of what will happen without the stabilising
influence of Robb Jetty. Certainly Metro Meat Ltd in Katanning has handled the
situation pretty well, but I am not sure that the same working conditions at Kattanning
could be transposed to Robb Jetty or, for that matter, Linley Valley. From the point of
view of the producer, the closure of Robb Jetty presents a fairly worrying scenario. I
have mentioned the difficulties that northern and eastern lamb producers will have in
order to compete and stay in the industry if their freight costs are inflated by the need to
truck lambs to Kittanning.
I have mentioned my concerns that the abattoir at Linley Valley simply will not have the
capacity to cope with the demand created in the central and northern production areas. In
the longer term, the result will be more poorly trained abattoir workers and that will
impact on the entire meat industry. I certainly hope that the Bill, which does allow the
Minister some discretion in the use of the abattoir, will permit the continued operation of
Robb Jetty at least on a seasonal basis by contract. I will move arn amendment to this part
of the Bill in Committee and I will deal with it in detail at that rime.
The second part of the Hill deals with the proposed changes to the Meat Industry
Authority. The Opposition has very few problems with this part of the Bill. The Western
Australian Meat Industry Authority Act is amended by this Bill to give the Meat Industry
Authority more teeth to enable it to police the operations of abattoirs in Western
Australia. This change is overdue and one that is welcomed by meat producers and the
Australasian Meat Industry Employees Union. This aspect of the Bill should be
welcomed by the Opposition, and it is.
The Bill also enables the Meat Industry Authority to assume control over the Midland
salcyards, which were formerly the responsibility of the Western Australian Meat
Commission. The Meat Commission's capacity to usurp its authority will be reduced
according to the various dates of commencement outlined in the Hill. Ultimately, the
Meat Industry Authority will take over the control of some of the Meat Commission's
assets.
In its policing role the Meat Industry Authority will oversee and approve abattoirs,
implement and control carcase and meat branding schemes and those factors which
define quality characteristics. It is in its second role that the importance to consumers
arises. The Opposition will move an amendment to the structure of the board in order
that that commitment to the consumer is recognised. The Meat Industry Authority is an
existing organisation and its role will be changed quite significantly because of the effect
of this Bill. While it always had some commitment to the consumer the Meat Industry
Authority will, under this Bill, be far more relevant to consumers and consumer
protection than it has been in the past. It will still maintain its role as the industry
policeman, and part of that role will be relevant to consumers.
Some criticism has been expressed that the broadly based board of the authority does not
accurately recognise the consumer orientated role by way of a consumer representative
on the board and this issue was raised with the Opposition by the Western Australian
Farmers Federation. The Opposition will move an amendment to expand the board
membership from eight to nine persons to permit the appointment of a consumer
representative. This amendment is supported by the AMIEU and the Farmers Federation.
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Consumers and producers will be well served by the stronger powers that the Meat
Industry Authority will have to ensure quality control and the maintenance of statutory
and regulatory standards set down in the public interest.
The third and final part of the Bill is to many people, principally the producers, the most
controversial pant of it and I refer to the amendments to the Marketing of Meat AcL. It
was this Act which established the Western Australian Lamb Marketing Board in 1972,
which in 1976 subsequently became the Western Australian Meat Marketing
Corporation, with an expanded marketing role. The effect of the Bill will be to suspend
the corporation's power of compulsory acquisition for lamb destined for the domestic
market only. That is a very short statement for what is a fairly sweeping change to the
functions of the board. The change has come about because of controversy among and
opposition from a large number of producers. From the time of the operation of the
board in 1972 there have been at least two or three referendums of lamb and other meat
producers either about the establishment of the board, changes to its function, or the
continuation of the board. On each occasion, producers have strongly, if not
overwhelmingly, voted in favour of the acquisition powers of the board. Nonetheless, the
Opposition recognises that there is a weakening in support for the compulsory acquisition
powers which actually enable the operation of the Meat Marketing Corporation.
The Minister's second reading speech accurately outlines the way the acquisition powers
were under review during both the Burke and Lawrence Labor Governments. In fact,
Hon Ernie Bridge, when he was Minister for Agriculture, accepted the need to remove
the acquisition powers and announced that they would cease on 30 June 1995. It was a
long forecast date. I have not spoken to Ernie Bridge about why he set that date, but I
can only assume it was to give people in the industry time to be quite clear in their minds
whether they wanted acquisition.
Hon E.J. Charlton: I think he thought that after the election he would not have to make a
decision.
Hon KIM CHANCE: In his own way I am sure that Hon Ernie Bridge will understand
what the Minister for Transport is saying. He has always been prepared not to force
resolutions on problems that could solve themselves in another way.
Hon Murray Montgomery: The change of Government did that.
Hon KIM CHANCE: He may have had that in mind. In giving a long forecast date for
the cessation of compulsory acquisition the then Minister did give the industry time to
think about what it wanted to do with those powers.
With this Bill the new Minister has taken quite a different approach. He has left the
acquisition powers intact, but those applying to lambs on the domestic market have
simply been suspended by him. It is a clever way to approach the problem. If we are to
approach the problem of growing opposition to the powers of acquisition, the Minister
has probably chosen the best way of doing that. I approve of it simply because the
structure of the powers of acquisition remains and if, at some time in the future, the lamb
industry decides that the free market is not the nice, cosy place some people paint it to be,
it will be relatively easy to revert to the powers of acquisition.
No new legislation is required; the Minister simply removes the licence that he has
granted to people to trade on the domestic market outside the statutory arrangements. I
will be sad to see the end of acquisition across the whole of the lamb industry; although I
appreciate the fact that the Minister has recognised the importance of retaining those
powers for the export industry. Our ability to trade with our partners in the Middle East
in meat as a single desk seller - one could contract in terns of the magnitude of
reasonable tonnage - is most important. We are a relatively small player in the sheep
meat market. New Zealand exports a far greater amount of sheep meat product than we
do.
In terms of the rest of Australia, we have the most unusual sheep meat industry in that we
consume only about half of our total production and we have to rely on the export market
to take the other half. That is a function of our relatively low population. Lamb
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producers in New South Wales and Victoria are able to rely on their metropolises of
Sydney and Melbourne to cake the vast bulk of their production. Western Australia tried
to introduce orderly marketing in the sheep meat industry because of the need to export a
significant quantity of our lamb production and the sometimes varying prices which
existed between the export component of the production and the domestic component.
Historically - I do not think I will be contradicted on this - in the whole of the time since
1972 that expont price has been substantially lower than the domestic price. Strangely as
we debate this Bill that situation has been reversed. I am not quite sure how or why, but
the export price is currently higher than the domestic price, and it is not something that
most commentators would expect to continue forever.
Because we needed to export to get rid of the huge seasonal supply we have in spring
which the domestic market cannot accept, we needed some scheme which could equalise
prices between the export component and the domestic component. That equalisation
factor has been seen as a weakness in the industry by many producers who have opposed
the function of the board and the corporation, its successor. Many refer to it as an attack
on producers of quality lambs. That is a matter that I will come to a little later. Without
the capacity to equalise prices -

Hon Bob Thomas: Is the price not paid on weight?
Hon KIM CHANCE: The best way to explain how that happens is by my giving an
example. If the whole production of the State were two identical fat score two, 16 kg
lambs and if one went to export and one was sold on the domestic market and the
exported lamb netted $7 less than the price achieved for the lamb sold on the domestic
market, the lamb board would split that difference and transfer $3.50 from one to the
other. If theme is not the capacity to do that - the statutory capacity to compulsorily
require all lambs at the point of slaughter gives that capacity - the producers of those two
lambs will both want to sell on the domestic market because it brings $7 more than the
export market.
Market forces dictate what will happen. One lamb will be sold on the domestic market
and the other lamb for the export market will not be produced. It is my view that is the
future of the lamb industry without the capacity to equalise prices. With this Bill we
have lost the capacity to equalise values. By allowing the domestic trade to operate
outside the arrangements of compulsory acquisition and outside the price equalisation
arrangements, we do not have the capacity to cross- subsidise. Even accepting that there
was cross-subsidisation, many people would argue that that was wrong. It is a
philosophical point. I believe the cross-subsidisation was beneficial to the industry.
Many people argued that the effect of cross- subsidi sation was to tax the producers of
high quality lambs for the benefit of producers of lambs that were perceived to be of
lower quality.
Hon Bob Thomas: Do you accept the arrangements about the view on compulsory
acquisition? If you take it away, could it be produced in some other way? Is it a better
use of resources rather than exporting lambs?
Hon KIM CHANCE: That is certainly an argument put by producers of those lambs, but
it is not one with which I agree. The reason I do not agree with that point of view is that,
when going over the equalisation arrangement and the need to maintain that export
sector, the result of this will be that ultimately, unless expont prices for some reason
remain above domestic prices, if they revert to their normal level, we will see the death of
the export lamb industry in Western Australia. The net result will be that the lamb
industry in Western Australia will be split in half; it will fall by 50 per cent.
Hion W.N. Stretch: The biggest risk to that now is the shortage of lambs.
Hon KIM CHANCE: Exactly. It is an extremely complex market. I think we need to
look at it in the longer term to try to get any real tre-nd. The last thing that any one of us
expected in the pant 20 years was that at this timne export prices would be higher than
domestic prices. Under an equalisation scheme, we would have a system where the
equalisation would be pouring money back into the producers of domestic lambs.
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Hon Mark Nevill: That is what happened in the first 10 years of the scheme. That is why
it was so successful.
Hon KIM CHANCE: That is quite tru.
Hon Mark Nevill: The trouble occurred when the export pricing dropped below domestic
prices.
Hon KIM CHANCE: The other problem that is not quite so clearly identified is the
perception that people have of quality. Many people, including the old, traditional, out of
season, lamb producer, believe quality lamb was one that that producer could sell on the
British market in all of the years until Britain joined the European Economic Community.
In those days that was called the blue grade Iamb. Now we would call it fat score three to
four lamb, probably between 16 kg and 18 kg. Two things changed. Firstly, Britain did
join the common market and the arrangements that Britain put in place with the
Commonwealth countries, including Australia, to phase in the new requirements
eventually expired, strangely, at about the time when the Lamb Marketing Board began
its operations in 1972. Therefore, in effect, we were frozen out of the European market.
Hon Eric Chariton: So to speak!
Hon KIM C14ANCE: Yes. I think the British probably still prefer the fat score four
lamb. With that change, we had to seek new markets which we found in the Middle East
and the Gulf region - high temperature countries where people's diet was based on goats.
They liked sheep meat but they wanted it lean. The last thing Arab consumers wanted
was fat. That dramatically changed the market's perception of quality because the old
quality lamb, the fat lamb - some people still use the term - became pretty well
unsaleable and the high quality lamb, the red grade, score two lamb -

Hon Bob Thomas: Domestic demand also changed.
Hon KIM CHANCE: That is the other part of the equation. Coincidentally, because
people became more concerned about fat for health reasons a significant part of the local
market also changed its requirements from the blue grade lamb to the red grade lamb.
Some people had difficulty in accepting this when they assumed that their old high
quality fat lamb was still in demand by the market. The fact that the market was telling
people in dollars and cents it did not want that lamb, did not seem to quite jell with some
people. They could see a shift in the production area of lamb to a little further north into
the wheatbelt where leaner lambs are more easily produced. They saw that as low quality
lamb getting higher prices than their lamb, not because it was better, but because of the
functions of the WA Lamb Marketing Board. It was that misconception about the change
in quality and market requirements from which much of the antagonism towards the WA
Lamb Marketing Board, and later the Meat Marketing Corporation, has emanated.
I am quite aware that the Government has not taken this step lightly and that there have
been strong sources of pressure from within and without the industry to bring about the
end of statutory controls which have been a feature of the lamb industry for about
21 years. Even though the Opposition opposes the Bill, I am able to endorse the way the
Minister has structured the changes in that the framework of compulsory acquisition
remains as a fundamental pant of the Bill and, if necessary, can be reintroduced and the
system restructured.
The history of the Lamb Board goes back before 1972. One of the reasons growers
agitated for the introduction of statutory marketing was driven by the fairly simple fact
that on one day lambs would bring, say, $15 and on the next day a load identical to those
sold the day before would bring $2 or $3. People did not want to put up with that
situation forever. It was that factor that drove people like Mr Davies from York, the
President of the then Farmers Union meat section -

Hon Bob Thomas: It wasn't Reg Davies, was it?
Hon KIM CHANCE: Hon Murray Montgomery says his name was Reg Davies, but not
Hon Reg Davies. The late Reg Davies, who died-seven or eight years ago, campaigned
extremely long. I think his premature death was partly brought about by the huge amount
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of work he did on behalf of meat producers to get the WA Lamb Marketing Board
established. He saw it through its early years as its chairman. It is almost impossible to
talk about the acquisition of lamb without becoming political
Hon Peter Foss: Try!
Hon KIM CHANCE: I have; and I cannot! The concept of acquisition draws a line
between our coalition partners. The most fundamental line and that which precipitated
the split was when Ray McPhadlin formed the National Party and drew those members of
the National Country Party of a like mind away from the coalition. It was that group
which stepped out of the coalition and which later became the National Party of Australia
in Western Australia. The division of course was based on the fact that those members of
the old NCP who drew away from the coalition were committed to orderly marketing and
indeed it was on an orderly marketing issue that they left the coalition. It was in this area
that the National Party remained much closer to the Australian Labor Party than it did to
its coalition partners. 1 am sure the National Party feels there are other matters -

Hon EJ. Charlton: Except that in recent years the Labor Party deserted us.
Hon KIM CHANCE: The Minister for Transport made a very good point. I agree with
him. One of the worst things the Australian Labor Party has done in the past decade was
to preside over the destruction of orderly marketing schemes for which it was responsible
for setting up in the first place. In some areas, it probably did not have a great deal of
choice. The Australian Wool Corporation is probably an area about which the then
Labor Minister for Primary Industry in Canberra did not have much choice. Nonetheless,
it is necessary to acknowledge (here is that political division between those of us who
believe it is possible to better structure a market than to rely on market forces and those
who do not believe that, and that sometimes we are related across the floor more than we
are on each side.
The National Party's philosophy in this matter is complex and sophisticated but is
probably not all that well understood by members on my side of the House. They tend to
write it off as some kind of agrarian socialist philosophy based on the theory of socialise
one's losses and capitalise one's gains. That is not a point of view I hold. It is a complex
and sophisticated philosophy and one that takes some understanding. I have certainly
always appreciated the support of National Party members and National Party people in
the general community in trying, in a statutory sense, to tame the vagaries of the free
market. It is more used against people like farmers than it is used in their favour. It is
probably the most manipulated tool in our society today. As a former lamb producer, I
have had a long and fruitful association with the Meat Marketing Corporation during
most of its years of operation.
The Lamb Marketing Board, which later became the WA Meat Marketing Corporation,
has always been beset by critics. Some of the criticism is relevant and some of it is
unfair. The corporation has been innovative in its marketing, particularly in developing
significant export markets in the Middle East to replace the lost British markets. It faced
challenges caused by the closure of traditional markets following the formation of the
European Economic Community. The United Kingdom agreements were phased out.
This change was accompanied by a redefinition of perceptions with a swing away from
fat lamb to prime lamb. At the same time, it met well the New Zealand challenge, as that
producer was also forced out of the world market. New Zealand was an aggressive and
skilful competitor. The problem faced by both Australia and New Zealand over these
years has been access to the United States market, where protectionism has been of great
concern-
In many ways those sweeping changes in the markets have not been understood by
traditional lamb producers. A great many of the fundamental issues of dispute in relation
to the statutory power of the corporation had been based more on a misunderstanding.
Considering this Bill is rather like saying farewell to an old friend while, perhaps,
regrettably recognising the inevitable.
I pay tribute to two people who have done a great deal to put into place the Lamb
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Marketing Board and later the corporation. Principally, I refer to the late Reg Davies of
York, who was the president of the meat section of the then Farmers Union. He is
generally regarded as the father of the Lamb Marketing Board. His dedication to this
industry and fellow producers ultimately led to the creation of that board. Many of us at
that time saw the board as the beginning of a fair deal for lamb producers in Western
Australia. I also recognise Mr David Gorham, the then executive officer of the Farmers
Union. He directed a Farmers Union campaign during the rime of the referendum on the
meat marketing issue, and he ran the union's meat section for many years during the
operation of the board. Hon Murray Montgomery is a former member of the meat
section executive, and worked with David Gorhamn for many years, and I know the
member shares my high opinion of Mr Gorhamn. He is now with the Western Australian
pig producers association.
The Opposition regards this legislation as being good in pants. We appreciate the
strength of the role of the Meat Industry Authority, and we wish it well in its new role.
We have some sympathy for the difficult decision made by the Minister regarding
compulsory acquisition powers of the corporation. Without a note of criticism, it was
simply a matter of accepting that the Minister had a difficult decision to make and he
probably made the right decision - we will know in time whether it was right. The
Opposition regrets the Government's decision to end its involvement in abattoirs. This
decision is wrong considering the interests of producers, consumers and the State itself.
Briefly I turn to the question of training. A report was prepared for the Australasian
Meat Industry Employees Union which comments on training and how it is provided by
service works. The report indicates that the provision of training for meat workers, and
potential meat workers, benefits meat producers in this State. The Treloar report referred
to that matter in 1984 on pages 174 and 175. It read -

Training of the industry can be seen as an appropriate role for the Government if
private abattoirs fail to train. However, the inquiry considered that the
introduction of chain slaughtering would reduce training costs and make it
feasible for private abattoirs. to train.

Indeed, 1984 is quite some time ago. Chain slaughtering was a relatively new technique
at the time, and it was thought that it would reduce the level of skill required by a
slaughterman, but that has not proved to be the case. Importantly, Treloar recognised the
need for the Government to be involved in such training. It must be appreciated that
Treloar's line of thought was that the Government did nor have much of a role in the
abattoirs business, but he certainly recognised that Government involvement in training
was necessary. Since then it has become evident that chain slaughtering does not appear
to have the effect of reducing the need for skills.
The National Farmers Federation considers the fundamental problem confronting the
industry is its lack of training. In 1991 the publication titled "Inquiry into the meat
industry" noted -

..a critical need for a quality training program to be developed and for trainers
to be properly trained and accredited in the meat processing industry.

If a Government is to make a decision to step outside the provisions of service works, it
must take a much closer interest in the way in which private industry trains its
employees. I do not know how the China International Trust and Investment Corporation
will operate the training side of its operation when it is established. I must make a
judgment on my knowledge of private abatroirs' provision of training of employees in the
past, and it is not an encouraging picture. I would very much like to think that cmc
will do much better in this regard, although I do not have a single reason to expect that to
be the case. The fact is that training in the meat industry is an expensive process, not
because the training itself is expensive but because of its effect on the productivity; it is
difficult to place a semi-trained person into a production line, the speed of which is
dictated by the rate of other workers. Therefore, training can affect the efficiency and
economics of the abattoir itself. It is a difficult industry in which to train new people,
and in fact a difficult industry in which to multiskill people to give them the capacity and
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the training to move from the chain into the boning room or slicing room, yet that is
essential. I believe that over the next few years, abattoir workers will become more
muhtiskilled in recognition of some of the new industrial arrangements which will be
made.

Sitting suspended from 6.01 to 730 pm
Hon KIM CHANCE: We have some regret about not being able to support this Bill,
because we very much approve of some elements of this Bill. However, because of the
wide scope of the Bill and, in particular, the inclusion of the Government's withdrawal
from Robb Jetty, which we believe does not make economic sense for the long term
interests of either the industry or the State, and overpowers the better parts of the Bill, we
oppose the Bill.
HON MARK NEVILL (Mining and Pastoral) [7.33 pm]: As a member of the House
who represented an agricultural area for six years, I did take lot of interest int agricultural
industries, particularly the Lamb Marketing Board, and 1 also followed the Treloar
inquiry in the early to mid-1980s. I must admit that over the last four years, agricultural
industries have not been the focus of my attention. However, I did look at this Bill
earlier this evening, and wish to make a few comments.
This Bill amends the Abattoirs Act, the Western Australian Meat Industry Authority Act
and the Marketing of Meat Act. My main concern is that the Government's package for
the meat industry does not make a lot of sense. That is probably because some events
have occurred in recent months which the Government did not anticipate. I do not
believe that the Midland saleyards are the best place to have saleyards. They are right in
the middle of a commercial-residential area, and those salcyards, in respect of
maintenance and repair, will probably end up costing the Government mote money than
it would to establish new saleyards. The establishment of new saleyards was our policy.
Hon E.J. Charlton: You could have done it had you not sold the other so cheaply.
Hon MARK NEVILL: I do not want to get into an argument about the sale of the
Midland saleyards.
Hon Peter Foss: If I were you, I would not either.
Hon MARX NEVILL: I did examine that in a lot of detail, and the value of the Midland
salcyards and the Midland abattoir depend upon what one wants to do with that land.
Hon E.J. Charlton: We are talking about the saleyards.
Hon MARK NEVILL: I am not talking about the closure of the abattoirs. Was the
abattoir on the same block of land that was to be sold?
Hon N.D. Griffiths: The Midland abattoir was closed by the Court Liberal Government,
and it was a disgrace. It caused a lot of unemployment.
Hon MARK NEVItL: I do not want to get into an argument about that, because that
could occupy the rest of the evening. In those areas that border the Swan River, there are
easements for powerlines, areas where caresses are buried, and the concrete footings of
the old abattoir - and if one cannot use those concrete footings, that affects the value of
that site dramatically. In fact, one of the consultant's reports - I cannot remember which
one now - placed a negative value on the property because of those concrete footings.
Hon Peter Foss: The royal commission did not quite agree with that.

Hon MARK NEVILL: It did not agree with the $3m valuation that one of the Minister's
cronies put on it by driving past the front gate. I am saying that whatever is the value of
the Midland saleyards - and that is not a question that can be answered simply - it is an
unsatisfactory and unsuitable site for saleyards. However, the Government is locked into
that now, and I understand that it has spent up to $3m already to rehabilitate that
saleyards. I think it will be a bottomless pit. It may have been better to have sired
saleyards out of town in the upper Swan. I know there are a number of sizes. I have not
kept abreast of the issue, but I know that one was considered for Bindoon at one stage. In
our view, that money would be better spent on new saleyards that would have better
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access for road trains. We now have the problem of getting road trains into the middle
of -

Hon E.J. Charlton: No problem at all.
Hon MARK NEVILL: That is a fairly simplistic view of the world, and, for the
Minister's sake, I hope he is right, but I suspect that will not be accepted.
Hon John Halden: I hope for the sake of the member for Swan Hills, he is right, because
she will not be sitting in this Parliament for much longer.
Hon MARK NEVILL: The point I am making is that the Government has made a bad
decision, and that will show in the years to come because the Midland saleyards will cost
more and more money. The Government will realise that it is an unsuitable and
unsatisfactory site. I also make the point about the closure of Robb Jetty abattoir. I have
not visited Robb Jetty for many years. It is quite fanciful to think that the Government
can close Robb Jetty and still meet the peak demands of slaughtering that are required in
Western Australia. The existing abattoirs cannot meet that demand. The closure of the
Albany abattoir will exacerbate that problem. Factors have cropped up on the abattoir
side, which I do not think the Government anticipated, that have the effect of putting its
meat industry strategy in tatters. A problem exists with killing capacity. It is
questionable whether it is enough. There is also a problem with access to that killing
capacity, because obviously there are peak periods of demand.
Clause 19(b) provides for the Minister to direct the cessation of the operation at Robb
Jetty abattoir and the Midland saleyards, or sell or dispose of those facilities. I hope that
a requirement exists for the Minister to obtain some advice from the statutory bodies
before that decision is made. The other point I raise relates to the Meat Marketing
Corporation. The Bill states that the corporation will comprise eight members. One
member shall be appointed as chairman, three members shall be lamb producers, two of
whom are prescribed lamb producers, and four persons shall have relevant expertise in
processing, export marketing, commerce and finance. It seems strange that the
corporation is completely limited to lamb producers when it comes to people representing
producers. A variety of other meats will be marketed. It is strange that the Government
does not have at least one of those three members representing other forns of meat, as it
is defined in the Bill. The other strange omission is that the Meat Marketing Corporation
contains no consumer representative. I do not know whether that is deliberate or whether
it reflects the philosophy of this Government which will be carried out in many areas
where consumers are not represented.
Hon Max Evans: Laurie Connell was the Chairman of the Western. Australian Meat
Commission at one stage-
Hon MARK NEVILL: Yes. Despite his problems now, when he was the chairman the
commission made a bit of progress. I do not know whether I would give him the credit
for that.
Hon Max Evans: He didn't attend that many meetings, as it turned out.
Hon MARK NEVILL: It was during that period that the commission made quite a bit of
progress.
I have always been a strong supporter of the power of the Meat Marketing Corporation to
acquire lamb. It worked well in the early years where the export price of lamb was
higher than the domestic price because there was a cross-subsidisation. It began to get
into problems when the export price collapsed and the domestic producers were then
cross-subsidising the lower export prices. Most of us thought that with the demands from
the Middle East and places such as that it would not be long before that export price was
higher than the domestic price. Unfortunately that did not occur. Without those
acquisition powers the real prospect is that the situation will return where farmers
producing lambs will receive a bill, rather than a cheque, for the stock they send in.
During the bad times we know that there is virtually nothing for them, and during the
good times perhaps few of them got the high prices. Certainly that equalising mechanism
gave a bit of stability and predictability to what farmers would get. Rank managers like
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to see that sort of thing when granting loans to farmers. It is easy to say that we will have
a free market, but there have always been problems with the operation of the free market.
These things will go in cycles. It has been fashionable over recent years to deregulate
and get away from statutory boards. I expect and predict that the wheel will turn and that
probably in five or 10 years we will be going the other way. My view is that we must be
careful when we dismantle these sorts of boards and must ensure that we are doing the
correct thing. I this case the Government is keeping that reserve power in the Bill to
acquire lambs. As I understand, the power will still be exercised to acquire lambs for
export only.
This dismantling of statutory marketing authorities is the flavour of the month, as is
privatisation. Everyone jumps on the bandwagon. We all go sailing down the hill, and
two or three years later we realise that we have either done the wrong thing or gone too
far. We should exercise caution in changing these bodies, and perhaps err on the
conservative side and ease out of them. I reiterate that the Government's strategy for the
meat industry has changed with recent events. I still do not think that it makes much
sense to retain the Midland saleyards in this ideological obsession of the Government not
to operate Robb Jetty. If the historical debt which Robb Jetty has had to service from the
Midland abattoir is removed, the books look much better. A significant amount of
interest has been paid over the years on that inherited debt. Hon Kim Chance has given
this Bill a thorough going over. 1, like him, have reservations about it. It certainly
contains some good features, but on balance I am opposed to it.
HON SAM PIANTADOSI (North Metropolitan) [7.49 pm]: Like Hon Mark Nevill, I
have reservations about many areas of this Bill. My main area of concern relates to Robb
Jetty, not only the loss of jobs that will be difficult to replace within that area, although it
is a great reason for everyone to be concerned, especially when a number of other jobs
have also been cut -

Hon John Halden: They are only Labor electorates. Who would care?
Hon SAM PIANTADOSI: Some members opposite also cover that electorate and have a
responsibility to their total electorate. I would like to think that Mr Halden, but I have
been wrong before and I could be proved wrung begin.
Hon John Halden: The people of Midland and Fremantle have the same view as I have.
Hon SAM PIANTADOSI: Closing down Robb Jetty will impact on many industries
associated with the abattoir - tanneries and others that rely on it to a degree to get a
source of raw materials. If Robb Jetty is closed it is not only its 200-odd employees who
will be directly affected, but also many other small industries, in particular the tanneries,
which employ a number of people. They make one of the major industries found in the
south metropolitan area especially in the immediate area of Robb Jetty.
One of the major factors the Government has pushed as part and parcel of its reasons to
close Robb Jetty has been the problem of effluent disposal. Hon Eric Chariton
specifically stated that effluent disposal was one of the main cost factors identified with
the closure of Robb Jetty. Many of those other small industries associated with Robb
Jetty, the tanneries and others around the South Coogee and Cockburn areas, and as far
inland as Jandakot, face very similar problems with the disposal of effluent. So it is not
only a problem for Robb Jetty but something the Government will have to remedy
anyway. The area needs a treatment plant or deep sewerage facility that could remove
the effluent and treat it rather than have it dumped into the ocean. Whether or not Robb
Jetty remains open, the Government will have to look at a proposal to dispose of effluent
from those other industries from South Coogee and as far east as Jandakot. The problem
must be rectified and that expense is still there.
About 50 industries closely associated with livestock are located within that area. Should
Robb Jetty close, which is the focal point of those industries, it would jeopardise a
number of other businesses. I will pick up on tanneries and restrictions placed on the
processing of skins in the area. Currently no system can remove the effluent and the
tanneries cannot maximnise profits to the degree that they should be doing because they
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cannot go to t fourth stage of creating hides. In the main they are exporting and not
getting the full value of the commodity nor the return of export dollars.
The ocher concern I have wich the closure of Robb Jetty is that the killing capacity in
Western Australia will be greatly affected. In Albany Metro Meat Lcd is selling its
operation to the China International Trust and Investment Corporation, which does not
want the Albany plant to continue. Itris obvious when one cakes away the six per cent
that is Albany's capacity from the total Western Australian market, and also the
significant capacity that Robb Jetty has for killing and slaughtering, which is around
30 to 35 per cent of the tocal killing capacity, who will pick up that 30 or 35 per cent
capacity.
In che past, Minister House has made it clear that although he was prepared to look at the
Robb Jetty issue, in the future he would do ic only when other facilities were in place chat
could take over from Robb Jetty, Albany or any other smaller plant chat closed down.
Linley Valley has a killing capacity of about 3 000 a day and another smaller plant I
think is owned by the Watson family - Mr Bill Wacson is the proprietor of the other
abattoir, but that is also a very small one. We have the facility at Katanning. The
capacity of those two becomes somewhat restricted when Albany and Robb Jetty are
removed. We ame continually being told by government at different levels within
Australia about the need to look at overseas markets and export dollars. It would be very
difficult for Western Australia to secure those markets when it does not have the capacity
to deliver, nor the facility to be able to slaughter the animals.
The move with CITIC is a positive step because that will ensure that a source of supply
will be maintained because there is that direct interest from the Chinese, and obviously
they have to secure their market. They have taken a leaf out of the Japanese book and
followed what they have done in the fishing industry, especially with regard to crayfish.
They have invested in local companies to secure their own source of supply. Thac is
good for the farmers here, because at least it guarantees a supply for export. I know
some Middle East people are interested. Two parties will arrive in January to look at the
Albany proposal and also at Robb Jetty. Mr Charlton may recall a conversation I had
with him. I have also had a conversation with Mr House about this matter. I will keep
them informed about the icinerary of these groups. I believe that if one or two of those
panics are able to secure one plant, if not both, we will be able to retain jobs in Fremantle
and Albany and other markets will be secured because by buying directly into the
venture, whether it be Albany or Robb Jetty, there will be a greater scope for the beef and
lamb markets to produce because they will have outlets that will cake their produce, I
urge the Government to consider that as an option in negotiating with different parties
whether or not it is the Middle East party.
The plants are an asset. Besides the internal market, there are huge opportunities
overseas. Overseas markets want to secure Australian produce. The quality of produce
from the south west is well known. E.G. Green and Sons has captured much of the
Japanese market with its top quality cuts. It is doing very well out of that. If we can
capture outside markets, we will overcome many of the ills and problems associated with
our internal operations. Before the final decision is made to close the abattoir - I believe
it will be closed by June next year - the Government should canvass the options of
securing an overseas buyer to buy directly from the supplier. That would give security
not just to workers through the retention of jobs, but also because it will ensure the
continuation of supply for farmers.
Many of these issues have been canvassed in the local Albany Press. I believe that
Hon Murray Montgomery and Kevin Prince MLA have been pushing for the Albany
proposal. I also believe that the people of Albany are pushing for another site should the
Albany plant close. A proposal is being considered to retain such a plant in the south
west and particularly in Albany. I believe that the whole town is involved in the proposal
and fully supports the retention of such an industr in Albany. As I said, there is support
from all levels, from workers to farmers.
Hon Murray Montgomery: Not in the town, but in the region.
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Hon SAM PIANTADOSI: Yes, in the locality which would still mean thac jobs would be
retained and export dollars could be earned for the community. I guess everybody is
working towards that goal, even if it were relocated. I am await that the plant was
causing the same sorts of effluent disposal problems as Robb Jetty was causing. I know
high nutrient levels were going into the sound. I amn also aware that Southern Processors
had a significant effect on the pollution in the area. It is common knowledge with these
types of industries that an effluent disposal system has to be in place to dispose of and
treat the pollutants. If not, all sorts of problems are created which means that more
dollars have to be spent to try to rectify the problems. Therefore, if someone can start
with a clean slate it will be to everyone's benefit.
The Albany Advertiser has referred to the proposal as has Monty House. I guess
Hon Murray Montgomery would have seen the article under the headline "Metro closure
wvould be a tragedy". Hon Murray Montgomery did make a very encouraging statement
in a letter to the Edtor of the Albany Advertiser in which he suggested that Bob Thomas
was wrong in his statements about the Metro Meat upgrade. Hon Murray Montgomery
said -

Labor MP Bob Thomas has his facts wrong again (Albany Advertiser 8/6/93)
contrary to what he says, the Government is not opposed to assisting Metro Meats
upgrade its effluent disposal system.

Obviously he must have had information on good advice from the Minister for Primary
Industry that the Government was prepared to spend money in assisting with the effluent
disposal. Would the Government have the same feeling about assisting with the effluent
disposal at Robb Jetty? Members of South Metropolitan Region should perhaps ask that
question later.
Hon Murray Montgomery: The Labor Government promised that money prior to the
election. This was a continuation of that promise.
Hon SAM PIANTADOSI: Right.
Hon E.J. Charlton: Was that another broken promise?
Hon SAM PIANTADOSI: Is Mr Charlton telling me that the Government will not break
its promise to give money to assisting in the establishment of a correct effluent support
system for the abattoirs in Albany and Robb Jetty?
Hon E.L Charlton: There will be one in the metropolitan area - in the Coogee area. You
will see.
Hon SAM PIANTADOSI: Is the Minister promising money for that?
Hon ELJ Charlton: Yes.
Hon SAM PIANTADOSI: Can we quote him?
Hon ELJ Charlton: Yes.
Hon SAM PIANTADOSI: I am heartened by that promise. Many small industries in the
vicinity of Robb Jetty will also be encouraged by that. For instance, the tanning industry
is in need of such a system. If it were available, the processing that could take place to
the third or fourth stage, especially with wet hides, rather than their having to be sent to
Europe as we do now, would maximise the profits that that Western Australian asset
could earn, rather than half the profits going overseas. I know of a couple of companies
that are waiting for the system to go through so that they can take advantage of it and
expand their operation.
The other concern I have is that when a facility is closed down it is not always easy to
regain the export market, especially in the lamb and beef industry. It could take some
time to regain the lost ground. I urge the Minister for Transport to counsel the Minister
for Primary Industry and remind him of what is occurring in Europe at the moment
Hon E.J. Charlton: I often counsel the Minister for Primary Industry!
Hon SAM PIANTADOSI: The Minister may or may not be aware that currently some
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European countries are looking towards other markets as a source of supply for their
meat, and Australia is one of the areas being targeted. Transport costs are no longer a
major factor with regard to that commodity. Many other factors are considered, because
buyers are concerned, for example, about contamination by acid rain and radiation.
These buyers are prepared to pay extra for their meat if they can be sure that the product
they buy is safe. I know of representatives in Australia from major companies in Italy,
France and Germany. A consortium of three representatives in Germany purchases
goods on a collective basis. They have agents in Australia and they are considering
buying many goods from this country. The agents will be in Perth in the second week of
January and will consider some of the options available, after visiting the Eastern States.
They will try to secure certain goods from Western Australia. This presents an
opportunity for this industry and rather than close the facility, I would prefer the
Government to determine whether overseas companies would like to establish a link with
Western Australia as a source of supply, and whether they would possibly be interested in
investing in or taking over the facilities. The Government should give priority to
considering whether that is a viable option. It would at least ensure that jobs are secure
and OUr export capacity is retained. It would be better than closing down, with the hope
of picking up the slack at a later stage.
The Minister for Transport should remind the Minister for Primary Industry, Mr House,
that before the election he said his prime goal was to ensure that other facilities were in
place that could take over, should the Robb Jetty or other abattoirs be closed. I urge the
Minister to pass that on. If any other changes were made or steps taken they could
certainly threaten the export capacity and markets. We read daily that various sectors of
primary industry are warding off the United States of America or other countries which
are trying to chip away at our markets. Rather than being a reactive country, it would be
better if the Government acted to secure those markets for the benefit of the community.
I have reservations about the proposal, and I guess further comments will be made at the
Committee stage.
HON TOM HELM (Mining and Pastoral) [8.15 pm]: I share the concerns of my
colleagues on this side of the House, and I will take members in greater detail through the
comments made by Hon Kim Chance. The thrust of the repeal of the meat industry
legislation relates to the inability of the industry to be viable. It may be that much of the
incentive for these changes comes from the press release to which Hon Kim Chance
referred; that is, the press statement by the Minister for Primary Industry in June 1993
that blamed industrial action for some of the problems with the Robb Jetty abattoir and
the industry in general. By unruly interjection I asked Hon Kim Chance a number of
questions, because I did not understand the meat processing or abattoir industry. I have,
of course, talked to the guys at the Wyndham, Derby and Broome abattoirs, but we did
not go into detail about their jobs. I certainly did not know the outcome for the producer
of sheep meat of sloppy workmanship. It would be fair to assume that the industrial
relations problems in the industry would be a major incentive for a conservative
Government to turn the industry around and make it viable. One can see that thrust in the
changes to the industrial relations legislation and in the troika of Government Bills
passed by this Parliament.
Hon Kim Chance touched on the reasons that those Bills will not be the panacea that the
conservatives think they will. I can prove from his comments that the way forward is by
cooperation rather than the adversarial method of pursuing and increasing the "them" and
11us system, that has been put in place by the conservatives. Hon Kim Chance said that
he lost 15 per cent of his produce because of the lack of training and skills of certain
slaughtermen. There were major problems in the industry's ability to supply the right
workers for the right jobs. I draw to the attention of the House the importance of the
meat workers' union in this matter, and refer to the supply of workers and their pride in
the work they do. It can be demonstrated that when unions are shut out from negotiations
and do not have a role in an industry, that industry suffers as a whole. It is very
important that unions be an integral part of any industry, particularly the meat industry. I
quote from a document released by the University of Western Australia, which might be
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of interest to members in this place. I do not know the authors, but the article is headed
"Unnecessary Industrial Action" and stares -

Before 1989 the industrial record of Robb Jetty Abattoir was described as an
"texcellent example" that "many other organisations could learn from".

That was attributed to Julian Grill in 1988. It continues -

Unions, union members and employees of Robb Jetty and the management of the
Western Australian Meat Commission were all seen to have a good working
relationship. After 1989 industrial relations at the abattoir deteriorated, this could
be seen as a natural consequence of the extent of change being implemented in
the workforce but in the writer's view it is also due to a number of other factors.
Firstly, it is not appropriate to be using management to implement change who
have a past history of antagonism with the workforce. This will not facilitate trust
and a natural consequence is conflict. Consultations with the Robb Jetty
workforce indicate that change has been imposed rather than negotiated, and that
there is a general feeling of victimisation of older workers and union delegates.
In the latter case 2 delegates and I past delegate have been terminated.
Secondly, the main focus of efficiency and productivity gains appears to have
been on meat workers. This has generated conflict and resentment as the
workforce understands the limitation of such an approach and is keen to achieve
overall productivity and efficiency improvements.

It would take an expert to analyse the figures contained in the document, but the table
consists of wages, throughput and total profit from 1985. In 1985, the wages at the Robb
Jetty abattoir were $7 583 715, the throughput was 608 329 sheep, and total profit was
$5 599 25 1. Then there is a huge difference in the figures from 1985 through to 1992. In
1989, the wages bill had dropped to $5 988 402, throughiput was 772 425 sheep, and the
profit was $2 373 320. By 1992 the wages bill had dropped by $200 000, throughput had
increased by 100 000, and the profit margin had decreased by $400 000. In four of those
years, more than one million sheep were put through the system. In 1990, which was the
year in which the most sheep were put through, the lowest profit was achieved.
That poor achievement could only be explained by the adoption of bad management
techniques. Perhaps it describes the philosophy of the conservatives in their outlook to
industry. Their legislation generally aims at makting the work force more compliant and
at imposing more stringent penalties on workers who transgress against the laws put
forward, but it does not contain much about improvements in management techniques
and management skills. What is more, it does not deal with the role that workers have
either individually or collectively. Basically, the mistrust between management and the
workers can only be overcome by voluntary means rather than by legislation. Almost

-anyone except a member of the conservative parties would accept that argument. There
is no reason why industry should be any different from society. In society, we generally
get on with each other because chat is what we want to do. But it appears that the
conservatives believe that they can make a profit and turn a quid because the law says
they can. That appears to be the thrust of this Bill.
I will outline some of the observations at page 21 of the report -

As discussed in the last subsection improved economic performance is dependent
upon a number of interrelated factors. The best example to explain this is the case
of "Sarucor" the state run abattoir in South Australia because of its similarity to
Robb Jetty. In 1990/91 the South Australian Meat Corporation made a total profit
of $786 494 after a loss of $1 710 466 in the 1989/90 financial year. This profit
was achieved despite a lost time record far in excess of what Robb Jetty has
experienced indicating that overall change and profitability can occur despite high
levels of industrial action. Approximately $680 000 in revenue was forgone due
to 17 days' lost time, but Sarncor was still able to achieve an operational and total
profit for that year. It should be noted that lost time at Robb Jetty for the period
1991/92 was 2 days and 2 hours, a figure that equates to industry lost time
standards.
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In contrast to the position at Robb Jetty, Sam cor turned a similar loss to what
Robb Jetty experiences into a profit through a holistic approach to change
including:

appointment of a "capable chief executive";
a complete management structure change;
a management development program for staff members;
development of a 5 year corporate plan that defines strategic goals;
total restructuring of departmental manning levels and operations systems;
improving daily, weekly and monthly reporting systems;
implementing a new award;
introducing a product quality assurance program;
improving customer service; and
upgrading and changing the by product system.

The reason that I brought that to the attention of the House is that that set of principles
applies currently at BH.P in the Pilbara. At SUP, nobody is excluded from being part of
the management team and nobody is excluded from being a part of the five year plan or
from taking some role in the future of that company. It is a pleasure to visit Newman,
Port Hedland and the mining camps operated by BFU. There is a feeling of oneness;
there is no them and us structure. Everybody takes responsibility for what occurs. In
other words, they take pride in the things that go right and tUke responsibility for things
that go wrong.
From my discussions with Glen Ferguson from the meat workers' union and the people
who worked at the abattoir, I gained the impression that the work practices at that abattoir
were outdated and that the them and us position was exacerbated by the inability of
management to understand that things had changed, in the same way that this
conservative Government cannot understand that the world has changed and there is a
new approach to industrial relations.
Hon Sam Piantadosi and Hon Kim Chance pointed out the opportunities that may present
themselves in the future for Australia's meat. Australian meat is unique t-zcause of its
lack of contaminants compared with those present in meat from other countries. When
we debate the Exotic Diseases Bill, we will spend some tim discussing contaninants in
meat from other countries.
There will be a demonstrable change in our market responses as a result of two factors:
The ability of the union movement and the workers to accept the changes that are taking
place; and, despite the conservative Government, a change in management techniques.
They will be seen to work more efficiently, using their skills and brains, and themt will be
a commitment to the work force, either individually or collectively. The three industrial
relations Bills that were rammed through this House will be a negative aspect. The
Australian work force will demonstrate that the closure of Robb Jetty is a negative move,
and that closure will have far reaching consequences. The report to which I have referred
talks about the outdated facilities. at Robb Jetty. It reads -

Robb Jetty Abattoir was built in the 1920's. In terms of its exterior it is old.
However, in terms of it slaughtering chain(s) and plant it is one of the best
abattoirs in this state and has frequently been upgraded. This is supported by the
fact that Robb Jetty is the only abattoir in Western Austraia with an
unconditional EEC license. The abattoirs sheep slaughtering chains are capable
of processing up to 10,000 sheep a day ...
If outdated facilities at Robb Jetty Abattoir have led to its accumulated debt one
wonders what the financial situation of other Western Australian meat processing
plants might be?
There are strong economic arguments to support the continual upgrading of the
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government abattoir and innovation rather than its closure. Australian evidence
suggests that once a major operator in the market makes significant improvements
the others must follow or lose market share ...- Without a competitive structure
the market has no incentive to become more productive, to compete, or to provide
sufficient slaughtering capacity. Indeed, there is a powerful financial incentive
not to innovate and to limit capacity to just below market demand.

That was demonstrated by Hon Kim Chance. When he was a producer he had no choice
about which abattoir he would go to, and he received less money than he was entitled to
receive, because of the amateurish abilities of the people who slaughtered his meat. The
report continues -

The second aspect of the economic benefit relates to a specific type of innovation
one that is increasingly identified as the industries future direction ... There are a
number of reasons why the government service abattoir should innovate and act
as a catalyst in transforming the Western Australian meat industry into a value
added industry. Firstly, Australian export markets are restricted by quotas and
tariffs. Value added processing can overcome quantitative restrictions thus
enabling increased total returns. Secondly, low value meat export products are
vulnerable to undercutting from low cost producers and processors. Thirdly,
undercutting on price sensitive export markets will increase in the 1.990's as
countries eliminate pests and diseases. Fourthly, value adding has the potential to
eliminate the industries seasonal problems and stimulate the production of lamb
specifically for the domestic market. Eifthly, it provides the opportunity to
develop niche markets such as in catering and restaurants which are less price
sensitive. Sixthly, value adding requires stability of employment and skilled
workers it has the potential to improve the workplace environment, occupational
health and safety, and reduce industrial problems.

Hon Kim Chance and I - perhaps he more than I - were involved in discussions with the
Meat Industry Employees Union to consider ways to save Robb Jetty. We were involved
because the first incentive was to look after members' jobs - as proposed in the cynical
document put out by the cynical Minister for Labour Relations - because the union cares
about its work force, delivers a service and looks to the future. The union was disturbed
that the management techniques were amateurish, and the union - just like my union and
others - became angry at having to do the management's job in many instances. In this
instance, the MTLEU has taken great responsibility and made managerial decisions. It
would feel more secure if the decisions made for its members regarding the future of the
meat industry was its sole responsibility. The union was prepared to do whatever was
necessary to ensure a profit to anyone who cared to invest financially in the industry or in
the workers to safeguard their future. I understand that the negotiations did not bear fruit,
and the union leaders felt rather pessimistic that they had not managed to save the
situation. Nonetheless, that demonstrates that it is not always the workers' fault if things
do not succeed.
if members opposite would take off their blinkers and consider management techniques
and styles they would see, in many instances, that management techniques and styles
have developed away from the old pommy shop steward, trade union, industrial relations
way to do things. Although the pommy shop steward way of doing things is no longer so
prevalent in Australian industry, managerial techniques have not changed. They are still
in the stone age, and they need to be changed. There needs to be an understanding that to
make a profit people must understand that they are working in the 1990s, and that the
managers - like the boilermakers, the riggers, the fitters and the slaughter house workers -
must change also-
The conservatives on the other side of the Chamber will never understand that when we
talk about changes in work techniques and expanding the skills of the work force,
management is also part of that work force. It will not be the laws or the penalties that
will take Australian industry into the twenty-first century; it will be education and
incentives, and people learning to take pride in what they do, to expand on what they
learn, and how to put that into practice. That can be done with the help of the
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Government, but not with the stupid laws being forced through Parliament; it will come
from the incentives that help management to overcome their problems that flow from the
last century.
HON J.A. SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [8.37 pm]: The speech by Hon Kim Chance
was very informative. It was also a fair summation of the current situation. Although he
covered most aspects, I wish to offer a slightly different point of view. I want to
concentrate on the Robb Jetty abattoir, in the context that that is part of the overview of
the Government's general thrust in most areas of Government enterprise; that is, it wishes
to move towards a fire market situation. I understand that many people are of that view;
in some circumstances, that is the general view. In the case of Robh Jetty the situation is
worrying in many ways. As pointed out by Hon Kim Chance, the abattoir was not run at
a loss because of its bad practices so much as the debt burden from anot her place.
Prior to becoming a member of this House, I had discussions with a number of people. I
spoke with Glen Ferguson from the union and with councillors from the Cockbumn City
Council, and a number of factors emerged, like die costs involved in the refigeration of
the meat that was coming from Robb Jetty. It was explained to me that they had to use
cold storage from private industry, and that that cost them a great deal of money. The
upgrading and modernisation of their own refrigeration plant would have allowed them to
be more profitable. The thing about relying on the market driven scenario is that quite
often a lot of costs are not taken into account. As Hon Sam Piantadosi pointed out, Robb
Jetty was the only abattoir which was discharging into the sewerage system, whereas the
other abattoirs were polluting. This is a cost which is not picked up by the abattoir but by
the general public. It is indeed a cost, and all too often Governments fall into the nrap of
thinking that because a business itself is not paying directly for pollution, there is no cost
to be paid. Indeed, it is the State Government and the people of the State who pay for
that in the end.
The other aspects were, of course, that Robb Jetty had built up a good reputation for the
quality of the processing it carried out and, as has already been explained, it was the
highest grade abattoir of its type in the State. It was also an excellent training abattoir, at
least according to the talks I have had with the Farmers Federation in Western Australia.
The farmers are concerned that there might be some loss of market. Their fears are that
we will not be able to supply that high quality meat to their markets. The training aspects
are therefore very important. This is not something which is carried out in the same way
in other abattoirs, and the fact that the other abattoirs get the benefit of that training is
another cost factor not taken into account. The Farmers Federation was also worried, not
so much about the total capacities of the other abattoirs but the positioning of them, and it
felt that under the present situation there was some danger that there would not be
abattoirs for the people coming from the north.
Another aspect which is important to the Cockbun area is the unemployment which this
closure has caused in the area, and Hon Kim Chance very adequately described that, and
the Cockburn Council was very concerned about that. It was also concerned about the
fact that it took away the central core for the biotech park which was proposed for the
area and which would have brought a great deal of employment and earnings into the
area. Money has been expended on the biotech park which will be completely wasted,
because without the by-products that biotech park is pretty unlikely to come about.
There is a lack of understanding by the Government and people who believe in market
driven economies of the socioeconomic factors that occur in this area and in the way they
are integrated into the local economies. They look at things in isolation, and because one
organisation could be mun more profitably by handing it over to someone else somewhere
else, they forget about the structures built up around that particular industry. I see Hon
Peter Foss laughing, but perhaps he does not understand those factors because they need
a rational turn of mind, and he cannot get beyond the market force ethos.
Hon Kim Chance: He would not go near an abattoir, because they must be smelly and
you must have workers in them.
Hon J.A. SCOTT: Yes. But it is true that if one takes a major industry out of an area it
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does not end there; it goes a lot further than that. If one is allowing other abattoirs to
exist causing public costs because of pollution, one is adding to the costs of the
community whether one likes it or not. Not only are people in the Cockburn and
Fremantle regions very concerned about the closure of the abattoir, but farmers also, and
I seriously believe that many of the farming members of this House, if they listen to some
of the people I have spoken to -
Hon E.J Charlton: The farmers of this House are more worried about you at the
moment.
Hon J.A. SCOTT: Perhaps that is a good thing. Perhaps they are a little outmoded in
their thinking and some changes could be made so that there is a bit more progress. That
is not my problem but their problem.
Another cost which I mentioned is the training of the people who work in the abattoirs,
and I think when it comes to the time when we are looking to some of the foreign market
driven companies, which will be controlling our abattoirs in Western Australia, we might
find that they do not want to bear those costs. We could end up with inadequately trained
slaughtermen and meat processors.
Overall the closure of that abattoir will be a mistake, both a financial and a social mistake
for this State. I oppose that part of the Bill but recognise the right of the Government to
try to move the meat industry in this State to a more profitable footing. I wish it well in
its attempts, but relying on market forces is not the only way to do that.
HON MURRAY MONTGOMERY (South West) [8.49 pm]:* I wish to refer
particularly to Robb Jetty. There is some misunderstanding of the kill, the meat industry
and particularly the Meat Marketing Corporation and its role in the lamb kill. Abattoir
space is being spread across the whole of the abattoir industry. The lamb kill can take
place, particularly in northern areas, at local abattoirs. Some of those abattoirs will take
up some of the slack because of the closure of the Robb Jetty abattoir,
Bon Sam Piantadosi: What about the export side?
Hon MURRAY MONTGOMERY: It is interesting that the member should mention that
part of the industry, because approximately 50 per cent of Western Australia's meat
production is exported. The Meat Marketing Corporation recently signed a contract with
the new owners of the abattoir at Katanning and the owners of the Linley Valley abattoir
to kill between 20 000 and 40 000 lambs per week.
Hon Sam Piantadosi:- Do they have the capacity to do that?
Hon MURRAY MONTGOMERY: They have signed the contract and they must come
up with the kill space. The other abattoirs will take up the other part of it.
Approximately 50 per cent of this State's kill space can be used for the lamb kill. It is
interesting to note how that has actually been misunderstood. Hon Kim Chance would be
the first person to recognise that the State is eating 50 per cent of its lamb production;
therefore, it can be killed in the local abattoirs. The likelihood of local abattoirs picking
up that slack will be an advantage to the lamb producers as well as to the abattoir
industry. it will provide employment and the use of abattoirs will be more efficient.
Hon J.A. Scott: Will it be of the same quality?
Hon MURRAY MONTGOMERY: It will probably be better quality through the use of
local abattoirs. They will be able to buy smaller lots, kill them and have them on the
market more quickly than the larger abattoirs.
Members are aware that Robb Jetty was losing approximately $2mn each year and it
would have been wrong for the Government to keep pouring money into it. It is an old
abattoir and when an abattoir or a building reaches the end of its life it should be
demolished. As a result of the situation of the land on which Robb Jetty is established it
would be far more sensible to build a high-tech abattoir on it. The opportunity to do that
occurred in the 1980s and a lot of planning went into it. This opportunity is now lost.
Hon Sam Piantadosi: There are more markets still available.
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Hon MURRAY MONTGOMEERY: When I was involved with the meat section of the
Western Australian Farmers Federation I was aware of the requirement for the long term
planning of a new abattoir complex. Sites were chosen and it would have been opportune
to build a new abattoir in the mid-1980s. However, the Government of the day did not
bite the bullet and did not go down that path. If it had, it would certainly have helped
Hon Nick Griffiths, because it would have been constructed in the area in which he
represents. I repeat that the opportunity for the Government to do that has been lost and I
understand that private industry will have the opportunity to invest in the establishment
of a high-tech abattoir.
One of the problems with the meat industry is that the union movement has been one of
its greatest protagonists. Problems conveniently arise when lambs are due to be killed
and the union movement calls a strike. The producers are told by the abattoirs that they
cannot take their stock and it is sometimes two or three weeks before the lambs can be
rescheduled to be killed. Farmers and other people have become very antagonistic
towards the meat workers. The problem is that they have always taken on the soft
underbelly of the farmners, because lambs have to be killed at a certain time. Robb Jetty
provided the greatest kill space for the Western Australian Meat Marketing Authority and
people have been anxious to shift control of that abattoir from the Government to private
enterprise.
I was involved in the meat industry through the Farmers Federation for approximately
18 years and I could say a lot more. However, because members opposite decided to take
up more time of the House to debate this Bill than it originally intended, I will not take
up any more time of this House.
Hon Sam Piantadosi: What nonsense!
Hon A.JG. MacTiernan: That is what you are supposed to do when in Opposition.
Hon MURRAY MONTGOMIERY: I suppont this Bill.
HON E.J. CHARLTON (Agricultural - Minister for Transport) [8.57 pm]: I thank
members for their comments on this Bill. I did not think it would take this long to deal
with this Bill. I understand that members agree with some aspects of the Bill and are
concerned about some aspects of it. Hon Kim Chance referred to the Treloar and
Lindsay reports which recommended a number of changes to the meat industry. Some of
their recommendations have been included in this Bill. Obviously, there are changes in
this Bill which were not recommended in those reports.
Hon Kim Chance spoke about many areas within the meat industry. He referred to the
Government's involvement with Robb Jetty and the debt that the previous Government
inherited from the Midland abattoir. The reason to close down that abattoir is almost the
same reason for closing down Robb Jetty; that is, it was inefficient. I do not understand
how Hon Kim Chance can say that the industry will lose meat workers because of the
closure of Robb Jetty. The stock still has to be killed and it does not matter where they
are killed. It will mean that if the meat workers at Robb Jetty want to continue within the
industry they will have to work at another abattoir. The Government anticipates an
increase in the number of meat workers because the meat industry in Western Australia
will grow.
Hon Kim Chance also referred to the cattle chain being a viable part of Robb Jetty. I do
not think his argument holds water, because there are many abattoirs around the nation
which kill only sheep and lamrbs. There is no cattle chain. It did not contribute to the
betterment of the economics in the operation of Robb Jetty. A number of problems were
associated with the Robb Jetty cattle operation. By-products will still occur, irrespective
of where the stock is killed. Everybody acknowledges that there are problems with those
industries at Robb Jetty. There is a great deal of pain in dealing with the effluent
problem. As I indicated to Hon Sam Piantadosi, the Government has a responsibility to
deal with that, and it will be dealt with. As I understand it - I do not know whether this
has been made public - a decision has already been made about where that facility will be
located.
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As to the skills of slaughtermen being lost, it might be able to be demonstrated that there
is a better opportunity for those skills to be acquired in a Government abattoir rather than
in a privately run abattoir. Although I have never had the opportunity to look at the
facilities in New Zealand, it is something that I would like to do. A lot of small, high-
tech abattoirs have grown up in New Zealand in recent times. We should look at how
New Zealand has boomed in its export of lamb and sheep meat. We should be looking
forward not back. It is negative to base any decision on keeping Robb Jetty going. We
should be putting our resources into encouraging the private sector to come forward and
implement a high-tech abattoir.
The comments about the stack coming from the northern agricultural areas are correct.
There is no opportunity to have a replacement situation with that at Robb Jetty at this
stage. Robb Jetty is a terrible location to get stock to. People tell us that one of the worst
things in delivering stock by moad to Robb Jetty is the damage done to the carcases when
transported through the traffic in Perth. More damage is done in the last 50 kilometres
than occurs in the previous 200 or 300 kilonmetres. We could not get a worse place to
bring livestock for slaughter.
Hon Murray Montgomery summed up the situation about capacity. There is adequate
space; however, that might not be the case and it will not be the case if numbers increase.
While Robb Jetty stayed in operation and there was a contractual arrangement with the
Western Australian Meat Marketing Corporation to have the kill done there, there would
never be an opportunity for a proposition to be brought forward to implement a new
abattoir. I am sure that the country members who have a direct interest in this matter -
Hon Murray Nixon, Hon Bruce Donaldson, Hon Bill Stretch and Hon Murray Criddle
have indicated this in their conversations with me on this Bill, in the party room and in
the rural committee which Hon Bruce Donaldson chairs - in conjunction with the
Minister for Primary Industry, what went into this issue when this was first put forward
in draft form.
Hon A.J.G. MacTiernan: We would like them to share this.
Hon E.J. CHARLTON: IfT thought it would do the members opposite any good, I would
encourage it. But I think it would be like the seed that fails on stony ground.
Hon Sam Piantadosi: Do you mean to say that they cannot contribute?
Hon E.J. CHARLTON: No. I am saying that the seed on the other side needs a shower
of rain to get it to spring forth into life.
Hon Sam Piantadosi: That is a reflection on your colleagues.
Hon E.J. CHARLTON: The China International Trust and Investment Corporation will
kill the lambs and will also do it at less than the current price. That is a win for the
industry. It will be interesting to see how cmc operates in the next 12 months, whether
it will be the same sort of management as happened under Metro Meat Ltd or whether the
new owner will bring in new initiatives. I put to Hon Kim Chance and other members
that we should be encouraging a new operator to set up business in this State and trust
that it can make a go of it.
As to the comments about the Meat Industry Authority and the board and the fact that the
Opposition will move to increase the number to bring forward a consumer representative,
it is probably fair to say - we can go into this later although I think the Opposition should
take this on board - that the retail representative is the person who can best act for
consumers. If that person does not get right how the operation will be controlled, I do
not know who will. That person is the link with the market place.
Hon Kim Chance: That is an interesting view.
Hon E.J. CHARLTON: Yes, it is. The member might dwell on that for a couple of
minutes. I am confident that the Minister for Primary Industry wants to ensure that the
new industry authority will put in place some quality control, which will be one of its
responsibilities. It is a regulatory body and is certainly not there to market the product.
flat will be the role of the market operation section. The meat marketing section, as the
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Opposition has stated and everyone knows, is with the corporation to deal with exports.
The Government has decided to retain it because it has been a success. Members will be
aware that it has not only markets in which it has gained confidence around the world but
also the quotas for the European Community part of the export sales of lamb from the
State. Those export quotas are not merely gained, they have to be bought. They are an
asset. Therefore, it is imperative that those quotas are retained for the benefit not only of
the authority but also of the industry. If the corporation is put out of business, we might
ask: Who will get hold of those European Community entry quotas?
The issue of acquisition has been well debated and it is a matter of judgment by all
members about whether it is good, or bad or whether it has had time to play its part. Like
everything in life, there are times when things need to be put in place because of a certain
set of circumstances. Not one of us, in whatever business we have been involved, would
say that business is done today in the way it was five, 20 or 50 years ago. We have to go
with the changes. That is why it is negative to be talking about Robb Jetty as some great
panacea that we should hang on to. It is the same situation with acquisition.
We have the opportunity to export lamb to the Eastern States, As members would be
aware there are abattoirs in Western Australia that are currently operating in that area.
Hundreds of tonnes of sheep meat a week is going to the Eastern States by moad. The
exports will not disappear because they are already catered for. In addition to lamb, other
sheep meat is involved.
Hon Mark Nevill talked about the idland saleyards. I thought that was an interesting
exercise. I cannot believe how anyone can talk about the sale of the Midland yards and
what this Government should do about putting in place new saleyards.
Hon P.H. Lockyer: They should hang their heads in shame. Somebody should go to
gaol.
Hon E.J. CHIARLTON: I am amazed how anyone can talk about it. If this Government
had control of the total area - many hectares more than what we have bought back, which
was sold for a pittance - we could have sold that and consequently had some capital to
build new yards somewhere.
Hon Kim Chance: You could have put it on the railway yards. There is plenty of space.
Hon E.J. CHARLTON: There is more space. If Hlon Kim Chance has driven up there
lately, he will have seen more area in the railway yards where the road trains will be able
to pull up, park and unload and everybody will benefit!
Hon Mark Nevill also commented on Robb Jetty. Members who have been to Robb Jetty
will know that - its operators will tell members - it is antiquated and incurs high costs
because of its design. He also commented on the lamb producer membership. Although
people will be elected by lamb producers, there is also the opportunity for the Minister to
appoint someone who represents other sections of the meat industry. The Government
does not see a problem with that.
Hon Sam Piantadosi referred to affluence in Europe and effluent at Robb Jetty!
Obviously they do not go together. He referred to the opportunity of exporting to some
of those markets to which our meat is not presently exported. The Government agrees
with that. In fact I have been told by the Minister for Primary Industry that in the past
few weeks he has signed up new markets for meat to go to the Middle East. That is a
step in the right direction and is the sort of thing we want to see.
As far as providing people with the opportunity of using Robb Jetty, the Minister has
indicated publicly that if someone comes along with a short ternm proposal to use Robb
Jetty - there is obviously no long term future there for the reasons I have outlined - that
may be a possibility. The real challenge must be to get that high-tech abattoir established
somewhere else in the State. That is what the Government wants to develop. I
encourage members who are going to New Zealand to look at its several abattoir
operations. Perhaps we can get a few ideas and encourage a few people in the private
sector to set up shop in this State.
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I will leave the comments of Hon Tom Helm and Hon Jim Scott for members to make a
judgment an. This legislation deals with changes to three Acts to ensure we deliver a
service in tune with what the industry needs. It seems to me we sometimes cannot see
the wood for the trees. This legislation is not relevant to how a union operates or how we
educate people, it is designed to ensure a service is provided to an important industry in
this State. Historically it has produced twice as much lamb as is required domestically
and exported the rest. It also has a significant live sheep operation. The Government
wants to implement changes provided for in this legislation forthwith so that the changes
to Robb Jetty will provide the opportunity for a new abattoir to be developed and existing
abattoirs to become more viable. I guarantee members that within a year or two some
new abattoirs will spring up and some improvements and additions will be made to
abattoirs around the State as a result of the opportunities created by this decision. As for
the Meat Industry Authority, it is time for a new role - it is a bit like Robb Jetty.
The same goes for the third aspect of the Bill. Time has overtaken us and that is why
these changes have been put in place. Some people have voiced their reservations but at
the end of the day the Government must make decisions. This session has been about the
Government making decisions. Although some people may not like them at least the
Government has not sat on its hands hoping things will come good or problems will go
away. This Bill, as with a number of others, is a response to an industry to give it the
opportunity to prosper, an opportunity denied it for some time in the past. I ask members
to support the Bill.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

Committee
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Murray Montgomery) in the Chair; Hon E.J.
Charlton (Minister for Transport) in charge of the Bill.
Clause 1: Short title -
Hon W.N-. STRETCH: I will respond briefly to the courteous invitation by Hon Sam
Piantados! to make a couple of remarks from this side of the House.
Hon Sam Piantadosi: I am always willing to listen Hon Bill Stretch.
Hon W.N. STRETCH: Since the announcement of the phasing out of Robb Jetty the
former Metro Meat Ltd abattoir at Kattanning has taken over much of the lamb kill from
the southern areas this year. In the past few years Katanning has had a reputation for
lower returns because of a penalty of about 30 a kilo imposed on lambs delivered there.
That has been a disincentive. There has also been a problem with lambs being graded
lower. Since the proposal to phase out Robb Jetty, Kattanning abattoir has taken up the
slack and has reached the same standard as Robb Jetty, if not better. New seasons lambs
delivered in the past few weeks by people I know very well have returned prices in
excess of what they had expected at Robb Jetty. The disincentives have gone, the
gradings have lifted and they are pleased with their returns. The lambs being sold in the
saleyards under a less regulated system are returning good money. Any problem we face
currently will be from an under-supply rather than a shortage of killing space.
The second point about Kattanning is that, because the returns are improving through
better grading, the slaughter standard has obviously improved. We are not experiencing
the carcase damage reported in past years at Katanning, and that is an important part of
the system. Whether that was due to more care or better training, I do not know.
However, the runs are on the board. The facts bear out the position and it is now up to
standard, and I am confident that this situation will continue.
The other point relates to the time and travelling distance to Katanning. Hon Kim
Chance said that transport costs would double. I doubt that that will happen for two
reasons: First, the operators to the north will be able to go straight down to Katanning in
road train configuration which will save a lot of cost. Also, they will not have to tackle
the metropolitan area. Most trucies say that they would rather avoid the metropolitan
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area. Second, the longer the journey, the lower the rates became. The additional cast of
running from Nartham to Katanning as opposed to Northam through the metropolitan
area to Robb Jetty will be small. I may be proved wrong, but the trucks will not have to
confront the metropolitan area - despite the changes being made - which slows down the
trip and involves much stopping and starting, which causes bruising. The trucks will take
a straight run through to Katanning.
I fully support the Bill, which is a courageous and overdue move. The input I am
receiving from producers is that they are not losing and are looking forward to a
prosperous future. It is difficult to buy a breeding age ewe, or a meat lamb breeding rain,
without going to a ridiculous price. The farmers have got the message and they are
gearing up for the future. I wish the industry well.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 2 to 5 put and passed.
Clause 6: New Division 3A or Part II inserted.-
Hon KIM CHANCE: I have two relatively brief questions on this clause. Proposed
section 198(l)(c) on page 7 of the Bill refers to the capacity for the corporation to
transfer assets of the commission to the corporation. Does that mean that the corporation,
if it chooses, and it judged that the conditions were supportive, could then run an
abattoir?
Hon E.J. CHARLTON: Yes. In essence, it means that if the corporation decided it
wanted to go into abattoirs, it would have the opportunity to take the fittings from the
commission which would assist it.
Hon KIM CHANCE: The other side of the cain is found on the following page which
relates to the transfer of liabilities as outlined in proposed sections 19C(l)(a) and
19D)(3)(b); the latter reads -

..- the continuing body in which the property is vested becomes liable to pay,
bear Or discharge all the liabilities relating to that property that are transferred to it
under the order, so far as they have not been paid or discharged;

The "continuing body" is the corporation or the Meat Industry Authority. What extent of
transfer of liability is envisaged and how is that consistent with the second reading
speech in which the Minister said that $24m is likely to be written off'? To what extent
would this transfer reduce the $24m write-off, or has that matter not been decided?
Hon E.J. CHARLTON: I am advised that this is to cater for the situation to which the
member has referred. However, at the end of the day it is the Government that will take
over any liability which arises as a consequence of the transfer; it will not be borne by the
corporation.
Hon KIM CHANCE: The liabilities would not be borne except to the extent that the
continuing body decided to take over the assets. What kind of assets will be transferred,
and to what extent would that reduce the $24m which would not have to be paid by the
Government as a liability due to the take over by the continuing body?
Hon E.J. CHARLTON: I understand this is to cater for a set of procedures to take place.
Once the decision is made to close Robb Jetty, and the corporation takes over its role, a
certain procedure is undertaken. At the end of the day the authority or the corporation
will not be left with a liability as that will be taken over by the Government. This
provision simply allows for the procedure to take place.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 7 to 15 put and passed.
Clause 16: Section 8 amended, and transitional provisions -

Hon KIM CHANCE: Page 20 of the Bill outlines the new authority which is to comprise
a director general and, in a later paragraph, seven other members. Is the clause worded in
this way because it is intended that the director general will be the chairman of the board?
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Hon E.J. CHIARLTON: No, that is definitely not the case. It will be an independent
chairman.
Hon KIM CHANCE: Clause 16(l)(b) refers to deleting the word "Governor" and
substituting the word "Minister". Subsections (2) and (3) of section 8 of the principal Act
state that the chairman and deputy chairman of the authority shall be appointed by the
Governor from among the members of the authority; and the Governor may, in respect of
each member, appoint a person, etc. What is the purpose of changing the designation
"Governor" to "Minister"?
Hon E.J. CHARLTON: It has nothing to do with the fact that our new Governor takes a
closer interest in things than some previous Governors have done. It is simply a
procedural situation. To all intents and purposes, it is done by the Minister, and it then
goes through the channels to the Governor. It is the Minister who, makes that
appointment.
Hon Kim Chance: I am relieved, because I thought I had uncovered a secret plot for a
new republic in Western Australia!
Hon EJ CHARLTON: Do you support that?
Hon Kim Chance: Not in Western Australia. I will support a republic across the nation.
Hon KIM CHANCE: I move -

Page 20, line 21 - To delete the figure "' and substitute "S".
Page 21, line 13 - To delete the word "and" and insert the following new
subparagraph -

(vi) one shall be appointed to represent the interests of consumers; and
This amendment does not require a great deal of discussion because we have forecast it
and the Minister was good enough to give the Government's view Of it. The purpose of
the first amendment is to ensure chat in addition to the director general, the board
comprises eight members rather than seven. We also want to add to the list of people
who may be members one person who shall be appointed to represent the interests of
consumers. I refer members to my argument in the second reading debate that one of the
primary functions of the Meat Industry Authority now is to represent consumers. I
believe it is better to have consumers represented directly than to imply, as the
Government has, that consumers will be represented by the retail sector. I imagine that
would mean that consumers will be represented by a member of the Meat and Allied
Trades Federation. I think most consumers would regard that as a laughable excuse. I
accept what the Minister said. I hope that in the future we may be able to look at this
matter again.
Hon E.J. CHARLTON: I understand the comments made by Hon Kim Chance about
retailers taking to heart the interests of consumers. Retailers take to heart the interests of
everybody, provided there is enough money in it. The current MIA is a regulatory
Organisation. The new board will be even more determined to ensure that the industry
complies with all the rules and regulations in all its operations. There is no better Way to
look after the interests of consumers than by having a group of people who shall ensure
that the operations within the meat industry are managed properly and the rules and
regulations are 'complied with. TIherefore, to put a consumer representative on the MIA
would not do anything to look after the interests of consumers. It is the intention of the
Minister, when he appoints these people, to make them aware of what is required of
them, and he will accept nothing less than their total dedication to ensure that the meat
industry operates in a way that brings it respect.
Amendments put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 17 put and passed.
Clause 18: Section 12 amended -

9504 [COUNC11L]



[Thursday, 9 December 19931 50

Hon KIM CHANCE: This clause will amend the principal Act by providing that a
quorum shall comprise four members rather than five. Why is a smaller quorum
required?
Hon E.J. CHARLTON: In the past, there have been occasions when it has been difficult
for members to be present, and this will ensure that the board can operate with only four
members so that decisions can still be made.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 1910o28 put and passed.
Clause 29: Section 7 amended, and transitional provisions -

Hon KIM CHANCE: I move -

Page 34, line I - To delete the word "lamb" and substitute "meat".
Three producer representatives are entitled to membership of the board of the MIA. We
believe that rather than delineate those three members as lamb producers, they should be
delineated as meat producers. The balance of the subclause states that two of those
persons are to be persons elected by prescribed lamb producers. If two of those persons
are to be elected by prescribed lamb producers, it is likely that they will be lamb
producers. The reason chat we want to have two lamb producers and one undelineated
meat producer is that under this charter and under the authority's revised charter in 1986,
it has in any case had the power to deal in meats other than lamb. It seems appropriate
that the make up of the board should recognise that fact.
Hon EI. CH-ARLTON: As I indicated earlier in the second reading debate, because the
Minister has the authority to place people on the corporation, the situation is as stated in
the Bill; that is, two of the three members are to be persons elected by prescribed lamb
producers. Obviously lamb producers produce other meat as well. As a consequence, the
Government considers that the Opposition's concern is catered for. If at some time in the
future a particular Minister did not use that flexibility, and a problem was associated with
that, I suppose there is a valid point in what Hon Kim Chance has mentioned. However,
in my discussion with the Minister on this point when Hon Kim Chance first raised the
issue with me - he may even have raised it with him - the Minister agreed that it was
appropriate and that someone other than lamb producers should be on the corporation.
The Minister intends to see that that happens.
Amendment put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 30 to 44 put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted.

Third Reading
HON EJ. CHARLTON (Agricultural - Minister for Transport) (9.43 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a third time.
HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural) [ 9.44 pm):- I take this opportunity to make some
brief closing comments on the Bill. Having opposed the Bill and having now heard the
Minister's comments, I thank the Minister for clarifying the Government's view of our
objections. The Opposition shames with the Government the hope that the outcome of the
Bill will be successful. It is perhaps a courageous decision, even in the sense that "Yes
Minister" would have been a little concerned about it. I am hopeful that the outcome the
Government wishes for this Bill is achieved. The Opposition looks forward to assisting
the Government in any matters concerning the industry, and in solving any problems with
the Bill as they arise. I wish the Bill well.
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Division

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (16)
Hon George Cash Hon P.R. Lightfoot Hon R.M. Scott
Hon EJ. Chariton Hon R.H. Lockyer Hon W.N. Stretch
Hon MJ. Cuiddle Hon Murray Montgomery Hon Derrick Tomlinson
Hon B.K. Donaldson Hon N.Y. Moore Han Muriel Patterson (Feller)
Hon Max Evans Hon M.D. Nixon
Hon Peter Foss Hon R.G. Pike

Noes (11)
Hon N.D. Griffiths Hon Sam Piantadosi

Hon Kim Chance Hon John HaIden Hon Tom Stephens
Hon J.A. Cowdell Hon AJ.G. Macriernan Hon Doug Wenn
Hon Cheryl Davenport Hon Mark Nevill Hon Tomn Helm (Teller)

Question thus passed.
Bill read a third rime and passed.

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSIONS BILL
Receipt and Firs: Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on motion by Hon N.F. Moore (Minister for
Education), read a first time.

Second Reading
HON N.F. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Education) [9.50 pm]: J
move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The Regional Development Commissions BiUl seeks to enable the establishment of
regional development commissions on a standardised basis, Statewide. This legislation
will repeal all existing regional development authority and commission Acts. This Bill is
modelled on the most recent piece of legislation - the Pilbara Development Commission
Act 1992. This legislation marks the start of a new era for regional development
administration in Western Australia. Never before in the State's history has each region
been formally recognised or given equal ranking from a legislative and administrative
perspective. In preparing this legislation I have consulted a large number of
organisations and individuals including existing development agencies, the Western
Australia Municipal Association and relevant Government departments. The framework
and the elements of the Bill have generally received strong endorsement from these
parties. 'The introduction of this legislation is another step towards the fulfilment of the
Government's commitments relating to regional development.
In the period that we have been in Government the priority of regional development has
increased significantly. This is reflected through the following: The decision to bring all
development agencies under the ambit of the Deputy Premier; increasing the recurrent
services spending for regional development activities by $2m - from $15.7m to $l7.7m -
or about 13 per cent in our first Budget; and giving priority to this legislation in the
legislative program to ensure that regional development administration is placed on a
standardised and stable basis for many years to come.
T1he promotion and coordination of development in regional areas has, and will continue
to have, growing importance to the future wellbeing of both metropolitan and non-
metropolitan areas in Western Australia. At present the bulk of the State's wealth is
generated in regional areas. This Bill, through the creation of nine development
commissions representing all the regions outside the metropolitan area, provides an
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opportunity for each region to maximise the development opportunities which exist and
to build on the wealth which is already being generated. The largely ad hoc manner in
which regional development has been pursued previously cannot be allowed to persist.
In the past some regions have been greatly advantaged at the expense of other regions.
This has occurred principally for short-term political reasons and it has meant that
development has often occurred in a fragmented and piecemeal manner to the detriment
of the regions and the State. The different status of regions in the past has meant that the
needs and rights of people in some regions have not been adequately represented or
reflected in the State's priorities. In addition, the economic development of those regions
may not have been maximised. The Government intends that this situation now change.
The need for greater consistency for regional development administration is recognised
on both sides of the House and it is appropriate at this stage to recognise the contribution
of many individuals who have contributed significantly, often on a voluntary basis, to
advance the development of regions. I also acknowledge the contribution of the previous
Government to the promotion of development in regional areas. It was that Government
which developed the existing framework. It also appears to have recognised towards the
end of its tenure that the ad hoc approach which it had adopted to the creation of
development "agencies" was no longer viable. It falls to this Government, however, to
formally introduce legislation to redress the imbalance.
A fundamental element of the legislation is the commitment to acknowledge, for the first
time, the vital role played by local government in the development of regions. Until now
many board members have had strong connections with local government but existing
legislation made no provision for local government to nominate board members. In this
legislation local government will be recognised formally as a partner in regional
development through its involvement in the boards which are to be established in each
region. In preparing this legislation the Deputy Premier met members of the executive of
the Western Australian Municipal Association and they have welcomed the higher status
given to local government in this Bill. This legislation provides for the appointment of
one-third of the board members in each region from nominations made by relevant local
government authorities. It is highly likely that other members on the board will have
strong local government connections or backgrounds.
The value that the Government places on the input of the broader community in decision
making processes is also recognised and enshrined in this legislation. This will be
achieved by providing for broader community representation as a partner, with local
government and other representatives appointed by the Minister, on the boards in each
region. The legislation also makes provision for additional community contributions by
enabling the new commissions to establish regional development advisory committees
and other committees. The Government has given consideration to the use of a popular
election process to appoint the community representatives to the boards. However,
during the consultations which were conducted in the development of this legislation a
number of issues were raised in respect of this approach. In particular, the high cost
associated with the conduct of comprehensive popular elections would mean that these
funds would not be available for other development purposes. To facilitate the
implementation of this legislation, community representatives, in the first instance, will
not be appointed through a popular election process. However, the legislation does not
preclude the introduction of a popular election process at some future stage.
This Bill retains the best components of the Pilbara Development Commission
legislation, and it provides a greater balance for development across the State by ensuring
that each region is represented by a commission with exactly the same mandated powers
and status. The Government will in establishing this Bill repeal all the existing
legislation and create nine new regional development commissions. This will
legislatively recognise all the State's regions and in particular will recognise for the first
time the Kimberley, Gascoyne, Wheatbelt and Peel regions. As members will appreciate,
given the Commonwealth Government's recent foray back into the regional development
arena, there is a strong and ongoing need to ensure that coordination is achieved within
and across regions in Western Australia. This Bill will provide for a greater coherence to
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be achieved in respect of regional development. The State would be pleased to cooperate
with the Commonwealth in the development of regional areas in Western Australia
provided that the Commonwealth consults the State Government and recognises the
existing structural arrangements which it is putting in place for the coordination of
regional development in this State.
The enactment of this legislation ensures that the State has in place a structure which has
strong links with local government. The use of this network will mean that the State has
a capacity to more effectively and efficiently deliver Commonwealth regional
development programs than could be achieved if the Commonwealth were to attempt to
deliver through its own organisations in Western Australia. This can be achieved
because the network provides a mechanism through which the three tiers of Government
in their pursuit of regional development can cooperate without duplication and waste.
I now turn to the Bill itself. In essence, the Bill therefore -

contains all the provisions necessary to establish regional development
commissions in the nine regions across the State - part 2 and schedule 1;
makes provision for the operation of commissions - part 3 and schedule 2;
makes provision for the establishment of a regional development council - pant 4.
This body, although it has existed previously, has never been formally recognised
in legislation;
makes transition provisions to bring those regions which had an existing regional
development body under this Bill. Specifically, provision is made in respect of
the powers previously held by such bodies which enabled them to purchase and
develop land and property. The relevant commissions will retain powers to
administer existing land and property holdings but they may be exercised only
with the approval of the Minister - part 5; and
contains more general provisions related to the regulations, consequential
amendments, transition and a review of the Act - part 6 and schedules 3 and 4.

I now turn to the specific provisions of the Bill. Part 1 deals with such preliminary
matters as the short title, commencement and interpretation. Pant 2 provides for the
establishment of nine regional development commissions, namely the Gascoyne
Development Commission, the Coldfields-Esperance Development Commission, the
Great Southern Development Commission, the Kimberley Development Commission, the
Mid West Development Commission, the Peel Development Commission, the Pilbara
Development Commission, the South West Development Commission and the Wheatbelt
Development Commission. Schedule I defines each of the regions by reference to
districts of local government authorities encompassed within that region.
In formulating the structure of the regions within this Bill the Government has generally
maintained the boundaries of the existing authorities and commissions as these reflect
boundaries which have been uuilised extensively in the past for both administrative and
statistical purposes. However, notwithstanding this, the Government has accepted broad
community representations and has provided for the inclusion of the Shire of Serpentine-
Jarrabdale in the Peel region and the Shire of Ngaanyatjarraku in the Goldfields-
Esperance region.
Clause 13 in this part provides for the Governor to amend the boundaries of any region
provided that each of the commissions affected by any proposed change is in agreement.
Part 3 relates to the operation of commissions. It details in division I provisions related
to the status of the commissions, the board of management and the method of
appointment of appointed members. It is intended that each commission have the status
of a body corporate with perpetual succession. The Bill provides for a board which
comprises the director of the commission by virtue of office and a prescribed number of
other members, up to but not exceeding nine. A model board, with 10 members, would
comprise three members nominated by local government, three members from the
community, three members appointed at the Minister's discretion, and the director. It
will be appropriate for some regions to have a smaller board. Where this arises it is the
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intention, as indicated in clause 16, that the ratio of representatives as I have explained
for the model board be maintained.
It is the Government's intention that the members who are appointed under the
provisions of clause 16(c) will be chosen to ensure that the board membership represents
the broadest possible cross-section of regional interests. In addition to the legislated
conisultation requirements, the Minister has indicated his intention before making any
board appointments to consult local members of Parliament, irrespective of their political
affiliations. This practice has already been adopted in respect of board appointments
made to both the Great Southern Development Authority and the Goldfields-Esperance
Development Authority.
Members can be appointed only for two consecutive terms each up to three years in
duration. However, provision has been made to enable members to be reappointed if
their term of appointment is not consecutive with a previous ternm of office. In
establishing the boards, appointments will initially be staggered to ensure all positions
are not vacated on the same date. This will provide for a degree of continuity in board
membership similar to that now prevailing in the election of local governments.
Provision is also made, in clause 8 of schedule 2, for the establishment by the Minister of
regional development advisory committees. Such committees, which are effectively
standing committees, may be established only on the recommendation of the
commissions. Where these committees are established they will advise the board on the
performance of its functions and ensure that the board is fully informed of, and has
regular access to, the views of the broadest cross-section of the community on matters
pertaining to economic and social development in the region. Members of such
committees will be entitled to remuneration as provided for under clause 19(1). Some
regions may choose not to establish regional development advisory committees where
they believe their needs will be better served by adopting other approaches. The
legislation also provides, under clause I11 of schedule 2, for the establishment of other
committees. These other committees may be established to provide advice on particular
matters. These committees will generally be viewed as ad hoc committees or task forces,
and members of such committees will be entitled to out of pocket expenses for travel and
accommodation but will not normally be paid remuneration.
The Bill provides in clause 21 for the disclosure of pecuniary interests by board and
committee members. The provisions require members with direct or indirect pecuniary
interests to disclose such interests or face a penalty. Such provisions are necessary to
ensure that board members are both protected and required to make decisions in the best
interest of the region rather than of individuals or specific businesses.
The objects and functions of a commission are spelt out in clause 23. It is intended that
the commissions coordinate and promote the economic development of the regions. To
achieve this, the broad charter of each commission is to -

maximise job creation opportunities in the region;
develop and broaden the economic base of the region;
iden tify infrastructure services to promote economic and social development in
the region;
provide information and advice to promote business development in the region;
seek to ensure that the general standard of Government services and access to
those services in the region is comparable to that which applies in the
metropolitan area; and
generally take steps to encourage, promote, facilitate and monitor the economic
development in the region.

The legislation outlines six key functions which will enable commissions to achieve the
above objects. These functions require the commissions to cooperate and liaise
effectively with Government at all levels, to develop strong links with industry and
commerce, employer and employee organisations, and education and training institutions,
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as well as ocher sections of the community within that region. Although the foc-us of
each commission is to be predominantly on the economic development of the region, it is
intended that they play a lesser, but still significant, role in respect of social development.
They will do this by identifying the need for social infrastructure and encouraging the
provision of that infrastructure, as well as seeking to ensure the general standard of
Government services and access to those services is comparable to that which applies in
the metropolitan area.
Provisions within existing development authority legislation have enabled the authorities
to borrow funds and have a direct involvement in development activities that would
normally be undertaken through local government. This has led on occasions to an
uneasy relationship developing between the authorities and local governments concerned,
as well as creating a confused role in respect of development for other key Government
agencies. This legislation will remove once and 'for all any lack' of clarity.
Responsibility for the development of facilities and basic infrastructure will rest, in line
with stated policy, with the relevant Government agency at either State, Commonwealth
or local levels.
This Bill limits the powers of commissions in respect of business undertakings and land
or property development and it specifically removes the borrowing powers provided
under existing legislation. The legislation provides for each commission to be supported
by a director and staff. These officers will be appointed under the provisions of the
Public Service Act. It is not the Government's intention to build up substantial
bureaucracies in the regions.
Pant 4 provides for the establishment of a Regional Development Council which is to be
the peak advisory body to the Minister on major regional development issues. The
council will comprise the chairperson of each commission, and one other representative.
The council, acting as the peak advisory body, will develop policy proposals on
development issues affecting one Or more of the regions. It will also facilitate liaison
between the commissions and relevant State and Commonwealth Government agencies.
The council will be required to meet at least twice annually. Members should note that
this is not a new council, indeed it operated under the previous Government. However,
in the past the council has operated without legislative backing. Under this Bill it will
have a legislated status. To reflect the thrust of Government policy the membership of
the council has been altered significantly to again give regional communities greater
input into regional development policy.
Part 5 provides for land previously vested in the Geraldton Mid-West and the South West
Development Authorities to be vested in the relevant commissions established by this
Bill. However, any transactions, contracts or initiatives proposed by the commissions in
relation to this land may be exercised only with the prior approval of the Minister. These
provisions have been made to ensure a smooch transition and they do not provide any
opportunity for additional acquisitions. The Government's objective is to ensure that any
land held by the commissions is divested at the earliest appropriate opportunity to the
benefit of the region and the State. Schedule 3 also provides for the other assets and
moneys in account to be transferred to the relevant commission.
Finally, part 6 includes some general provisions related to regulations, transition and
review of the Act. It is intended that this Bill be reviewed to assess its operation and
effectiveness as soon as is practicable after the expiry of five years from the
commencement of this clause of the Bill. This provision which relates to the Bill itself
rather than the individual commissions will ensure that there is a chance for the
Government to assess the viability of the proposed approach in respect of the
development of regions. However, members should understand that should it be
necessary to review the operations of a commission this will happen promptly and the
Government will not hesitate to act to ensure the best interests of a region are served.
The creation of this structure for the administration of regional development is a most
appropriate one. It will provide a degree of uniformity for development which has not
been achieved previously by any Government. However, although we are putting in
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place a structure which we believe will promote and facilitate the development of all
regions in Western Australia it will be those who work within this structure who will
determine its success or otherwise. I believe that everyone in Western Australia,
including the members opposite, have a vested interest in ensuring that the development
of regional areas is maximised and I would welcome their support for this Bill, which I
believe can help us to achieve this. I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Tom Helm.

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (No I)
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on motion by Hon Max Evans (Minister for
Finance), read a first time.

Second Reading
HON MAX EVANS (North Metropolitan - Minister for Finance) [ 10.06 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This Bill seeks appropriation of the sums required for the services of the current financial
year as detailed in the Estimates. Included in the recurrent expenditure estimates of
$5 573 466 000 is an amount of $927.582m permanently appropriated under special Acts,
leaving an amount of $4 645 884 000 which is to be appropriated in the manner shown in
the schedule to Appropriation Bill No 1.
Supply of $2.8b has already been granted under the Supply Act 1993 and Appropriation
(Consolidated Fund) Bill (No 1) 1993 seeks a further supply of $1 845 884 000. In
addition to authorising the provision of funds for the current year, the Bill seeks
ratification of the amounts spent during 1992-93 in excess of the estimates for that year.
Details of these excesses are given in schedule 2 to the Bill.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Tom Helm.

PILBARA ENERGY PROJECT AGREEMENT BILL
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on motion by Hon George Cash (Minister for
Mines), read a first time.

Second Reading
HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan - Minister for Mines) [10.09 pm]: I
move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
Members will recall that the previous Government announced just prior to the February
election that it had agreed to the discharge of all of the BHP processing obligations in
return for the Pilbara energy project. This was seen by us at the time as overly generous
and, on coming to Government, we reopened discussions with BHP. In a ministerial
statement to the House on 23 September, the Minister for Resources Development set out
the understanding reached with BHP and noted that -

These new arrangements will allow the Pilbara energy project to proceed with
construction expected to commence later this year. They also preserve an
obligation for BHP to enter into further processing of iron ore.
The project provides for a significant extension of the gas and electricity grids in
the Pilbara and will open the way for future gas based processing at Port Hedland.
This is a good arrangement for BHIP and one that is a very much better result for
Western Australia than that negotiated by the previous Government.

Id'
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The purpose of this Bill is to ratify an agreement dated 30 November 1993 between the
State and BHIP Minerals Pty Ltd, BHP Energy Holdings Pry Ltd and BHP Power Pty Ltd,
to which I will refer throughout as the joint venturers, for the construction and operation
of the Pilbara energy project. The State Government, consistent with the statement by
the Minister for Resources Development, has agreed that when the joint venturers
construct the Pilbara energy project, the outstanding processing obligations under the
Iron Ore (Mount Newman) Agreement will be discharged. These two agreements
represent part formnalisation of the understandings announced in the statement by the
Minister for Resources Development.
The rest will be brought to Parliament early next year and will allow for the restructuring
of the remaining processing obligations into a new and separate processing agreement.
The processing agreement will set a benchmark value for BH-P to reach to discharge the
processing obligation. This value will be the cost of a four million tonnes per annum
sin ter plant, Or a $400m investment - escalated at the consumer price index - whichever is
the greater. The agreement will not specify the type of processing to be undertaken,
other than that it must involve iron ore. The benchmark value can be reached in stages
but must be reached to discharge the obligation. Until BlIP has fully discharged the
obligation, it will not be able to expand the capacity of operations under any of the
agreements beyond 15m tonnes per annum, or 30m tonnes per annumn in total, without
specific approval that is at the sole discretion of the State. This is a significant
requirement and will clearly put BHP on notice that the State expects to see processing,
and is not prepared to allow the resource to be exported in an unconstrained manner
while the agreed level of processing has not been put in place by B!-
Consequent changes will be made to the Mt Goldsworthy, Marillana Creek and
McCamey's Monster Agreements. These will delete the present obligations and replace
them with a mechanism to restrain capacity once the already mentioned levels have been
reached, until the benchmark amount of processing has been undertaken, or the
Government has demanded, and had accepted by BHP, other arrangements in return for
allowing limited capacity increases. The only constraint at that time will be that the
benchmark cannot be increased other than by agreement. If BHP does not accept the
Government's arrangements or meet the benchmark, then the capacity levels under the
three agreements will be frozen at approved levels. Discharge of the Mt Newman iron
ore processing obligations does not occur under the Pilbara Energy Project Agreement
but is addressed by a separate variation to the Iron Ore (Mount Newman) Agreement
Amendment Bill which I will introduce next.
The Pibara Energy Project Agreement before the House contains provisions which will -

firstly, enable the construction of a 140 MW gas fired power station at Port
Hediand;
secondly, provide for the establishment of a 215 km buried gas pipeline from the
Karratha region to the Port Hedland power station;
thirdly, establish an electricity transmission system from the Port Hedland power
station to Newman by way of a 220 kv high voltage transmission line between the
Port Hedland power station and Newman or, at the option of the joint venturers, a
gas turbine power station of at least 70 MW at Newman and a gas pipeline system
which links the Newman power station to the proposed Damnpier to Kalgoorlie gas
pipeline. The second option is contingent upon the Dam pier to Kalgoorlie
pipeline proceeding;
fourthly, provide for facilities to transmit electricity from the Port Hedland power
station to BHP operations at Finucane Island, Nelson Point and Yarrie; and,
fifthly, allow the joint venturers to sell gas and power to third parties.

Overall, the project will enable competitively priced gas and electricity to be provided to
die operations under the Iron Ore (Mount Newman) Agreement; Iron Ore (Mount
Goldsworthy) Agreement; Iron Ore (Marillana Creek) Agreement; Iron Ore
(Coldsworthy-Nimingarra) Agreement; and Iron Ore (MeCamey's Monster) Agreement.
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Apart from the benefits to these company operations, the State as a whale will benefit
from the additional energy infrastructure which will further enhance development
opportunities in the Pilbara region through lower electricity and gas prices. The Pilbara
Energy Project Agreement will enable the joint venturers to supply electricity and gas to
any facilities established under the new agreement. Capital expenditure on the project is
estimated to be in excess of $300mi. Preliminary engineering work is due to commence
in early 1994, with the project expected to be completed before the end of 1996.
The Land (Tides and Traditional Usage) Act is recognised in provisions in the agreement
which enable the dates for the submission and approval of development proposals to be
extended while the joint venturers and the State comply with the laws relating to the issue
of titles affected by rights of traditional usage.
I now table plan X attached to the agreement which serves to show the location of the
power station site and surrounding lands.
[See paper No 992.]
Hon GEORGE CASH: The area coloured red corresponds to the proposed plant site for
the power station. The ternm of the power station lease has been made coterminous with
the mineral lease under the Iron Ore (Mount Newman) Agreement. The reason for this is
that the power station will supply power to the Mt Newman mining operations. In the
event that the mineral lease terminates and the power station is required to continue
operations, provision exists for the power station lease to be extended as necessary.
The blue area on plan X provides that the State shall ensure that: The boundaries of the
Port Hedland town planning scheme within the blue area shall not be altered; the part of
the blue area within those boundaries shall not be zoned urban; and neither the State nor
its agencies shall approve residential development in the part of the blue area outside
those boundaries without, in each case, prior consultation by the Minister for Resources
Development with the joint venturers. These qualifications are necessary to ensure that
the joint venturers are able to comply with the noise level commitments stated in their
consultative environmental review. Without such conditions it was possible that future
residential development could prevent the continued operation of the power station site.
Such a situation not only would jeopardise the joint venturers' $300m investment in the
area but also could detrimentally affect operations under both BHEP and third party iron
ore agreements, as well as other industries and mines then being supplied with power.
Furthermore, the area marked blue is consistent with the State's planning for an industrial
park in the Port Hedland region. With the establishment of the power station and the
availability of gas from the pipeline, there will be inducement for other industrial
organisations to locate to the area. As with all State agreement Acts, the joint venturers
are required to submit development proposals. Clause 6 of the agreement requires the
joint venturers to submit development proposals by 30 June 1994.
No construction activities can occur until the Minister for Resources Development has
approved proposals, subject to the Environmental Protection Act and the laws relating to
traditional usage. Matters to be addressed under the proposals include: The construction
and operation of the power station; details of the routes for the gas pipelines and
electricity transmission powerlines; an environmental management program as to
measures taken in respect of the joint venturers' activities; and the use of local labour,
professional services, manufacturers, supply contractors and materials. The joint
venturers are required to construct all facilities by 31 December 1996. in the event that
all facilities are not constructed by this date and the date is not extended, the agreement
will cease and determine.
I turn now to the specific provisions of the agreement scheduled to the Bill before the
House. Under clause 5, the joint venturers must continue engineering, environmental,
marketing and finance studies to enable them to finalise and submit detailed development
proposals. To facilitate those studies, the State will permit the joint venturers to enter
upon arown lands and pastoral leases. In addition, the joint venturers will be granted
access to other lands in accordance with the Petroleum Pipelines Act
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Clause 7 provides for the consideration and implementation of proposals submitted
pursuant to clause 6. Upon receipt of proposals, the Minister, subject to the
Environmental Protection Act and laws relating to traditional usage, may approve the
proposals wholly or in part, defer a decision until such time as the joint venturers submit
further proposals or require a condition precedent prior to the giving of approval. The
joint venturers are to be notified by the State of a decision in respect of the proposals
within two months of their compliance with the requirements of the Environmental
Protection Act and laws relating to traditional usage. Clauses 10, 14 and 18 provide for
the modification of the Petroleum Pipelines Act, the Electricity Act and the Gas
Undertakings Act to remove any inconsistency between the agreement Act and existing
Statutes.
Clause 11 provides for the grant of leases, licences and easements for the project,
provided such grant is in accordance with the Environment Protection Act and laws
relating to traditional usage. Under clause 13 the joint venturers, at the request of the
Minister for Resources Development, are required to submit reports on the rehabilitation,
protection and management of the environment. The Minister may, within two months
from receipt of such a report, request amendment to the report or environmental program.
In addition, the Minister can require the submission of additional detailed proposals for
the rehabilitation, protection and management of the environment.
Clause 16 enables the joint venturers to obtain their water requirements in accordance
with the Water Authority Act and any other applicable laws of the land. Clause 17
provides for access by the joint venturers to SEC WA's Pilbara electricity grid on terms
and conditions to be agreed.
Consistent with other State agreements, clause 35 provides for restricted stamp duty
exemption for joint venture transactions within a two year period from the signing of the
agreement. Clause 38 requires the joint venturers, subject to capacity, to supply gas and
electricity to third ponties at reasonable commercial races. Other provisions within the
Pilbara energy project agreement are of a standard nature compared with those contained
in other existing State agreements and do not require any additional comment. I
commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Tom Helm.

IRON ORE (MOUNT NEWMAN) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT DILL
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on motion by Hon George Cash (Minister for
Mines), read a first time.

Second Reading
HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan - Minister for Mines) [10.22 pm]: I
move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The purpose of this Bill is to ratify an agreement amendment dated 30 November 1993
between the State and BHP Minerals Pty Ltd, Pilbara Iron Limited, Mitsui-Itochu Pty Ltd
and CI Minerals Australia ty Ltd. The agreement amendment before the House forms
part of a restructuring of the processing obligations under the various BHP iron ore
agreements in Western Australia. The restructure will take the form of -

the establishment of the Pilbara energy project under a new State agreement;
a consequential amendment to the Iron Ore (Mount Newman) Agreement which
provides for the deletion of processing obligations under that agreement in
exchange for the establishment of the Pilbara energy project; and
the removal of processing obligations from the Marillana Creek, Mt Goldswortby
and McCaniey's Monster iron ore agreements and their consolidation in a new,
separate processing agreement.
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The first two are before the House today. The drafting of the new processing agreement
and the changes to the other agreements is a complex task. The broad outline of the
arrangements has been agreed with BHP and the Government expects to be able to
introduce the necessary legislation early next year.
Under the terms of the principal agreement, the joint venturers were required to submit
development proposals for an integrated iron and steel industry by 31 March 1989. The
joint venturiers received extensions to the submission date for proposals while alternatives
to steel making were investigated. Significant work was done on a sinter plant proposal
but this proved to be not viable. This led to BHIP suggesting that investment in
infrastructure be considered as an alternative, and to the Pilbara energy project being
accepted as a suitable infrastructure project in place of the existing processing obligation.
Members will be aware that one of the major impediments to the processing of iron ore in
the Pilbara is the high cost of energy. The establishment of the Pilbara energy project
will make processing a much more attractive proposition because of the availability of
both gas and electricity at Port Hedland and Newman. The Bill before the House
provides for the discharge of the Mt Newman processing obligation upon construction of
the Pilbara energy project. Should the Pilbara energy project not proceed, the
Mt Newman joint venturers will be required to submit steel making proposals by the end
of 1996. In other words, the processing obligation remains alive until such time as the
last of the Pilbara energy project facilities are constructed.
The Iron Ore (Mount Newman) Agreement Amendment Bill contains provisions which
will, firstly, extend the date for submission of steel making proposal facilities to
31 December 1996 and, secondly, provide for the deletion of those obligations subject to
the construction of the Pilbara energy project. In the event that the Pilbara energy project
is delayed due to circumstances beyond the joint venturers' control, then the submission
date for proposals under the Mt Newman agreement will be extended consistent with the
force majeure extension under the Pilbara energy project.
The last feature of the agreement amendment is that it provides for the deletion of clause
I1I of the principal agreement. This provision relates to the establishment of secondary
processing facilities. The obligation was discharged in 1977 when the joint venturers
constructed a beneficiation plant at Newman. I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Tom Helm.

TOBACCO CONTROL AMENDMENT BILL
Assembly's Message

Message from the Assembly received and read notifying that it had made the amendment
requested by the Council.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - BY THE MINISTER FOR TRANSPORT
Fisheries Management Bill, Green Paper Tabling

HON E.J. CHARLTON (Agricultural - Minister for Transport) [10.27 pmn] - by leave:
The Minister for Fisheries is preparing to release the draft Fisheries Management Bill
1993 as a Green Paper for distribution to industry and the community. Western
Australia's fisheries resources am a common property resource accessed by a wide
variety of user groups, particularly commercial and recreational fishermen. The
Government's role is to act as the steward of' these resources to ensure their protection,
rational utilisation and distribution among user groups. This role requires effective and
flexible legislation.
The draft legislation provides new management regimes for commercial fisheries,
aquiculture, fish processing and recreational fishing. It is important that people who
engage in these activities have the opportunity to make a contribution towards setting the
directions of regulation and conservation of Western Australia's fishing resources. The
draft legislation is complex and deals with nature resource management and allocation
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across the Western Australian community. The legislation contains a wide aray of
regulatory activities which have the ability to impact on many groups in the community
and, for this reason, it needs to be fully considered by all of chose groups that will be
affected. Areas of fisheries activity include natural resource management, policing
activities, conservation of resources and the aquatic environment, resource allocation
between commercial and recreational users, allocation of externally sourced funds, and
industry reconstruction strategies. The draft contains provisions to allow the continuity
of fisheries management arrangements under the Offshore Constitutional Settlement
Agreement between the State and the Commonwealth and to reflect the provisions of the
Commonwealth's Fisheries Management Act 1991.
Western Australians have been given a unique opportunity. I urge them to grasp this
chance to have their say and to provide constructive comment on the provisions of the
draft legislation. The draft Bill will be available shorty from the Fisheries'Department
and will be accompanied by a memorandum explaining the intention of its various pants.
All comments should be forwarded to the Executive Director, 108 Adelaide Terrace,
Perth. I believe that the course of action that has been proposed by the Minister is a
major addition to the normal consultative process that occurs in relation to foreshadowed
legislation and I look forward to its introduction into Parliament in 1994.
I seek leave to table the Green Paper on the Fisheries Management Bill 1993 and the
accompanying explanatory memorandum.
Leave granted. [See paper No 993.]

Referral to Standing Committee on Legislation
On motion by 1Hon E.]. Chariton (Minister for Transport), resolved -

That the draft Fisheries Management Bill 1993 be referred to the Standing
Committee on Legislation, and that it report back to the House on 15 March 1994.

EXOTIC DISEASES OF ANIMALS BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 30 November.
HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural) [10.31 pm]: The Opposition strongly supports the
Bill. Although we all agree that it is essential to have the best possible legislation, this is
a piece of legislation that we all hope we will never have to use. The Exotic Diseases of
Animals Bill tidies up most of the problems we have with existing legislation. It
effectively replaces two other Acts - the Stock Diseases (Regulations) Act and the Exotic
Stock Diseases (Eradication Fund) Act. The Bill deals with 12 specific diseases, some of
which are transferrable to humans but all of which are highly infectious, It covers many
other diseases such as rabies, foot and mouth and Newcastle disease. None of the 12
diseases is currently present in Australia; all are exotic and have significant economic
and/or public health implications. It is sobening to think that at least one of those
diseases has been in Australia historically - maybe more - but that was long ago.
However, the fact that these diseases can be brought into Australia is a matter that should
concern, every Australian.
The Bill's life began in 1987 when the adequacy of existing legislation was questioned
by a meeting of the Australian Agricultural Council - the council of the Commonwealth
and State Ministers for Agriculture. As a result of that meeting, the Commonwealth
appointed a consultant to examine the position. The consultant ultimately revealed the
problems with the various State Acts and recommended that each jurisdiction should
introduce similar legislation to deal with the foreseen problems. This Bill is the end
result of a process which began in 1987. It is model, not identical, legislation. The term
11model" means that the State Bills while not being identical have been drafted on
identical principles. The capacity to use model legislation in these circumstances is a
good indication of how such legislation may be drafted in future.
[Quorum formed.]
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Hon KIM CHANCE: Model legislation enables States to meet the necessary objectives
of complementary or uniform legislation but without the problems that exist in those
legislative forms. It takes longer to put in place but the end result of this form of
legislation is much more suited to the needs of each State in that it can reflect the
particular circumstances in each State.
So far, New South Wales and South Australia have enacted their new legislation. Ours
will be the third measure to be enacted, and other States and Territories are all working
towards the same aim. The principles on which the legislation has been based in each
State, and I presume Territory, of Australia are briefly that each shall deal with exotic
livestock diseases as an emergency measure and that they be expressed in clear and
precise terms. It is important that the legislation leaves no doubt about individuals'
responsibilities, and heavy penalties are provided; for example, the provision for fines of
up to $10 000 and/or two years' imprisonment for threatening to introduce an exotic
disease. While that may or may not be regarded as an exotic disease issue, it points more
towards constraining the use of extortion in that manner.
The Bill is self-contained. It does not rely at all on other regulations or delegated powers.
As well as farm and domestic animals, the Bill covers wildlife and feral animals. The
need for that is obvious when we consider that feral animals - foxes, pigs and cats - can
be rabies carriers. That provision ensures that adequate compensation based on market
value is paid for animals that need to be destroyed as part of any disease control
mechanism. This applies also to animal products which may need to be destroyed as a
result of an order. Farm structures, such as sheds and yards. are covered by the
compensation provisions, as are any losses brought about by damage caused in the
disinfection procedures.
One cost which is clearly excluded from the compensation provisions is the loss of profit.
That includes any contractual or consequential losses. While I understand that exclusion
from the Bill, it is possible that it may cause problems in future, and perhaps producers
should take care always to ensure that their contractual obligations take into account
force majeure provisions. These are essential for the protection of farmers and those who
deal with them for a wide range of reasons - far more likely than any outbreak of exotic
disease. It is in this area of compensation that the Bill is noteworthy. The cost of
compensation for control measures resulting from an outbreak of exotic disease will not
fall on Western Australia alone, if the outbreak occurs only in Western Australia. That is
an important provision of the Commonwealth-State agreement. Pant of the
Commonwealth-State agreement on exotic animal diseases provides that 50 per cent of
the cost of compensation will fall to the Commonwealth. The balance will be divided
equally between the States. If $lm is paid for compensation in Western Australia, of that
amount Western Australia will need to provide only $83 000 or one-sixth of 50 per cent
of $lm. In those circumstances the Commonwealth would provide $500 000 and the
other five States $417 000 between them.
A national approach to control of and compensation for any exotic disease is welcome,
and is also very appropriate. Many of these diseases are endemic in neighbouring
countries, and to some extent we rely on luck as much as vigilance to keep them out of
Australia. Almost any of these 12 diseases could break out in Australia tomorrow. It is
almost certain that one or more of them will arrive in Australia at some time in the future.
We all hope that will never occur, but when it does we cannot afford to have our response
checked by shoddy legislation. This is the proper time to acknowledge the great success
that both Federal and State agencies have had so far in preventing the entry of exotic
diseases into Australia. I mention particularly the Australian Quarantine Service and the
Australian Customs Service. We often lose sight of the real task of these services, and
from time to time they have had their share of criticism at times from us and certainly
frequently from the producer organisations. However, when we consider the task of
these agencies and the geographic closeness of these diseases and huge volume of both
legal and illegal traffic between Australia and the rest of the world, we have to consider
that quarantine and customs have done remarkable jobs for Australia. I need not say very
much morn on this matter, but I believe Hon Tom Helm will mention -
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Hon Max Evans: We hope he is not.
Hon KIM CHANCE: Yes, Hon Tom Helm will be brief, but I know he has particular
concerns about the introduction of exotic diseases because his electorate extends through
the Kimberley, where there are very large feral animal populations and large cattle
populations, which exist right on the boundary of an endemic foot and mouth area across
the Timor Sea- Hon Nick Griffiths will also address a couple of matters briefly. 1 have
nothing to raise in the Committee stage, but Hon Nick Griffiths has two technical matters
to raise. The Opposition strongly supports this Bill.
HON TOM HELM [10.42 pm]: I will not take up the time of the House, except to
comment that I welcome the Bill and congratulate the Government on bringing it
forward. Because of where I live and the amount of time and money it takes to bring in
quarantine restrictions to places like the Kimberley and the Pilbara, I have great concern
with this. I am aware of one pastoralist who has just bought some cattle in the Kim berley
and found some tuberculosis swrains. Ic is costing him a lot of money to quarntine those
cattle, and obviously he faces some severe economic hardship.
Hon W.N. Stretch: Where did they come from?
Hon TOM HELM: It was a Pilbara station and they came from the Kimberley. They
were declared clear when he bought the 500 head of Brahmin crossbreeds, but traces of
TB were found in one of the calves. We are in the fortunate position in Australia of
being clear of these diseases, and the State Government should be recognised for the
work it is doing through this Bill to make sure we stay clear. Not coming from Australia
but the UK, I spent some time there when foot and mouth disease was quite prevalent. I
am aware of the quarantine restrictions, the financial hardship, and the destruction of
communities these diseases can bring about. They can bring down a whole farming
community, particularly in somewhere like the UK where farms are so closely packed
together and there is a high stocking ratio. In such a place the introduction of an exotic
disease has a high impact.
This Bill is to be welcomed because of the effect disease can have. We are very close to
the Indonesian coastline where there are endemic diseases such as rabies, foot and mouth
and bluetongue, which are quite prevalent. The Kimberley is closer to Indonesia than to
Perth, and if it were not for this kind of legislation and commitment by the State
Government, Federal Government and industry, we would be in dire straits. We could
lose one of the basic export commodities we have in this State. This is an opportunity to
praise the Australian Quarantine Service, which is really the silent service in Australia.
In our State particularly, because of its size and because of the length of our coastline, we
are so vulnerable to those diseases which are so close, and the Australian Quarantine
Service helps to keep those diseases at bay and makes sure that we get the full benefit of
the export potential of livestock.
I take the opportunity also to plead with the Minister to support the push we have with
the Federal Government and to support, if he can, the Federal Government's aim to
increase the Coastwatch facilities to see that the introduction of these exotic diseases is
kept at bay. I hope that the time, money and the effort expended across the board to keep
out these exotic diseases can be continued. It cannot be stated often enough that if the
intrioduction of these diseases happens it can devastate whole areas. We have all those
feral animals that can carry these diseases. The introduction of one animal, a hide or a
plant that could act as a host to carry the disease could devastate our State and the huge
export potential we have at present. It is important that we encourage those who come
into our country as visitors, and those who leave and return, that they should take notice
of the customs and quarantine regulations. They might think they can bring in only a
piece of wood or leather or one of those innocuous things one finds in souvenir shops, but
it could be the carrier of one of these diseases which could cause such devastation to
huge areas of land and the livelihoods of those people who are part of the pastoral
industry.
I emphasise that the Opposition supports this Bill and I congratulate the Government for
bringing it forward. I also emphasise that those landowners and pastoralists, who may
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feel that the amount of money it costs them to be a part of this whole push to keep out
exotic diseases is money well spent, need protecting from those souvenirs and curios
from foreign climes that people are inclined to bring into our State. They can cause such
devastation.
HON N.D. GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan) [10.50 pm]: I join with Hon Kim
Chance and Hon Tom Helm in endorsing the policy of this Bill. However, a few clauses
in it cause me concern.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): Order! It is against the orders of the
House to pass communications from outside to inside the Chamber.
Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS: My concern is With the implementation of the policy of the Bill
as set out in a number of clauses. I do not propose to speak in the Committee stage of
this Bill and I ant dealing with my concerns now to save the time of the House. I will
briefly refer to those clauses which cause me concern and I ask the Government to take
the points I raise in hand and deal with them in due course. I understand there are moves
afoot to review agricultural legislation in a holistic way next year or so.
The first clause I will refer to is the last mentioned in the Bill; that is, clause 60, which
deals with the power to make regulations. It is worded very widely and I suggest that it
can and should be tightened up.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Ordler! Should the member be addressing clauses during
the second reading debate or would his comments be better suited to the Committee
stage?
Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS: I propose to deal with the clauses in a general way to evidence
how I find fault with the implementation of the policy of the Bill. In doing so, I am
seeking to save the time of the House and expedite the passage of this Bill, the policy of
which I wholeheartedly endorse. Mr Deputy President, if you are of the view that my
treatment of the matter is better suited to the Committee stage, I will be guided by you.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: The member has convinced Me that it will be better to deal
with the clauses now.
Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS. Clause 56 deals with the power to delegate. It reads -

(1) The Minister may, either generally or as otherwise provided by the
instrument of delegation, delegate to -

(a) the Director-General;
(b) the Chief Veterinary Officer;
(c) a Veterinary Inspector; or
(d) a person prescribed by the regulations,

That is very wide ranging. It continues -

all or any of the powers of the Minister under this Act, other than this power of
delegation.

(2) A power so delegated, when exercised by the delegate, shall, for the
purposes of this Act be deemed to have been exercised by the Minister.

1 note clauses 50, 47, 46(f), 41, 40, 39, 36, 34, 31, 29, 25 and 24 specifically refer to
powers to be exercised by the Minister. It causes me concern that any of those matters
can be dealt with by a person prescribed by the regulations. Insufficient guidance is
given here and too much emphasis is placed on ministerial power. I understand from my
colleagues that that was an issue which seemed to outrage those members now on the
Government benches in the last Parliament. The Opposition asks them to be a little more
consistent now that they occupy the Treasury benches, albeit temporarily.
Hon A.J.G. MacTiernan: A principle lobotomy.
Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS: I will not reply to that very good point made by Hon Alannah
MacTiernan about the Government having a principle lobotomy, because it is late on a
Thursday evening and I do not want to take up the time of the House.
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The other clauses which cause me concern because of their loose wording are clauses 50,
46, 40, 34, 29, 26 with respect to the use of the word "permits" and clause 25. Members
are aware that I could occupy the time of the House at the Committee stage. I do not
propose to do that or read out the clauses which concern me. I have listed themi and
again I ask the Government to cake my comments into account.
HON E.J. CHARLTON (Agxiculturl - Minister for Transport) [10.56 pmj: I thank
members for their contribution to this debate which demonstrated that it is a significant
Bill. I take on board the comments made by H-on Tom Helm and Hon Kim Chance who
detailed several aspects of the Bill. The points raised by Hon Nick Griffiths have been
noted and I will come back to him on them.
I have been advised that the only reason for giving these powers to the Minister is to
enable him to make a quick decision so that the required measures can be put in place.
The Bill is not giving power to the Minister to use for his benefit. Those powers will be
used to control the spread of exotic diseases. The Minister can declare a restricted area to
control stock and animal product materials, a control order which implements a
quarantine restriction, a disease to be an exotic disease and a disease to be eligible for
compensation. Under the existing legislation the Governor is required to declare a state
of emergency. The legislation has been amended to enable disease to be controlled
quickly and effectively by ministerial order.
My comments may not have touched on all the issues raised by Hon Nick Griffiths, but
obviously the Minister and his department willtcake on board the points he raised. They
are recorded in Hansard and will be dealt with accordingly. Again I thankc the
Opposition for its support for the Bill.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

Committee and Report
Bill passed through Committee without debate, reported without amendment, and the
report adopted.

Third Reading
HON EJ. CHARLTON (Agricultural - Minister for Transport) [11.00 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a third time.
HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural) [11.01 pm]: I take this opportunity to make a final
comment on the Bill principally because neither of my colleagues picked up one point
chat I think is important. The importance of this issue is underlined by the fact that rabies
is one of the 12 diseases that has historically been in Australia. Rabies is about the only
disease which is fatal to humans 100 per cent of the time they are exposed to it. To my
knowledge there has been only one known survivor who has contracted rabies in the
world's history. That person was a female in the United States and that lady is still alive.
That reinforces t seriousness with which this House must view this Bill and the task
which it sets itself.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a third time and passed.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AMENDMENT BILL
Committee

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Derrick Tomlinson) in the Chair, H-on N.F.
Moore (Minister for Education) in charge of the Bill.
Clause 1: Short title -

Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: The Opposition acknowledges that there are a few minor
amendments in this legislation which represent positive advantages. These are a
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provision which stipulates that the Governor will be the formal appointer of board
members and a provision which will require expressions of interest to be sought from the
public before appointment of board members is made. However, it is our very strong
view that the principal thrust of the amendments result in the independence of the
authority being quite severely compromised. It is important that members be prepared to
look beyond what might superficially appear to be amendments of an inconsequential
nature and to analyse the long term effects of such changes. The importance of these
changes is no less threatening to the quality of environmental protection in Western
Australia simply because they are subtle. We believe the subtle changes thar are included
in - and the not too subtle changes that are sprinkled throughout - this amendment Bill
will have an effect on the capacity and the preparedness of the Environmental Protection
Authority to deliver independent advice. There is no doubt chat, in turn, without fearless
independent commentary on the environmental impact of development proposals, the
quality of environmental protection in Western Australia will be compromised. We will
oppose each provision that has this effect of undermining the quality and the
independence of environmental advice emanating from the Environmental Protection
Authority.
Hon N.D. GRIFFITI-IS: The Bill represents a failed opportunity. I notice that the second
reading speech states -

This Bill represents the Government's clear election policy commitment to
enhance environmental administration in Western Australia.

I regret that the Bill essentially fails to do that.
Hon N.F. Moore: That is a matter of opinion.
Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS: The Minister should just let me speak.
Hon N.F. Moore: You could have spoken yesterday and said that. You are wasting time.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN. Order!
Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS: The legislation fails to deliver anything worthwhile. I know the
Environmental Protection Authority is functioning extremely well and has provided me
with a copy of its annual report for the financial year ending 30 June 1993. On pages 10
and I Ithe Environmental Protection Authority refers to the review which took place last
year and states -

The Authority believes that as a most comprehensive review has been undertaken
of the Environmental Protection Act the findings of the review committee should
be given substantial weight in determining the direction environmental protection
should move in the future.

In chat context recommendation 13 of the review of the Environmental Protection Act
1986 dealt with a matter which is at the heart of the policy direction of this Bill.
Recommendation 13 is set out on page 40 of the report and states -

(i) The combined position of Chairman EPA/CEO EPA Department should
be retained at least for the next 12 to 18 months;

(ii) During that time, and as soon as possible, recommendations contained
elsewhere in this report, relating to greater accountability for the EPA, a
lessening of the role of CEO and the EPA in appeals, the appointment of a
Commissioner for the Environment and a clear distinction between the
responsibilities and activities of the EPA and the EPA Deparment should
be implemented;

(iii) At the end of the 12 to 18 month period or such longer period determined
by the Minister as will enable the changes mentioned above to be
effective, the Minister should reconsider the question of the combined
Chairman/CEO position; and

(iv) If the Minister decides to reconsider the matter, prior to making a decision
the views of all interested parties should be sought.
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I regret that what the report has advocated and what the Environmental Protection
Authority has advocated have been ignored by the Government. I note the review of the
Environmental Protection Act contained a substantial number of recommendations, many
of which have great merit. I suggest this would have been a great opportunity to
implement some, if not the majority.
Hon DOUG WENN: I am concerned about the separation of the roles of the chief
executive officer and the chairman of the EPA. As I said yesterday, the fact that two
different people will occupy those positions could create a conflict of interest or lack of
communication, perhaps when they both attend the same meetings.
I am also concerned about the composition of the committee, I note in the Minister's
second reading speech that the appointments will be made by the Governor. Nowhere in
the Bill does it say that it will be on the recommendation of the Minister.
Hon N.F. Moore: How else do you think the Governor makes a decision?
Hon DOUG WENN: One might think the whole decision was made by the Governor.
As is the chairperson of the committee, I have grave concerns about the fact that
members of the committee will be forced to put their vote. Under the existing legislation
the words used arc "they may vote't. Under this Bill the words are "they will vote".
Another concern is the fact that the minutes of each meeting will be made available to the
public and this will put each member of that committee on the spot.
Hon N.F. MOORE: I will not respond to some of the matters because they will arise
during the debate on the individual clauses; there is no point in retreading the second
reading debate. However, the basic thrust of the Bill is to separate the position of the
chief executive officer from that of the Chairman of the EPA. That was clearly and
unambiguously outlined by the then Opposition, the coalition, prior to the last election as
a position we were taking on the EPA. We are implementing the policies we determined
before the election and those on which we were elected. Normally Governments are
criticised for not implementing their election commitments. Today we are being
criticised for the reverse.
Hon J.A. SCOTT: Unfortunately that seems to be only pant of the story about which the
Government went to the electorate. There were a number of factors that the Hon Norman
Moore failed to add. Even though it is true that the coalition talked about splitting those
positions prior to the election, it also gave an indication it would take note of the review,
which recommended against that decision. The Government has taken no notice of the
review, which was carried out in a very balanced, fair and open way. It seems to be a
shame that the Minister in this case has failed to make a report an the review one year
alter it was completed, on the very paltry excuse that he forgot For the Minister for the
Environment to forget the seminal review is a very poor state of affairs. Any decision on
environmental protection in this State which refuses to take note of a specially put
together review which involved not just environmentalists but also industrialists seems to
me to be avoiding the issue and pushing a particular political point rather than coming to
the best possible solution for our environment in this State. The Minister may have said
that the Government is following a commitment made before the election; however, as
any person knows, many parties say things which -

Hon N.F. Moore: Are you suggesting we should break our election promise?
Hon J.A. SCOTT: The reality is that the review was the seminal piece of information
that should be the basis on which decisions are made concerning the way the EPA should
be shaped. This is not what has happened. It is a political decision which has been based
on lack of proper information, rather than a sensible decision, It is a very unfortunate
state of affairs. The reality is that environmental imperatives and development do not
clash. Appropriate development is not something that sets the Stare back. it moves it
forward. I aim very sorry the Government has taken the approach to weaken the effect of
the EPA. I register my protest against this because do I not believe there is any intention
by the Government to adequately address the problems of the EPA; it has another
program in store.
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Hlon N.F. MOORE: The Minister for the Environment tabled a brief ministerial
statement in response to the Ramsay environmental report in the Assembly on 1
December. It is available for anybody to see. I do not know how many times I must say
this, but the Government went to the election with a very clear statement that it would be
separating the positions of Chairman of the EPA and chief executive officer of the
department. The people in Western Australia decided we should be elected and that was
part of our policy. If they thought it was as had as Hon Jim Scott suggested, surely they
would have voted for somebody else. It is extraordinary we should be told to break an
election commitment because members opposite do not agree with it. I have no doubt
that we would be criticised in the same way if we were to do that.
Hion DOUG WENN: We are discussing the short title. It is an opportunity for members
to give an indication to the Minister handling the Bill if they have concerns. If the
Minister is to take an attitude right from the start that we are challenging the
Government's commitment to the electorate made before the elections, we are off to a
bad start. The Minister might want to accept that we simply have some concerns which
we want to express. At the end of day we may even all say there may be not really too
much wrong with what he is putting forward.
It may be that the Bill should not be in the Chamber in this form. We have concerns
about the Bill. We are not challenging the Minister personally, but the proposals within
the Bill. I have already outlined my concerns in three areas in particular. I suggest that if
the Minister wants to get this Bill through in a reasonable time, he should be a little more
conciliatory.
Hon N.F. Moore: I will not disagree with you. I will sit here in silence.
Hon DOUG WENN: I am not putting an ultimatum to the Minister. We are all feeling
the effects of the last two months in this place.
Hon Mark NevilI: We are not all here.
Hon DOUG WENN: I am certainly here; I have had three hours' sleep in the last 48
hours. We do not want to become angry; we want to work through the Bill in a
conciliatory manner. We want to debate the Bill properly. I ask the Minister to hear our
concerns. The adviser sat next to the Minister and told us that the Minister for the
Environment is in hospital. I hope he is out and well. However, we have concerns at this
stage and I suggest we deal with this Bill calmly.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 2 and 3 put and passed.
Clause 4: Section 3 amended -

Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Our fundamental concern with this legislation is that at
almost every turn it threatens the independence of the Environmental Protection
Authority. It attacks the capacity and the preparedness of the EPA to provide the fearless
advice that is absolutely necessary if we are to have any real protection of the
environment in this State. I understand the Minister's comments on the pre-election
commitment and the mandate - despite the clear recommendation of the Ramsay report -
regarding the splitting of the roles of chief executive officer of the department and the
chairman of the authority itself. However1 the split could have been achieved in a
number of ways. The matters outlined in the Bill will compromise the EPA's
independence. The Minister for the Environment has outlined some reasons for the split
in the positions.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Derrick Tomlinson): Order! I draw the member's
attention to the fact that this is a definitions clause. I hope she will draw the Chamber's
attention to the definitions to which she is speaking.
Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: This clause contains the definitions for the chairman and the
chief executive officer. This is the fundamental clause in this legislation relating to the
split. Although this is a definitions clause, it is the clause which gives effect to the split
to which my comments are focused.
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I take on board the Minister's comment that he has a mandate to split the positions.
Nevertheless, it should have been handled in a different way. We must look at the
reasons given for the split by the Minister for the Environment as these are not outlined
in the Bill. It was said that the two roles caused confusion in the public mind about the
scope of the roles and the limits of the powers of the two positions when under the
responsibility of the one person. Also, it was claimed that there had been a conflict of
interest.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! I again draw the member's attention to the fact that
clause 4 deals with definitions. The member is debating a principle of the Bill, and these
are dealt with during the second reading debate. We are now dealing with the detail of
each clause. I ask the member to focus her attention on the detail of the definitions in the
clause.
Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: The Minister indicated that the split of the roles is the major
focus of this legislation. That split seems to have been performed by virtue of the
redefinition within clause 4. If some other provision performs this split, perhaps the
Deputy Chairman may like to point me to that clause.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The member might try clause 5.
Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Clause 5 amends section 7 of the principal Act which refers
to the chairman of the authority, but it makes no reference to the role of the chief
executive officer.
I do got see any reference in clause 5 to the bifurcation of the role. I note - although for
some bizarre reason we are not to have recourse to matters that have occurred in another
place within the same session - that this issue of bifurcation was discussed under clause 4
in the Assembly.
Hon Mark Nevill: Do the definitions not make them different people?
Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: That is my argument. I can see no other place in this
amending legislation where one can legitimately discuss these issues. As the Minister
said, this is the crucial issue in the Bill. If we proceed along the course to which the
Deputy Chairman is directing us, we will have no opportunity to address this issue.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I suggest to the member that the opportunity was given in
the second reading debate, where the matters of principle were debated, and the
opportunity was repeated in clause 1, short tidle, where that matter was again debated.
We are now debating clause 4, which deals with a matter of detail in the definitions
clause.
Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: I must say, with respect, that I think a particularly pedantic
approach has been adopted. I am addressing the issue that we now have two definitions
in place rather than one definition, so my comments are related directly and clearly to a
bifurcation within the definitions clause. I am speaking to the justification given for this
bifurcation. That is a two part process. The Minister for the Environment has stated,
firstly, that there is some confusion in the minds of the proponents and various other
people who deal with the person who holds those two positions; and, secondly, that there
is a conflict of interest. The Ramusay report believed that this could be addressed in other
ways and that various strategies could be set in place, in particular the establishment of
an appeals committee that would address these issues. However, the coalition parties
went to the election arguing for a separation, and they received an endorsement for that.
We are concerned that if with the separation of roles we had a chief executive officer
who was answerable directly to the Minister and not to the Minister via the chairman of
the EPA, we would have a structure that was not conducive to independence. As we
understand what is intended here, the chief executive officer will be responsible and
report to the Minister. It has been suggested by the Minister for Education that one could
quite reasonably address the concerns that the Government is attempting to address by
splitting the position with a structure wherein the CEO gives answers to the Minister via
the chairman and via the authority. This is not an unusual structure; it seems to operate
quite well within the Heritage Council. Of course, it is possible in those sorts of
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situations that a chief executive officer in some purely administrative matters could be
answerable directly to the Minister, but in the conduct of the work and the allocation of
resources generally, CEOs should be answerable to the chairman of the board. We
believe that unless we do this, there will be a real risk that the board will lose its control
over the professional and information services which it needs to competently discharge
its duties, and that could result in a situation where a competition is set up between the
authority and the department so chat rather than having cooperation and the interests of
the department being to provide objective and professional advice to the authority, we
have rival organisations. How does the Minister see the relationship between the CEO,
the Minister and the chairman? How does the Minister intend to deal with the concern
that we have where a CEO will answer to a Minister, and where a Minister may be in a
situation of conflict with the authority because the authority is not producing the answers
that he wishes it to produce?
Hon N.E. MOORE: I again make the point that the coalition policy is to split the two
positions. I ant pleased the member has acknowledged that we do have that policy and
that was part of our election platform. The member is now suggesting that we should do
the split in some other way. We can sit here all night and work out hundreds of ways of
splitting things up. We have decided upon a particular course of action to effect that
policy position. The situation is that under section 8 of the Act, the EPA is independent
of the Minister. Section 8 specifically prevents the Minister from directing the authority.
The job of the authority is to provide advice and recommendations to the Minister, which
he can either accept or reject. That is what the Act - which the member has been telling
me all night is such a good Act - provides, and that position will not change. The
authority will still provide advice and recommendations to the Minister, and under no
circumstances will the Minister be able to direct the authority.
The CEO. on the other hand, will be a person who runs a normal Government
department, who is subject to direction by the Minister. His job is to run the department
to carry out the directions and policies of the Government. However, with respect to the
recommendations of the EPA, nothing has changed. The recommendations will still be
made by the authority. It is an independent authority. Its independence is guaranteed
under the Act. We have had a situation up to now where the roles have been combined -
where the hats, as I was trying to explain last night, have sometimes been changed from
one head to another, depending upon what the particular person wants to do about a
particular issue. We have had a situation where the Minister has written to the person
who he thought was the CEO of the Organisation, directing him to do something in
respect of a Public Service matter, and has received a response from that person, saying,
"I am answering that in my capacity as the chairman, so I do not have to respond to you
because you cannot direct me under section 8." The Standing Committee on Government
Agencies, with which some members have been intimately involved, has been examining
the question of the relationship between agencies and Ministers and between Ministers
and the Parliament. One of the matters which has become obvious to me is the
requirement for -

Point of Order
Hon DOUG WENN: Can the Minister refer to a standing committee that at this stage is
undertaking discussions in that area? In other words, he is bringing into this Chamber,
through the statements he has just made, the review being undertaken by members of that
committee.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Derrick Tomlinson): There are two matters to this
point of order. Firstly, the committee has already published progress reponts on this
matter. Secondly, provided that the Minister does not divulge the proceedings of the
committee other than that which has already been reported, he is quite at liberty to
discuss them.

Debate Resumed
Hon N.F. MOORE: I will not prolong the matter because you are right, Mr Deputy
Chairman, the matter is under consideration by the committee. One of the matters the
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Government is considering is the relationship between agencies and their Ministers, and
between Ministers and the Parliament, to ensure that people know exactly who is doing
what and why. Confusion exists about the combined roles in the Environmental
Protection Authority, where there is overlap and difficulty in the decision making
processes. The Government has decided to address that problem. The EPA will continue
as an independent authority, providing advice to the Minister who will make decisions
based upon that advice. The department, which will be headed by the chief executive
officer, will act as a normal Government department, carrying out Government policy
about those issues which are given to it by the Minister, and which come within its
jurisdiction.
I also remind members that pollution control under part 5 of the Environmental
Protection Authority Act is a role carried out by the CEO as opposed to the authbority.
The Act contains a role specifically requiring the CEO to carry out a certain function.
The aim of the exercise - I do not want to go over this time and time again - is to separate
the two roles, to clarify what the roles are, and to ensure that the whole exercise runs
efficiently, effectively and properly. I repeat what I said last night: The Government is
not in a position of downgrading environmental protection. It is in the business of
making it work more efficiently and effectively so that people can be proud of the
environment and do not have the sorts of problems which we inherited when we became
Government.
Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: I am a bit disappointed in the Minister's answer. As I
indicated during debate on the short title, many of the changes about which we are
talking axe subtle. I am perfectly aware that the provision of section 8, that the authority
will provide independent advice and will not be subject to the direction of the Minister,
has not been altered. I do not think even this Government would be prepared to do
anything quite as silly and bold as that.
Hon N.F. Moore: We have no intention.
Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: That is right. That is not the issue at all. I attempted to
enter into this debate in considerable good faith.
Hon N.F. Moore: Your argument is too subtle for me.
Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: I will run over it again. I acknowledge that the Minister has
the right to split the position, and that arguments exist for splitting the position. The
issue is: If the department is not answerable to the chairman but to the Minister, the
capacity of the authority to deliver independently its advice is compromised. The reason
for this is clear. All the professional and informational resources which the authority
requires to make its decision and operate in an expert fashion are contained within the
department. Let me try to envisage a situation where an authority is making courageous -
in a Sir Humphrey sense, perhaps - decisions in response to development applications.
There may be a prodevelopment Government in situ. That Government becomes
increasingly angry - these are not fanciful scenarios - with the role of the authority, but
realises that the status of the authority in the community is such that it could not directly
sack the members, although it is difficult to envisage such coyness these days when
members are being sacked by virtue of the Statute. For example, if die Government
decided that it could not possibly get away politically with sacking this mob, how best
would it provide pressure upon the authority? One clear way of limiting the power of the
authority is to cut off its resources.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! Once again I draw the member's attention to the
purpose of the discussion of clause 4, and to clause 10. Clause 10 deals directly with the
matters which she is now canvassing, If the member wishes to canvass the provision of
services and so on in the authority, the correct place to do that is at clause 10. Although
the member may be of the opinion that I anm being pedantic in insisting that she follow
the standing orders of the Chamber, since we are bound by the standing orders, I will be
pedantic. I ask her to rein in her wide ranging discussion of clauses which will be
discussed at a later stage, and focus on the matters at hand.
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H-on A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Again, I must say to you, Mr Deputy Chairman, that I do
not think you are interpreting this legislation correctly.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! It is not my place to interpret the legislation; it is
my place to interpret die standink. orders, and I have given that interpretation.
Hon A.JO. MacTIERNAN: I understand that under the standinig orders one talks on
issues that are raised by the clause. I do not believe chat I ant having a wide ranging
debate. I am focusing squarely upon the division and separation of the position of
chairman into two positions. The change has taken place from the original piece of
legislation wherein the chairman is defined, to that position now being divided into two.
Therefore, there exists a chairman and a chief executive officer. Basically, 'fly concern is
to ensure that these issues are properly canvassed. I can see that when I reakch clause 10
it may not be the proper place to deal with this matter. However, if it is the Chairman's
intention that we start this debate all over again on clause 10, I will be happy to do so.
Hon DOUG WENN: I put forward my concerns as I did last night about the separation
of these two positions. History has shown, as it did in the 1980s, that to split the CEO
and the chairman of the committee is a disaster. It has been put forward by many of the
environmental organisations around Western Australia to show that a problem existed as
a result of the split between them and the lack of communication. At that time the
chairman of die authority, Professor Bert Main, made the point that when the Liberal
Government of the day announced its intention to split the positions there was
competition. He said that there was also rivalry and a lack of cooperation between the
two bodies and that at the end of the day environmental protection in Western Australia
would suffer. Professor Main was appointed to the board as chairman of the authority. I
cannot think back that far to what it was then called, but it was involved with
environmental problems.
Under clause 4 the separation of these two departments could cause problems. I could
accept the clause if there were a guarantee that the CEO could sit in on the meetings with
either a casting vote, or a vote of any kind, or at least with a right to voice an opinion on
the discussions that are being held other than in an advisory capacity. Irrespective of
what we put forward today, because of the numbers game we will be outvoted, but I hope
the Minister in this place and his adviser go back to the Minister for the Environment and
put those points. If the Minister could indicate the possibility of that happening I would
feel a bit more at ease.
Hon J.A. SCOTT: Previously the CEO of the department was in control of the resources
and was effectively able to hold those resources away from the authority. We had a
separation between the chief executive officer who was getting the advice from the
authority, and there was a clash between the people who had the resources and the people
who were providing the advice. That did not work extremely well. When one looks at
the proposal to have a separate chairman and a chief executive officer as we get further in
the Bill, we will see in one instance the power of one to sit in on the meetings of another
is not reciprocal; so we have had a considerable change.
Hon N.F. Moore: There is no exclusion.
Hon J.A. SCOTT?: There is also no ability for the authority to have the same sort of
contact with the department any more-
Hon N.F. Moore: Of course there is.
Hon J.A. SCOTT: - because'the split in the position means the person who previously
received the advice also had the resources. Now we are to have a change in the power.
Th7e authority is now completely cut off from those resources and that prevents it from
carrying out its role as envisaged by the review and the changes made because of that
split in the first place.
Hon DOUG WENN: The Minister's second reading speech made it very clear that all
the appointments would be made in regard to the chairman. Maybe we should move an
amendment to change that word to "chairperson".
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Hon N.F. Moore: Just as well, because it will save us half an hour of pedantic debate
Hon DOUG WENN: The point was made in the second reading speech thai all
appointments would be made by the Governor and when one picks up the Bill and reads
it -

Point of Order
Hon N.F. MOORE: That is clause 5, and the member should confine himself to the
clause we have been discussing.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Derrick Tomlinson): The point of order has been
raised several times.

Committee Resumed
Clause put and passed.
Clause 5: Section 7 amended and transitional provisions -
Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:- The Opposition objects to two parts of clause 5. We do not
have any difficulty with some aspects of clause 5 which amend section 7. Clause 5(2)
talks about the appointments being made by the Governor at the recommendation of the
Mnister and 5(3) ensures the Minister will publish in the Press a notice calling on
expressions of interest before he appoints members of the authority. However, we return
again to our theme and our very great concern; that is, that other provisions in the clause
go to the beant of the independence of the authority. They are fairly subtle. There is no
clause that says that the Minister shall direct the authority or the authority shall not be
independent. We are talking about something a little less obvious.
We note that one of the provisions of clause 5 is to delete section 7(3) of the principal
Act. That provides that, subject to section 9, a person shall be appointed under
subsection (2) to be an authority member on such terms and conditions as the Minister on
the recommendation of the Public Service Board determines in his case. Basically it
provides that there are terms and conditions which are predetermined when a person is
appointed to the authority. This section, of course, is the now infamous section which the
Minister for Environment used to found his claim that the current authority members had
been improperly appointed.
We believe this provision is an important component of the authority's armuoury to
protect its independence, because section 7(3) has the effect of determining the
conditions of the member, on the recommendation of the Public Service Board. More
importantly in our view it has the effect that those conditions are entrenched at the time
the appointment is made and they cannot be altered unilaterally. It has been commented
that this is somewhat akin to the notion of judicial tenure. Clause 7(3) has always been
considered to be complementary to section 9 of the principal Act. Section 9 of the
principal Act provides that the authority member shall be paid such remuneration,
travelling and other allowances as the Minister from time to time on the recommendation
of the Public Service Board determines in this case. These are matters that can be
determined after.
We need to understand that we have two remuneration clauses in the existing Act The
first of which is section 7(3), which lays down the terms and conditions of appointment
prior to the appointment being made, while section 9, which we believe is
complementary and the very drafting of the principal Act suggests is complementary,
allows the Minister to determine particular other recommendations at a subsequent stage.
Again subtle stuff. I hope the Deputy Chairman will allow me some indulgence to refer
to section 9 which is amended by clause 7 because the two are seen in tandem; that is, the
removal of section 7(3) and the rewrite of section 9 are part of an overall scheme. There
will cease to be any predetermined set of conditions which will not be open to revision by
the Minister. The other matters to which I wish to refer in clause 5 are quite distinct from
that. Perhaps for ease of debate, the Minister will now comment on my concerns in
relation to the deletion of section 7(3) from the principal Act.
Hon NF. MOORE: This debate represents a very negative, carping approach that
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suggests that somehow or other there is some underlying, devious process in place
designed to completely scuttle and remove die capacity of the Environmental Protection
Authority to do its job. That is not the intention. The intention of removing section 7(3)
is to remove the confusion in respect of the appointment of the chairman who is also a
public servant. Under the new arrangements, those persons who are appointed to the
authority will be appointed under amended section 9. It states that they wilt be appointed
under conditions which can change from time to time. In fact, the conditions may
improve from time to time. The Opposition is taking the approach that a Minister down
the track will take away their pay. If that is the case, those people will resign.
Everybody will know what is happening because it will be made very public.
The Environmental Protection Authority and the protection of the environment are very
public, very political and a very up front business. Any Minister who seeks to do
anything underhand and untoward will be very soon caught out. Any changes that are
made in respect of the terms and conditions under which people are appointed to the
authority will soon be known by everybody. All the Minister has tried to do is regularise
the matter to ensure that there is no confusion about Public Service appointments in the
sense that these people are public servants and to provide for proper appointments of
people to the authority under the conditions that can be changed from time to time after
the recommendations of the Public Service Commission are determined by the Minister.
Hon A.J.G. MacTfERNAN: I am a little disappointed in the response. It is extraordinary
that someone on the Government side after its performance over the last 10 years can talk
about conspiracy theories. The scrutiny of legislation and the determining of its impact is
a very important part of our job. I am not suggesting that the Minister for the
Environment would have an overt agenda to take on the Environmental Protection
Authority in this way. However, these sorts of subtle changes are setting up structurs
which make it possible for the authority's independence to be whittled away. These
things are often done in very small stages. It is incumbent upon us to ensure that the
procedures that we put in place protect and enhance the independence of the authority. It
is the sum total of all the small matters which can gradually, by a process of attrition,
lead to the independence being destroyed.
I do not know whether the Minister has read much history. However, there are examples
in history of these small steps leading to an accumulation of change. We awe concerned
that in this important review of the Environmental Protection Act the plethora of small
inroads into the independence of the authority paint a picture of changes being made in
the wrong direction. We are not questioning that the conditions for the members may
improve from time to time. However, by not having any predetermined conditions,
members of the authority may have regard to their own economic security. They may
become dependent to some extent on the remuneration that is offered to them. Can the
Minister imagine what would happen if judicial salaries were available on the grace and
favour of the Minister. That would not be acceptable. These entidlements should be
determined not by the Minister but either predetermined or determined by an independent
tribunal. These people are supposed to provide fearless and independent advice. That
would be compromised by the Minister being the arbiter of the remuneration which they
will receive post facto to their appointment.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 6: Section 8 amended -
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Derrick Tomnlinson): The question is that clause 6 be
agreed to. Those in favour say aye, against say no, the Ayes have it.
Hon Doug Wenn: Mr Deputy Chairman, a member was on her feet before you put the
question.
Hlon John Halden: There were two.
Hon P.H. Lockyer She has to call "Mr Chairnan" for a start.
Hon Doug Wenn: She did.
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! I called clause 6. I paused, I looked around. I then
put clause 6.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 7: Section 9 amended -
H-on AJOG. MacTIERNAN: I repeat the concerns which I outlined in the last clause
which was debated. I have nothing further to add. I indicated when I commenced my
contribution on clause 5 that I had a range of concerns. I sat dawn to allow the Minister
to respond to the first concern and we were denied the right to debate the clause further.
The Opposition opposes clause '7. It seeks to amend section 9 in a way which is
unacceptable. It is very important for the protection of the independence of this body to
ensure that these payments are not subject to the grace and favour of the Minister from
time to time. It is not acceptable that the Minister should have such control over the
remuneration and allowances of the members of a body such as this.
Hon N.F. MOORE: It is a pity that the honourable member has the view that somehow
she is being denied the ability to debate the issues attached to this. There is a rule -
Hon Tom Helm: It is the Chairman's decision.

Withdrawal of Remark

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Derrick Tomlinson): Order! Hon Tom Helm is
reflecting upon the Chair and I ask him to withdraw.
Hon TOM HELM: I withdraw.

Committee Resumed
Hon N.F. MOORE: There are rules which members must abide by.

Points of Order
Hon TOM HELM: Will you, Mr Deputy Chairman, advise the Committee which
standing order requires a member to call out when he is on his feet?
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is the custom of the Parliament for a member wishing to
seek the attention of the Chair to address the Chair, otherwise the Chair does not know
why that member is standing. Obviously, members do stand in this place when they do
not wish to speak. To make it quite clear that when a member wants to speak the custom
is to call the Chairman, I draw to the attention of members Standing Order No 80 -

Every Member desiring to speak shall rise, and address himself to the President,
and may if he think fit advance thence to the Clerk's table to continue his address.

Hon J.A. SCOTlT: On a further point of order, on that occasion two of us stood and we
glanced at each other -
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! We are now dealing with clause 7. 1 had given the
Minister the call in response to the address by Hon Alannah MacTiernan. Unless the
member is talking about trying to get the call when the Minister was given the call, he
has no point of order.

Committee Resumed
Hon N.F. MOORE: The matters raised by the member in respect of clause 7 were raised
in an earlier clause, to which I responded. We could sit here all night and express our
views one after the other on every clause and nothing would be achieved. I acknowledge
the detailed way in which Hon Alannah MacTieman is analysing the Bill, and that is the
role of the Opposition. I think she is doing very well but I do not agree with her views.
The Government considers that clause 7 as it amends section 9 is the way to go.

Division
Clause put and a division called for.
Bells rung and the Committee divided.
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Derrick Tomlinson): Before the tellers tell, [ cast my
vote with the Ayes.
Division resulted as follows -

Ayes (17)
Hon George Cash Hon Barry House Hion R.G. Pike
Hon EJ. Chariton lion P.R. Lightfoot Hon B.M. Scott
Hon Mi. Criddle Hon P.11. Lockyar Hon W.N. Stretc
Hon B.K. Donaldson Hon Murray Montgomery Hon Derrick Tomlinson
Hon Max Evans Hon NEF Moore Hon Muriel Patterson (Teller)
Hon Peter Foss Hon M.D. Nixon

Noes (11)
Hon Kim Chance Hon John Halden Hon Tom Stephens
Ron I.A. Cowdeli Hon AJI.G. MacTiernan Hon Doug Wen
Hon Cheryl Davenport Hoc Sam Piantadosi Hon Tom Helm (Teller)
Hon N.D. Griffiths Hon J.A. Scott

Clause thus passed.
Clause 8: Section 11 amended -

Hon J.A. SCOTT: I move -

Page 4, lines 28 to 31 - To delete the lines and substitute the following -

(c) All matters before the Authority shall be decided by consensus
where possible. However, if a consensus is not possible any
member of the Authority may call for a formal vote to be taken on
the question before the Authority. In such a case a member may
vote or abstain as he or she may decide;

I move this amendment because at times members of the authority may be required to
vote on technical issues with which they are not familiar, or about which they do not
have adequate information to cast an informed vote. A person may choose not to vote.
The system in the current legislation of reaching decisions by consensus will no longer
apply. The consensus nature of decision making in the EPA is one of the strengths of the
EPA because it allows for much fuller discussion of the issues. Rather than having
divided opinions, with people dividing along those lines, members have a chance to talk
through the issues and to make an informed decision after much discussion of the salient
points. I foreshadow a further amendment which provides for the recording of the vote
of each member of the authority. We need to make sure that people have the necessary
information and knowledge of issues before they make decisions. At the moment, where
there is no facility for consensus decision nmaking, that position falls down. Consensus
decision making is a way in which people make sure they are fully informed, If it is
merely a vote on political ideologies and so on, the wrong decisions are arrived at on
many occasions, as we have observed in the House.
Hon N.F. MOORE: It is the Government's view that people who are appointed to the
Environmental Protection Authority should be prepared to make a decision about the
issues that come before the authority. Why on earth would they be there if they are told
that they do not have to be a part of the decision making process and that they can opt out
whenever it suits them? If they axe not informed enough to make a decision, it is their
responsibility as members of the authority to inform themselves of the situation. The sort
of people whom the Government proposes to appoint to the authority - people are being
given an opportunity to nominate themselves by the positions being advertised in the
paper - are people who will not be makting political decisions but decisions about the
environment. They will be appointed because they have expertise in environmental
management If they do not, they will not be the right people for the job.
We have a commitment to make sure that the EPA does its job properly and welt. We
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intend to appoint people to the authority who are prepared to make the decisions that
need to be made and who are prepared to get the information they need in order to make
a proper decision. To say to people that they can be part of the authority but vote
whenever they feel like it downgrades the role for which they axe being appointed.
Hon Doug Wenn: People will vote but it is accepted as a consensus.
Hon N.F. MOORE: I suspect that that is how it will work on most occasions. I have no
doubt that on most occasions consensus will be reached without any voting being
required. However, at the end of the day, it may be necessary for votes to be taken. If
that is the case, members of the authority should put their vote where their mouth is so
that people know what their views are. Otherwise, what is the point of being on the
authority.
Hon J.A. SCOTT: For some reason, the Minister does not understand that a consensus
decision is a decision. A consensus decision means that people have talked to each other
and arrived at a decision which suits all those people. The Minister somehow thinks that
a better way to do it is to get three people who believe one situation is correct and have
two who believe something else. A consensus decision arises because people have talked
to each other and decided in a most sensible way which is the best way to go. It is not a
confrontationist position; it is a position with which everyone can live. It is very much a
decision. The Minister somehow believes that a consensus decision is not a decision, that
it is open-ended. For him to say that a consensus decision is a decision which arrives at
nothing is not correct. It shows that he does not understand the meaning of consensus.
He should think it through and realise that the way in which one arrives at a consensus
decision is by informing people of all the factors involved so that all the people realise
that the proper way to go is to use all that information and not purely acting on a matter
of bias that they had prior to the information being provided. Consensus is a very good
way to come to a decision because it means that there are not winners and losers but that
the best information has been used to arrive at the decision instead of people having
preconceived biases. To say that it is not a decision is incorrect.
Hon N.F. Moore: I didn't say that.
Hon DOUG WENN: I support what Hon Jim Scott just said. This Chamber has a
consensus vote. This place does not have a recorded vote unless we have a division. If
everyone in this place agrees on a matter, we progress forward. When a division is
called, each individual vote is recorded in Hansard. This Bill removes the word "may"
and replaces it with the word "shall" in regard to casting a vote. The worst pant of it is
that votes will be recorded and the minutes of that meeting shall be made totally available
to the public to be able to peruse at any time that they so wish. Why should there be a
difference in this committee when this Chamber has an entirely different system?
Hon Tom Helm: Don't do as I do; do as I say.
Hon DOUG WENN: That is right. Hon Jim Scott is absolutely right. The proposed
amendment is wrong and should not be agreed to.
Hon N.F. MOORE: As to the minutes, the Minister for the Environment has said that it
is not his view that the minutes should be made public or that there should be a recording
of those persons who voted one way or the other. I am advised that the authority itself
will decide the form of its own minutes. If it decides that persons' names will not be
recorded, they will not be recorded and will not be made public. I do not know why
Hon Doug Wenn looks so exasperated. I am having terrible trouble getting him to
understand what is going on. He does not listen to what people am saying.
Hon Doug Wenn: When this Bill is agreed to, that is what it will do.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Derrick Tomlinson): Order! If the Minister would
address the Chair, we would not have the dialogue between him and the member.
Hon N.F. MOORE: We am appointing an authority, and the persons who will be
appointed to the authority will be persons who are quite capable and will expect to have
to make decisions on all the issues that confront them. It is not good enough to tell them
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that they can be on the authority but only vote when they feel like it, that they can put all
the hard decisions on the back burner and forget about them. That is not the sort of
authority that we want. We want an authority which will consist of people who are
prepared to do the necessary work, to obtain the necessary information and advice, to
make a decision and be prepared to stand by their decision if necessary. That is the
purpose of this amendment.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: I am concerned about the word "shall" only on the basis of this
vested interest. Where it provides that someone shall, there may be significant grounds
for people to believe that they should not by virtue of their interest, On that basis, it may
well cause a problem that should not be created at all.
Hon N.E. MOORE: A member may declare an interest if there is a particular reason why
that member cannot vote. By declaring that interest, the member could be excused from
voting on a particular issue. That is dealt with under section 12 of the existing Act.
Hon TOM HELM: In the matter of ministerial advice or Crown Law advice to Cabinet,
and all those aspects, it is an understood convention that the advice is given without any
compulsion on the Minister to make it public. Advisers will be asked for a decision
about a matter, and that decision may not be on the public record. As to the use of the
word "may" or "shall", a person may declare his vote and another person may influence
his judgment. We are talking about a board being appointed by the Minister. The
Minister may wonder why we are suspicious about the word "shall", but across the board
in this place, and elsewhere, there are times when it is in the best interests of the decision
making process, when people arrive at decisions, that those decisions not necessarily be
placed on the record. Perhaps a person will come to a marginal, fine line decision, and
the next time another person will vote with him - and so on; and that may preclude
consensus.
Hon DOUG WENN: I understand that the Minister is representing a Minister in another
place but I refer the Minister for Education to clause 9, section 14 amended. I take it that
the Minister is saying that the authority can, once this legislation becomes part of the Act,
break the law.
Hon N.F. Moore: Read section 123 of the Act.
Hon DOUG WENN: I would like the Minister for Education to be more specific about
what the Minister for the Environment is saying. Is he giving the EPA the authority to
determine whether minutes will be made available? In other words, can he say whether
individuals "shall' cast a vote? Must it be a deliberative vote? If only five people are
involved and the votes are recorded the situation will be obvious. If the Minister is
saying that it is up to the authority whether the minutes are made public, I am concerned
about clause 9.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We are debating an amendment to delete some lines and to
insert some others - the substance of the two is the voting procedure of the authority.
Hon N.E. MOORE: I do not propose to go through the argument again whether people
should or should not vote. Perhaps we should agree to differ. Regarding the question of
the keeping of minutes at clause 9, it is the view of the substantive Minister that the
names of the persons should not be contained in the minutes to indicate how they vote.
That clause refers to the way in which the minutes are kept; they are determined by
regulation. Section 123 of the parent Act refers to how regulations are made on the
recommendation of the authority. Therefore, the authority will have the final
determination of the form that the minutes take. Although it is the view of the
substantive Minister that they should not record the names, ultimately it is the authority's
decision regarding the form the minutes will take.
Hon J.A. SCOTT7: The amendment seeks to provide that all matters before the authority
shall be decided by consensus wherever possible. However, if consensus is not possible
any member may call for a formal vote to be taken. Consensus is important because it
ensures that every member is properly informed before having to make a decision.
People unfamiliar with the use of consensus in the decision making process may not be
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aware that consensus comes from an understanding of a situation. Whereas voting does
not always come from that point of view - voting can come from prior prejudices -
consensus comes from listening to other people and understanding their Position. It
means people must accept certain things. It will not be a problem under the Bill if people
in the authority try to operate with consensus.
Hon N.F. Moore: They ame still required to vote.
Hon J.A. SCOTT: But they try to work with consensus. This --mendment talks about the
spirit with which people work together. I realise Hon Norman Moore does not appreciate
the spirit of' (operation, but I am trying to get through to him that it is important that
people try to accept positions rather than in the old patronising way try to push decisions.
ihere is a difference between the two positions. The amendment will not get in the way
of proper decisions being made. It merely means that there is a chance that people can
arrive at a decision without being winners or losers. It does not make anyone stand out in
any way. If the Minister wants an EPA that makes the best decisions this is the proper
way to go rather than forcing people into a confrontational position.
Amendment put and negatived.
Fan A.JG. MacTIERNAN: I move -

Page 4, after line 31 - To insert the following paragraph -

(d) the way in which a member votes shall not be recorded in the
minutes of that meeting unless the member expressly seeks to have
his or her dissent recorded;

I appreciate that the Minister is saying the authority will have the right to determine its
own procedures in relation to minutes. I propose this provision because lots of the
concerns that the environmental movement has expressed, and put forward by Hon Jim
Scott and Hon Doug Wenn during the last debate, seem to arise out of the concern that if
members are not casting a vote chat vote will be recorded and access will be able to be
obtained, either by way of direct public records or possibly by way of discovery
procedures in the event of litigation. It seems to be a very real concern in the
environmental movement that proponents of a scheme that has been the subject to an
adverse finding from the EPA may seek to take legal action. There has been some
precedent in that regard. While I understand to a considerable degree the Minister's
position as regards the requirement to vote, and in some ways I even agree with it, the
concern at its heart is whether the way in which people voted will be recorded. While I
am aware of what the Minister has said in relation to clause 9, I think adopting this
amendment would alleviate a good deal of the concern and criticism in the environmental
movement. I put it to the Minister as an option in order to resolve the procedure problem
with the Act
Hon N.F. MOORE: I thank Hon Alannab MacTiernan for her assistance and her
suggestion, but the authority will consist of five people appointed because of their
competence, maturity and ability to make hard decisions. Hon Jim Scott tells us that the
EPA is necessary to save the world from itself. Yet what the member is saying is that
these people should not be allowed to determine how they put together minutes of their
meetings. It is obvious that a group of five people, such as those who will be appointed
to this auth')rity, are quite capable of deciding the form in which their minutes will be
recorded. If they do not want their names to be recorded in the minutes, I am sure they
can make that decision themselves. If they want their dissent or accord recorded, they
can no doubt decide that as well. It makes a lot of sense to give people the ability to
make their own decisions about these sorts of things. After all, we are asking them to
make decisions about significant environmental matters, yet the member is suggesting
they should not be able to make decisions about the way in which their minutes are kept.
Quite clearly, they are capable of making that decision. We do not agree to the
amendment.
Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Under normal circumstances the Minister would be
absolutely right, and one would not seek to include a provision relating to the minutes.
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The concern arises out of the requirement, which is understandable - Hon Jim Scott
would not agree with me here - that the decision making authority has an obligation to
vote. I wonder whether the Minister has sought legai advice as to whether a requirement
like that has implicit within it an obligation that the minutes record whether each person
voted. One could argue that to check the procedural validity, unless excused by virtue of
a declared pecuniary interest, and to fulfil the formal requirements of decision making,
each person is required to vote and that there might be implicit within that an obligation
that the minutes record the voting of each person. That is a very real possibility.
Obviously, that potentiality would be addressed by the provision of an express exclusion
from the recording of names. I wonder whether the Minister has canvassed that
possibility with his legal advisers.
Hon N.F. MOORE: My advice is that the substantive Minister has not sought specific
legal advice on that matter. I will draw it to his attention following this Committee
discussion today. Let me make the point clear again: The process is that each member
will vote under clause 9, the amendment to section 14, which says that the authority shall
cause minutes to be kept and the form of those minutes shall be by way of regulations.
The regulations will be made on the advice of the authority itself. As I understand the
processes, the authority will decide how it keeps its minutes. If it decides the minutes
will record the names of the persons voting and how they voted, it will be a decision for
the authority. I do not propose to ignore the points Hon Alannah MacTiernan raised and
I will draw those to the attention of the Minister, If that legal advice finds some problem,
we will take the necessary action to fix it.
Hon J.A. SCOTT: I have already had a meeting with the Minister for the Environment,
and on one occasion when I raised this matter he said that he had no intention that the
minutes should record which way people vote. In that case I cannot see any problem
with Hon Alannah MacTiernan's motion being accepted. If the Minister has no intention
that the way people vote is recorded, it seems very pointless to argue not to allow that
amendment to stand. If the intention is correct there is no way of getting around it. That
being the case it should be accepted.
Hon N.F. MOORE: It is the Minister's view that the name should not be made public.
However, it is also his view, on the basis of the way this Bill is prepared, to allow the
authority to make that decision.
Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: I am quite legitimately concerned that clause 8(l)(d) might
have within it this inherent requirement that votes be recorded so that there is some
verification of the procedures.
Hon N.F. Moore: I said 1 would find that out and let you know.
Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: I realise that. In view of that uncertainty, is there a
mechanism whereby this clause can be referred to the Legislation Committee until the
problem is resolved? I am quite happy with the Minister's view that the authority should
have the destiny of its minutes in its hands. We cannot, without advice, be confident that
the problem I raised does not exist. It is not wise for the Opposition to be prepared to
pass this provision when there is a valid concern hanging over it.
Hon N.F. MOORE: I am keen for this Bill to be passed because of the situation which
exists in the Environmental Protection Authority. It is necessary to proceed with the
appointment of persons to the EPA so it can start off on a new footing. I am not
persuaded by the member's argument that there is a problem. I have told the member
that because she raised the issue I will find out whether it is of concern. I have no doubt
in my mind that the process to be put in place is a proper process and will stand up to
scrutiny. For the sake of the member's argument I will make inquiries, but I do not
intend to delay the passage of this Bill for that purpose. If there is a significant, inherent
problem it will not be difficult to amend the legislation early next year.
Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Will the Minister undertake to table legal advice he receives
in this regard?
Hon N.F. MOORE: I do not propose to do that. The member knows that advice
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provided by the Crown Law Department is not tabled or made public. Some members
opposite, even though they were in Government for a long time, do not understand how
these things work. When legal advice suggests that something should be done it would
be silly of members if they did not take notice of it.

Division
Amendment put and a division called for.
Bells rung and the Committee divided.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Derrick Tomilinson): Before the tellers tell, I cast my
vote with the Noes.
Division resulted as follows -

Ayes (1 1)
Hon Kim Chance Hon John Halden Hon Tom Stephens
Hon J.A. Cowdelt Hon AJ.G. MacTiemnan Hon Doug Wenn
Hon Cheryl Davenport Hon Sam Pianwadosi Hon Tom Helm (Teller)
Hon N.D. Gdififzhs Hon l.A. Scott

Noes (17)
Hon George Cash Hon Barry House Hon R.G. Pike
Hon 24. Charlton Hon P.R. Lightfoot Hon B.M. Scott
H-on M.l. Criddle Hon P.H-. Lockyer Hon W.N. Stretch
Hon B.K. Donaldson Hon Murray Montgomery Hon Derrick Tomlinson
Hon Max Evans Hon N.F. Moore Hon Muriel Patterson (Teller)
Hon Peter Foss Hon M.D. Nixon

Amendment thus negatived.
Ciause put and passed.
Clause 9 put and passed.
Clause 10: Section 17A inserted -

Hon A.G. MacTIERNAN: I regret that to some extent I will have to repeat the debate I
sought to have and which other members appeared to successfully have when the
Committee was debating clause 4 because of the Chairman's view that this was the most
appropriate clause for these matters to be dealt with. I still cannot see it, but I bow to his
wisdom.
The Minister identified as the key issue the question of the split of the position of chief
executive officer, precisely how that will happen and what ramifications it will have for
the resourcing and, thereafter, for the calibre and independence of the advice which the
authority is able to provide. The issue is not one of whether there should be a split; it is a
question of whether in performing such a bifurcation - having clearly defined the CEO's
role and got over the problems he identified in terms of the confusion of the role and the
conflict of interest - it is proper that the CEO is answerable to the Minister rather than to
the chairman. It may come down to the question of whether it is proper that the EPA, as
an independent body, is to be resourced from the department.
There have been other examples. I used the example of the Heritage Council where we
did not have a department but where there is a chief executive officer who is answerable
to the council while the human resources side of the staff is responsible to a Minister.
We are getting to sonic very fundamental questions of how we should be resourcing these
independent bodies. The issue which I amn not sure the Minister has grasped - it is not
because we are being conspiracy theorists but we have to be realistic about the sorts of
things that can happen - is that if an advisory agency like the EPA is out of step with the
aspirations of the Government, it is quite possible that a Government may choose to
direct less resources and manipulate, either consciously or unconsciously, the resources
that are made available to that authority.
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That has two impacts. The first relates to the calibre and quality of advice that can be
given. Obviously no matter how expent the individual members of the authoity are, they
will have considerable demand for expert advice and assistance and for the availability of
information to ensure that decision making is of a high order. Secondly, it could affect
its independence. Sometimes these issues are quite coven or indirect. Perhaps the
withdrawal, or the perceived threat of a withdrawal, of resource can make the authority
less ruggedly independent than it should be. At its very essence is the question of
whether an executive officer of a department which is providing services to an
independent advisory authority should be answerable to the Minister only through the
conduit of the authority in matters other than the routine human resources and
administrative matters or whether their should be a separate body of personnel available
to the authority over which the authority has complete direction. Maybe the notion of the
department providing expert advice to the authority is not appropriate if that department
is to be directly answerable to the Minister.
Hon N.F. MOORE: I do not want to overstate the point. This amendment demonstrates
the almost paranoia of the Opposition about the Government's attitude towards the
Environmental Protection Authority. It is a simple fact of political life that any
Government that ignores the environment, that starves the EPA or refuses to provide the
resources that are necessary to provide for environmental protection will very rapidly
find that it will not survive.
Hon J. A. Scott: That is true.
Hon N.F. MOORE: I make the point from a base political view. However, the
Government is dedicated to preserving the environment. We believe very strongly in the
preservation of the environment. As I said last night, it is very important to make sure
that we get a proper balance between environmental considerations and economic
development. We need that proper balance otherwise decision making will be lopsided.
We will ignore the environment to our political peril. We have no intention of making
the EPA a lame duck, an organisation that cannot function, by simply starving it of
resources. That is not our intention.
The Minister for the Environment has inserted a proposed section 17A in the Bill even
though section 24 of the principal Act provides for information and support for the EPA
from other Government agencies. Because of the decision to separate the chief executive
officer from the authority, the Minister has put in this section 17A, subsection (1) of
which states -

The Minister shall ensure that the Authority is provided with such services and
facilities as are reasonably necessary to enable it to perform its functions.

H-on A..G- MacTiernan: As reasonably necessary.
Hon N.F. MOORE: We could put in the words "unreasonably necessary"; I do not know
how else we could phrase it. The bottom line is as I said before: If we are unreasonable,
we will soon know about it. There is an absolute requirement that the Minister must
provide reasonable support. Under proposed section 1 7A(2) there is a degree of
flexibility which can be negotiated between the authority and the Mfinister in deciding the
resources that should be provided. Rather than having the word "shall" inserted, it is
better to allow a situation where by mutual agreement the resources can be determined.
Maybe the resouzcing will come from outside the department or from other parts of the
world if that is what is required. It makes a lot of sense for that resourcing arrangement
to be a flexible one to satisfy the requirements of the authority and to provide it through
the power of the Minister.
The Minister has also given an assurance that he will be putting together a thre way
agreement between himself, the CEO and the authority in respect of the resourcing of the
authority. They will work out who will be doing what, who will be providing what
services to whom, and what resources will be made available to the authority. The
Minister is prepared to make that a public document so that people will know up-front
what the resourcing arrangements air for the authority.
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There is no intention by the Government to starve the EPA; on the contrary, its intention
is to make ic work, and to work well. Any suggestion otherwise simply demonstrates a
misunderstanding of the Government's dedication to this clause.
Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: The question here is not about the intention of the
Government. During the Committee stage 1 have not argued on the basis that the
Government has some mala fides in this regard. This is about ensuring that theft are
proper structures. If we took the view that the Minister is advocating we adopt, to accept
that the Government is a bunch of good guys and they might do really nice things to the
environment -

Hlon N.E. Moore: That is a good start.
Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: - we would not bother having any legislation at all. The
whole idea of having legislation is to put in place some structures that remain and that
transcend the conduct of an individual. People moved to legislation when they got sick
of the uncertainties that surrounded individuals making judgments on matters. Therefore
the issue is not the mala fides or other of the Government. We are concerned to ensure
that this Act will regulate this Government and future Governments within the structural
protections required to ensure the independence and the proper resourcing of the EPA. I
do not think the Minister has addressed that issue. He has basically responded by saying
he and his Government are good guys. I have raised a very serious question about the
relationship between departments and independent advisory bodies and whether that is a
proper structure to go with them. I have also asked the Minister to consider whether a
situation can arise similar to that of the Heritage Council where, as I understand - I stand
to be corrected - the chief executive officer is answerable to the authority. If it is not and
it is structurally not possible to do that with a Government department because of the
Westminster system principles, surely we must be looking to resource these authorities
independently so that we do not have the starve-out problems to which we are objecting.
We are not suggesting these might be actions which the Minister would take, but which
some future nasty Government operating under this legislation might take. These are
very important issues to me in relation to how we can have checks and balances and
advisory organisations which have sufficient real independence, not just theoretical
independence, to ensure the quality of their advice.
Hon N.F. MOORE: With respect, when members opposite argue a statutory authority or
department or whatever should be resourced independently, what should it be
independent of?
Hon A.J.G. MacTiernan: Not of the Parliament.
Hon N.F. MOORE: The Minister is ultimately responsible to the Parliament for the
activities of those organisations which are under his portfolio, be they statutory
authorities, or which come within a Westminster Parliament. The Minister will be
judged on his accountability concerning funds the Parliament has appropriated for the
various agencies which work under his portfolio. The EPA comes within the
responsibility of the Minister for the Environment. H1is job is to ensure that Parliament
appropriates sufficient funds for that authority to operate. The amount of money which
goes to the EPA is decided by the Parliament. That is the process envisaged here; it is
required under the Act. If we agree to clause 10 the Minister shall ensure that the
authority is sufficiently resourced to carry out its functions. I do not know how much
more independence one can get than that, other than to say that the EPA should simply be
able to say it wants all these things to be provided. Clearly we cannot have that situation.
Hon AJ.G. MacTIERNAN: The issue is not direct funding to the EPA. I understand
that a large percentage of the resourcing of the EPA - no: the vote set aside to pay salaries
expenses, but the funds sets aside to provide research staff and staff who are used for data
collection, modelling, etc - is not allocated to the EPA but to the department. Those
funds will not necessarily be made available to the EPA. I appreciate that motherhood
statements set down in proposed section 17A might hold out some promise. However, I
still do not think we have really adequately addressed the relationship between the
department and the EPA given that the EPA is actually dependent on the department. I
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do not think the Minister understands that, because he is simply addressing the vote given
to the EPA for its direct financial needs. Perhaps the EPA should have its own research
staff. Again it would have to go through the parliamentary process of having an
allocation within the Budget. We are concerned that once the funds are conduited
through the department the EPA will have no control over whether those resources go to
the EPA.
Hon N.F. MOORE: Again that is based on this belief that somehow there is some
conspiracy designed to ensure this organisation is not resourved. It may be that, once the
two are separated, there are separate appropriations. I do not know how it will be funded
in future. Proposed section IL7A provides that the Minister, not the department, shall
ensure the authority is resourced. If the Minister does not do that, he will know about it
very quickly from the community. As I have already said, he proposes to make a public
document available to people to demonstrate and to explain how the resources will be
shared or utilised between himself, the authority and the department. I cannot get much
clearer than that.
Hon J.A. SCOTT: The Minister said that the Minister for the Environment shall ensure
that the authority is provided with such services and facilities as are reasonable to enable
the EPA to perform its functions. Apart from the point Hon Alannah MacTiernan makes,
it is a little like a motherhood statement. The point we are trying to make is that the
authority is supposed to be an independent body, not reliant on the Minister.
Hon N.F. Moore: Independent of whom?
Hon J.A. SCOTT: Independent of the Minister - able to make decisions without
depending on the Minister saying that the EPA can have resources.
Hon N.F. Moore: How will it get the resources?
Hon L.A. SCOTT: The Minister should not be the person who says whether it can have
resources. It is supposed to be an independent body and it is not possible for a body to be
independent when the Minister decides whether it will have resources to carry out its
function. Proposed section 17A(2) is the crux. I am afraid the Minister does not seem to
understand our point, but it is the reason I have proposed the amendment that we delete
the word "may" in proposed section l7A(2) and substitute the word "shall". Without
deleting the word "to" and substituting "may" in line 16 of clause 10, the Minister can
completely control the resources of that authority to the point that it will have almost no
ability to inform the public if it disagrees with a decision of the Minister. The EPA is an
independent body and should not be dependent on the Minister's whim. It will be
workable if we have a good Minister. I am not pointing at any particular Minister, but
we cannot go on saying that we believe in the fairy godmother and everything will be all
right. I "may" tell the environment movement that the present Government is serious
about environmental concerns. On the other hand, if I say 1 "shall" tell the movement
that the Government has absolutely no concern for the environment, that is a different
matter.
We are considering the words in a Bill which will define what will happen. If the
Minister is, by arrangement with the authority, to give the authority the ability to carry
out its function, the use of "shall" or "may" present different situations. My amendment
to line 14 of clause 10 is designed to ensure that the authority is free of any need to
ensure that the Minister provides it with the ability to carry out its function. Therefore, I
move -

Page 6, line 12 - To delete the word "may" and substitute "shall".
Hon N.F. MOORE: I oppose the amendment. I have already explained that in proposed
section 17A(l) the Minister shall ensur that the authority is provided with necessary
resources. There is an absolute requirement that the authority be resourced. The
amendment is suggesting that the Minister shall provide the resources; but there are
countless possibilities. The proposed subsection outlines one option available to the
Minister by arrangement with the authority, and provides flexibility. It may be that the
authority does not want to use the services of any employee in the department and it may
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choose to obtain suppont and advice elsewhere. The member's amendment would make
it an absolute requirement that the authority use the services of an employee or facilities
of the department. It will cake away the flexibility of the clause.
Hon Jim Scott should read a bout the Westminster system and how Government agencies
are funded. Once he has done that he will understand that no agency in any Westminster
parliamentary system is not resourced by the Parliament itself. No agency can simply list
the things it wants and have chose things provided without anyone making a decision.
Even the Parliament has its budget determined by Treasury. The member is suggesting
that the EPA does not require a decision of the Parliament or the inister for its
resourcing. The reality is that the Minister must go to Parliament to obtain an
appropriation of funds.
In the next couple of days the member will see Bills passing through this Chamber upon
which appropriations are voted for various agencies of Government. The Parliament is
designed to consider the appropriations put forward by the Minister, that is its job. In no
way can an authority, department, agency or board simply state the things it wants and
have them provided by somebody unknown. Somebody must make a decision about the
provision of resources. Parliament makes the decision on the recommendation of the
Minister, but the ultimate judgment is for the Parliament.
Last year I noticed that the EPA allocation increased by $2m from $1lm to $13m. I
thought it was good that the Government was looking after the environment by making a
significant increase in the allocation. However, I found out chat the increase was to pay
for rent at Westr-alia Square; it was $2m! I did not hear anything from Hon Jim Scott
about that.
Hon L.A. Scott: I was not here. I probably would have done so if I had been.
Hon N.F. MOORE: If the member is so concerned about the environment, we would
have heard him screaming about that from wherever he was before coming here. An
allocation of $2m was paid in rent for a Government agency to look after the
indiscretions of the previous Government.
Parliament makes the ultimate decisions about appropriations to the EPA. That is t
way the Westminster parliamentary system works. If the member wants to move, which
is his right, that the EPA appropriation for this year be changed, he can do so. However,
the upper House can only make a recommendation and cannot amend Appropriation
Bills. That is the way the Westminster system works. The member must understand that
no organisation within the Westminster system is totally independent of everything else.
Everything is ultimately dependent on something. We oppose the amendment as it will
cake away the flexibility clause 10 will provide.
Amendment put and negatived.
Hon J.A. SCOTT: I move -

Page 6, line 14 - To delete the word "allow" and substitute "ensure that".
This part of the clause refers to the authority being allowed to make use of either full
time or part time employees or services of the department. The amendment will ensure
that the authority uses such services. The word "allow" does not have the same strength
of meaning as ensuring that something happens. If we know that the authority will have
the ability to use these services, we will know char it can carry out its function. "Allow"
is basically a weak word. Also, the amendment insinuates that the authority has
independence.
Hon George Cash: Why don't you use the word "require"?
Amiendment put and negatived.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon W.N. Stretch): Is the member moving his third
amendment?
Hon LA. SCOTT: No, it would be a meaningless exercise.
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Clause put and passed.
Clauses 11. and 12 put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report
Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted.

Third Reading
HON N.F. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Education) [1,31 am]: I
move -

That the Bill be now read a third time.
HON AJ.G. MacTIERNAN (East Metropolitan) ( 1.32 amj: One area which, due to an
interpretation of the Deputy Chairman, we did not have an opportunity to canvass -

Point of Order

Hon N.F. MOORE- 1 understand that in the third reading of a Bill it is not possible to
introduce new material. It should only be a question of argument about whether the Bill
should be read a third time.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: You can only argue the Bill as it emierged from
Committee.

Debate Resumed
Hon AJ.G. MacTIERNAN: I am arguing the Bill as it emerged from Committee. I do
not believe it should be read for a third time, for a variety of reasons, but the particular
reason to which I refer is the sacking of the current board of the Environmental
Protection Authority by way of legislative fiat. We are concerned about the effect of this
Bill on the independence of the EPA in the long term. We understand that the original
Act was designed to ensure that only a limited and specified number of causes could lead
to the dismissal of the board members. We now have in this Bill the sacking of the
members of the board, with no grounds given whatsoever. We have had some nonsense
from the Minister for the Environment that the term of a few members was due to expire,
so he sacked the lot of them to save himself the trouble of having to make a range of
appointments.
The Minister for Education stated tonight when he introduced the Regional Development
Commissions Bill that it is important to have boards that are structured in such a way that
the terms of appointment expire at varying times. We have exactly that situation with the
EPA. If this Government had the honourable intentions toward the environment that the
Minister has been at great pains to assure us of all night, it would have replaced the
current members of the board as and when their positions became vacant. Of all the
provisions of this Bill - and a number are of concern because of the threat that they pose
to the independence of the authority -the sacking of the current board, presumably
because it has not produced decisions to the liking of the Government, is not acceptable
and plainly does not fit within the pronouncements made by the Minister about the
Government's depth of commitment to environmental protection.
HON J-A. SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [1.35 am): I agree with the comments of
Hon Alannah MacTiernan. This Bill will weaken the ability of the EPA to stand up to
decisions made by the Government. The sacking of the present members of the board is
totally unconscionable. Those people have put a great deal of time, effort and expertise
into the job and are very qualified to do the job, and they know much momt about the
protection of the environment than do the people who are quite keen to see them
disappear. It will be a black day for environmental protection in this State if this Bill is
adopted.
HON N.F. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Education) (1.36 am]: I do not
propose to retread the situation in respect of the appointment of the previous members of
the board of the EPA, suffice to say that due to the incompetence of the previous
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Minister, there was significant doubt about the validity of their appointments; therefore,
this process was gone through in order to straighten out the situation. The new
requirement does not in any way preclude any of the previous board members from being
reappointed, and it would not surprise me if they were considered for reappointment.
Again, in respect of the staggered terms of appointment, it is quite competent for the
Minister to have varying terms for members of the board to allow for staggered
replacement.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a third time and passed.

PLANNING LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 14 September.
HON JOHN HALDEN (South Metropolitan - Leader of the Opposition) [1.37 am]:
The Opposition supports the Bill. We have a position in regard to planning matters that,
because of their importance, they should receive as much bipartisan support as possible.
Nevertheless, a number of matters require clarification from the Government. This Bill
will provide the opportunity for the State Planning Commission to have committees to
perform its task, rather than subcommittees. That will mean that its task will not have to
be done by one of the five pant-time planning commissioners but can be done by people
whom they delegate to perform the task of looking into and reviewing the objections that
are made to changes to the metropolitan region town planning scheme. One of the
difficulties with the current situation is that they are pant-time commissioners. The
Minister in another place has said that he wants to introduce - I may be wrong - in the
order of eight to 10 major amendments under section 33 of the Metropolitan Region
Town Planning Scheme Act. If that were the case, then obviously the five par-time
commissioners would have considerable difficulty in dealing with that workload, and
eventually the important considerations of planning would be jeopardised by virtue of
their not having enough time to do that. Considering the consequences of what is being
proposed it is probably better that people who are not commissioners - the commissioners
are the people who can change the town planning scheme - oversee and consider the
objections that are made to changes, as recommended by the committee.
The State Planning Commission can delegate to the Metropolitan Planning Council, a
body of 14 people. If those people wish to break up into committees those committees
must not necessarily comprise people from the Metropolitan Planning Council. A
significant difference exists with five members on the State Planning Commission
compared with the 14 members on the Metropolitan Planning Council. However, the
difficulty with the planning council is that something in the order of four or five of those
members are chief executive officers of various Government departments. It would be
difficult for them to sit in a reviewing capacity, particularly over a long period. The other
people, by virtue of being appointed to this council, in many cases have heavy
professional worloads and demands. Having tried to justify the positions of the
Government and the Opposition on this matter, the people to be appointed to these
committees are said - quite rightly so - to be independent but I note that there is no
definition of that. That matter needs to be clarified.
I am not meaning to rehash previous arguments; however, some clarification may be
required of vested interests and similar issues. It is probably appropriate that those who
are given these responsibilities are representative of a broad cross-section of the
community rather than any narrow sectional interest which may exist. They are the
major points the Opposition would lie clarified. The Minister in the other place believes
that there is likely to be a lack of supply of land in the near future. That is the reason for
his desire for this number of major amendments.
Hon Peter Foss: It is a bit more than that.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: I am happy to accept that. If that is the view, it is not shared by
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industry. That must be put on the record. Major amendments of this sont and number
that are being proposed by the Governmnent will place considerable demands on
infrastructure capital. We may well go into debate not on a major amendment but on
another matter this evening, about the issue of sewerage. If a major amendment is to be
made to the infrastructure just to provide sewerage, then woads, schools and recreation
facilities will impose considerable demands on a developer or on the Government if it is
the developer. As a result of that, the issue may need some careful consideration by the
Government. Perhaps it should consider whether major amendments are the appropriate
way to proceed in all instances. It may be more appropriate to use minor amendments.
The other point which requires clarification relates to infrastructure. General concern
exists that a guarantee would be required with major amendments about such issues as
public open space and roads - who puts them in - and whether the current requirements
and commitments of developers remain. Owing to the significant proportion of broad
acreage that is likely to come onto the market fairly quickly if the Government of the day
so decides - it may not - they may be brought on quickly. Major amendments also often
provide particularly significant windfall gains or profits to the owners of that land. As a
result, that may not necessarily be in the public interest. By the public interest in this
case I mean potential land purchasers.
The Opposition's concerns are not spectacular, but they are matters which occupy the
minds of some people in the community. For the Government's sake, some answers
would be helpful to waylay people's anxieties. The issue of providing committees
comprising people not necessarily from the commission or the council is a way of
managing this process that the Government proposes to put in train. As long as those
issues about independence and a reasonable cross-section of the community with skills
being placed on those committees are met and adhered to, it is a reasonable way to
address a problem that may arise from the Government's legitimate right - although I
may not always agree with it - to opt for a significant number of major amendments. The
Opposition will support this legislation for the reasons I stated earlier. It is significant
that as far as possible there should be bipartisan support on planning issues.
HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Health) [1.47 sin]: I appreciate
the remarks of the Leader of the Opposition. I agree with all of the principles about
which he spoke, but I do not agree that the major amendment process is more likely than
minor amendments to lead to those problems. I will explain why that is the case. The
structure of the Act is that the basic process should be section 33, the major amendment
process. That, as the name suggests, is major. It has much more formality to it; it
requires the consent of Parliament, and it requires public submissions and the right of the
public to be heard in public hearings. The practice of the commission has been that
anyone who wishes to be heard, is heard. That is why a bit of person power is required if
a number of them are to be done. The minor amendment procedure is seen as being only
where there is not a substantial alteration to the scheme. In other words, when tidying up
is required around the edges.
Hon John Halden: It has been used a bit differently.
Hon PETER FOSS: I know that it has been used differently. The Government would
consider that an illegitimate use and a cause of problems. The Government is keen to use
the major amendment process because it considers it more democratic because it allows
public consultation.
The other reason we think it is very important that there be that long horizon is planning.
The whole meaning of the word planning is deciding now for the future. The history of
the minor amendment procedure has been the reverse. People would pop around and find
a desirable piece of land, but it was not appropriately zoned. They would then go to the
local council and say, "We think that should be zoned residential; will you support us?"
The authority would say, "We are prepared to change our scheme, but the metropolitan
region scheme must be changed before we change ours." They would then both go to the
State Planning Commission and persuade it to put up a minor amendment. They were
not planning at all; they were fixing up the map after the event so it recorded what was
Id 1 U-41
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being done. That is a serious problem because planning is intended to set the scene for
the future. It is the Minister's intention that these eight or nine major amendments will
set the scene for the next 20 or 30 years and people will know what will happen in the
next 20 to 30 years. It will not be a matter of land instantly becoming urbanised; it will
be a matter of people knowing where progress will be over the next 30 years. That deals
with all of the concerns the Opposition has. Unless we put the plans down for the next 20
or 30 years it is hard to plan for infrastructure.
Minor amendments are more difficult for infrastructure planning, because today there is
no plan, tomorrow it is suddenly urban. Of course, zoning has an effect on windfall
profits, but if it might not happen for 20 or 30 years and we bring on vast quantities at the
same time and all are designated, we spread that over more land and there is far less
likelihood of a windfall profit. A minor amendment leads more to windfall profits than a
major amendment and one can see the effect it has on the market. All of the matters the
Opposition raise are important.
Tle interesting point is that the section 33A process led to enormous disputes. People
got really upset about it. The section 33 process has been remarkably free of dispute. As
Hon John Halden mentioned, we will soon have a disallowance motion debated in this
place. In the real world it has been remarkable how free of dispute it has been.
Hon John Halden: Not that one.
Hon PETER FOSS: Even that one. If Hon John Halden looks at the number of people
who used to be motivated by section 33A amendments and compare that with the number
of people who have been stirred by section 33 amendments he will find that it is far less
controversial. This is so partly because we are dealing with a much wider area and
people did not feel quite so spotlighted, and partly because they had the capacity to be
heard. There is no doubt that it makes a big difference to people's attitude if they can go
along and be heard and see results. With each of these amendments there have been
recommendations made as a result of public hearings which led to changes in the plan.
All of the things the Opposition says raise legitimate concerns in the planning process.
but the major amendment process deals with it better than a minor amendment process.
A proper statutory scheme should be section 33, with the method of 33A being the minor
alternative.
I agree with Hon John Halden that the commissioners should be people who are free of
interest. The Bill refers to members being appointed as persons the commission sees fit.
Those matters must be taken into account by the commission - the fact they are
independent and properly qualified, appropriately distributed and therefore likely to do
the job properly; the sorts of considerations one would have when appointing the
commission.
Hon John Halden: Our view is that it should be clearer than it is in regard to the way you
have pointed it out.
Hon PETER FOSS: The Act does not say that. When people appoint the commission
one assumes they will do so. If we have a representative commission which will be
appointing these people, there is enough in the structure of the commission to ensure that
when they are appointing the committee they will do it appropriately. We know in our
society, especially if the commission must buy the results of what the committee does, it
will make certain the committee does a competent job. It certainly would not be in the
interests of the commission to have a committee that does an incompetent job and leaves
the commission having to face the problems arising out of the job not having been done
appropriately. Any Government would take the attitude that that should be done. Any
commission would take that attitude when appointing the members of the committee.
Although I take the point, it does not need to be prescribed in the legislation; that would
be guaranteed by the processes of Government and the processes of the commission in
view of the nature of the commission and its constituents. That assurance comes from
proper government. It would be silly for the commission to delegate something to a
committee which then had to come back to it if it had appointed people who were
incompetent. The commission will buy it in the end, and it is a representative body with
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die sorts of qualifications the member is referring to. We agree on that because it is the
sont of thing that anybody would see to be the proper way to go. I thank the Opposition
for its support.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

Commnittee and Report
Bill passed through Committee without debate, reported without amendment, and the
report adopted.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Peter Foss (Minister for Health), and passed.

SECONDARY EDUCATION AUTHORITY AMENDMENT DILL
Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Hon N.F. Moore (Minister for Education), and read a first
time.

Second Reading
HON N.F. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Education) [2.00 am]: I
move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The Secondary Education Authority Amendment Bill is a straightforward piece of
legislation which deals with the composition of the Secondary Education Authority and
its statutory committee, die tertiary entrance subject committee. The BRi provides for
membership of the authority to be reduced from 28 persons to 14 persons and for the
membership of die tertiary entrance subject committee to be reduced from a maximum of
18 members toll members.
A review of the operation of the Secondary Education Authority carried out in 1990 by
Dr P. Tannock and Mr M_ Helm concluded that a significant downsizing in composition
of the authority was required. It was seen as being too large and too unwieldy. In the
review of education and training by Dr R. Vickery, Mr 1. Williams and Professor G.
Stanley, published in July 1993 a similar comment was made as follows -

In representations to the review committee, the membership of the authority,
currently 28, was regarded almost unanimously as too large.

At its meeting on 11I August 1993, the Secondary Education Authority approved a
reduction in the number of members on the authority and supported the principles
outlined in the Vickery report as the basis for membership of the new authority. The
membership structure proposed for the authority and the tertiary entrance subject
committee in this Bill are in line with the recommendations or the spirit intended by the
Vickery review. The report recommended an authority of 13 members with the director
of the authority to be included as a non-voting member making a total of 14 members.
The Vickery report recommended a tertiary entrance subject committee of 10 members,
which was a reduction from the 18 proportional to the reduction in authority
membership - 28 to 14. This Bill proposes an 11I member tertiary entrance subject
committee, the additional member being a second member from die Department of
Training to reflect the increasing importace of the technical and further education sector
in further education for young people beyond schooling. The Bill also establishes the
audiority and die tertiary entrance subject committee without deputy members in line
with the suggestion of the Vickery report. The system of deputies has contributed to lack
of continuity in authority and tertiary entrance subject committee meetings. I commend
the Bill to die House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Tom Helm.
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MOTION - METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME AMENDMENT
No 925-33, ORDER OF THE DAY FOR NEXT DAY OF SITTING

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan - Leader of the House) [2.03 am]: This
motion should have been moved by Hon Jim Scott, who does not appear to be in the
Chamber.
Hon Tom Stephens: I understand he told you a while ago that he would not be in the
Chamber.
Hon GEORGE CASH: I spoke to him as he wandered off down the street. He was
abandoning the place. I told him I was bringing on Order of the Day No 2 and he
decided that he did not want to pursue the matter.
Hon Tom Stephens: I understand he does want to pursue it.

Hon GEORGE CASH: Why is he not here?
Hon Tom Stephens: He told me he wants to pursue the matter.
Hon GEORGE CASH: Why is he not here?
Hon Tom Stephens: I suppose because he did not know you were about to bring it on.
Hon GEORGE CASH: I spoke to him 15 minutes ago in the conidor and told him that I
wanted to bring it an.
Hon Tonm Stephens: Why didn't you bring it on when he was here?
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): Order!
Hon GEORGE CASH: It is not my obligation to make the man stay here. If he wants to
move motions in this House, it is his obligation to be here.
Hon Tom Stephens: Is that right? I have never seen this happen before, Mr Cash.
Hon E.J. Charlton: You haven't been here for most of the day.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon GEORGE CASH: Of course the member has never seen me do it before because
usually people who want to move motions are in the place to deal with them. It seems to
me that Hon Jim Scott does not want to participate in the process of the Parliament and
move a motion that is standing in his name.
Hon Tom Stephens: Nonsense!
Hon GEORGE CASH: I do not know why Hon Jim Scott is not here. The Parliament is
still sitting. I advised him that we would deal with Order of the Day No 2. However, I
am also aware that a number of other members wish to speak on this matter. Therefore,
rather than have the matter discharged from the Notice Paper, I suggest that we adjourn it
and dealiwith it -
Hon Tom Stephens: You did not have to bring it on. You would not have to adjourn it
then.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon GEORGE CASH: Why does the member not go back to bed?
Hon Tom Stephens: I have not been in bed. You did not have to bring it on and you
would not have had to adjourn it.
Hon GEORGE CASH: I advised Jim Scott that this was to be dealt with tonight. I
advised him of that 15 minutes ago. He decided to flee the building. He fled up the
corridor because apparently he did not want to deal with it. I do not know what his
reasons ame, but we will find out in due course. Perhaps someone has not written his
speech for him. I move -

That Order of the Day No 2 be made an order of the day for the next day of
sitting.

Question put and passed.
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BILLS (3) - RETURNED
1. Mining Amendment Bill

Bill returned from the Assembly without amendment.
2. Pants (Functions) BiUl
3. Acts Amendment (Department of Transport) Bill

Bills returned from the Assembly with amendments.

DISABILITY SERVICES BILL
Assemnbly's Message

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

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE - ORDINARY
HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan - Leader of the House) 12.10 am]: I
move -

That the House do now adjourn.
Adjournent Debate - Questions on Notice, Answers

HON TOM HELM (Mining and Pastoral) [2.11 am]: I do not think we should adjourn
until this Chamber has beand my views about what happened at question time this
afternoon. I want to make it clear to the Leader of the Government that although the
Leader of the Opposition accused him of not being able to answer questions on notice, I
recognise that the answers to these questions should have come from a Minister in
Mnother place. There is no reason we should shoot the messenger in this place when
questions are asked of Ministers representing Ministers in another place.
I am very concerned that when members on this side follow all the parliamentary
procedures, questions on notice are still not answered. It will be seen from the
Supplementary Notice Paper that a number of questions asked by members, particularly
Hon Tom Stephens, have not been answered for economic reasons and various other
reasons. There is a real danger in that situation. The conservatives on the other side of
the Chamber have a certain arrogance because they have the numbers, but it is obvious
that the arrogance of members in another place is trnsferring itself to this place.
Members opposite will be aware of the recommendations of the royal commission and
that they fought long and hard to have that commission established. They bragged about
it and, to some extent, they did a good job. However, after all that effort and all that
expense, no-one is taking any notice of the commission's recommendations. For the
benefit of members, I quote an extract from its report -

It is entirely appropriate that in question time a minister be asked to provide
information on any matter within the reach of his or her portfolio responsibility.
Often enough the minister, in responding, will be acting as a conduit for officials
who themselves are responsible for the matter to which the information relates.
The minister often will have no prior knowledge of, or involvement in, that matter
and, furthermore, could not reasonably or realistically be expected to be
responsible for it. The minister has a responsibility not knowingly to mislead
Parliament in any response made, a responsibility often nullified in practice by
the "artful" reply. But as we have noted in paragraph 2.1.8 of this chapter, the
minister, in many instances, will not have been responsible personally ...

It is clear from that recommendation that the commission understood that although the
Minister is asked the questions, public servants know more about these matters than the
Ministers. In most cases public servants supply dhe answers through the Minister. It is
not good enough for questions not to be answered when we need them, when a certain
amount of notice has been given in accordance with the standing orders. This is a very
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important matter. The Government has ignored the findings of the royal commission
regarding the committee system, and it is now using the tyranny of numbers to usurp the
democratic process and undermine the Westminster system. It is no good saying that the
Labor Party when in Government did the same thing.
Hon Peter Foss: You had a very good set of answers today. This is the frst time it has
occurd and you went off your brain.
Hon TOM HELM: The reason I have raised it now is that a number of questions have
not been answered, and they appear on the Supplementary Notice Paper. They may not
have been answered for legitimate reasons. However, the Minister has said the questions
were not answered for economic reasons. I acknowledge the words of the President that
we may not always like the answers we get but we must accept them. We must cop it
sweet and get on with it. This is not the first time that answers to questions have not been
available, but we understand that that may happen intermittently. In some cases the lead
up time has been quite lengthy, even allowing for hitches in the system. The Opposition
is not so stupid as to think that a Minister can immediately provide the answers to the
questions the Opposition asks. We recognise that the questions are searching and would
tax the Minister's mental capacity, but his public servants should be able to pmovide the
answers. If the Government will not accept the recommendations of the royal
commission with regard to the committee system, it certainly must ensure that questions
are answered by the Government. I do not want this House to go down the same track as
the other place which is totally out of control. Dorothy Dix questions are asked much
more often than they are in this place, and that place has the chaotic situation where only
three or four questions may be asked each day. Sometimes it is necessary for the Speaker
to abandon question time. I do not want that to happen in this House, but certainly the
Government should take note of the royal commission recommendations.
Government members should consider how important this matter is under the
Westminster system which, with all its faults, is still the best in the world, If members
opposite want to be arrogant and cynical, and sit in this place with stupid grins on their
faces, because they have the numbers, they will see the destruction of our system. Sure
as eggs are eggs, that will happen. We must build up what we now have for the sake of
our children. I will cop the President's advice with regard to answers I am given, but I
will not cop anyone who thinks he does not need to provide answers to questions because
he has the numbers. That is the type of behaviour we expect from a dictator. If the
answers to questions are not provided, the whole system is undermined and eventually
nothing will be left. The Government will have the numbers, but they will mean nothing
because the system will be destroyed.
HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Health) [2.19 am]: I found it
intriguing to listen to that lecture from Hon Tom Helm because when I compare the
efforts made by this Government to answer questions with the sorts of answers the
previous Government gave when we were in Opposition, I am proud of the history of the
current Government. To take the example of what has happened in the other place, first
of all, the Premier gave an undertaking that all questions asked at I December would be
answered. As a result, vast quantities of standard questions were asked which led to an
enormous load of answers being provided. Members must realise that the asking of
questions is also a responsible matter. It is important that members realise that, if they
ask a question, it will cost. I do not mind there being considerable cost for the purpose of
democracy, as long as the members asking those questions do so for a legitimate reason
and they consider strongly beforehand that they are doing the right thing.
Hon Tom Helm: Who determines that?
Hon PETER FOSS: Maybe there was a sudden urge by members in Mnother place to put
thousands of questions on the Notice Paper. The result is that quite a lot of effort was
going into that, which has caused some difficulties. Normally in this House, if a member
gives notice of a question, we will give an answer. As far as questions on notice are
concerned, members will notice that the list is pretty small by comparison with the
number that we had previously.
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Hon E.J. Charlton: I was given notice of a question that would be asked today and, when
we got here, the question was not followed up.
Hon PETER FOSS: That is right. I had four answers to questions of which I had been
given notice some days ago and they did not ask them.
Hon Kim Chance: You took half the time with dorothy dixers.
Hon PETER FOSS: Who asked dorothy dixers? The member said that Hon Murray
Criddle's question to me was a dorothy dixer. Are no Government members allowed to
ask legitimate questions relating to their own electorates?
Hon Kim Chance: Do it on your time, not ours.
Hon PETER FOSS: I do not know what the member means by "your time, not ours".
Hon Kim Chance: Question time is not just for you blokes, you know.
Hon PETER FOSS: No, it is not.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Let us get on with the debate without the
interjections and the cross-Chamber debate.
Hon PETER FOSS: There we have it. We have once again the failure by the Opposition
to understand the basic constitutional issues. Hon Kim Chance believes that question
time is for the Opposition alone. It is not. It is for every single member of Parliament.
Government members of Parliament are as entitled to ask questions about matters
concerning their constituency as any member of the Opposition. Hon Kim Chance called
Hon Murray Criddle's question today a dorothy dixer. He has his concerns just as much
as Hon Kim Chance does. He wants to know what the situation is and is entitled to ask
questions and find out. Members of the Opposition would deny to Government members
what they would insist upon for themselves, flat shows once again that they do not
know what it is all about. To hear the trite statement from Hon Tom Helm of all people -

Hon Tom Helm: Trite! You talk about trite!
Hon PETER FOSS: He made this little statement and tried to lecture us. We as a
Government have been diligent in answering questions in a representative capacity. We
have been diligent in answering questions on notice. We have been diligent in answering
questions without notice.
Hon Tom Stephens: Same have, some haven't.
Hon PETER FOSS: The most important thing about it is that we do not duck the
questions the way in which we used to see them being ducked by some members,
especially the answers that were sent to the other House in the previous Government. I
am very proud of the way in which we answer questions in this House. I take it very
seriously. I do not need to be told about democracy by Hon Tom Helm.
Hon Tom Helm: Not much you don't.
Hon PETER FOSS: I remind members that, if the process is to work, everybody has to
play the game. It is not merely a game in which Opposition members try to ask questions
and serve them up in the hope that they will load the list up so much that they will be able
to catch the Government out for getting behind. As members of Parliament, they must
take their responsibilities seriously in asking those questions. They must ask questions
because they genuinely need the information or they ame genuinely seeking information
for legitimate purposes of their constituency or for the people of Western Australia
generally. That is what must occur. If one party is not prepared to observe the
proprieties and the niceties of the constitutional system, they will find that they will
destroy the whole system. I am very proud of the way in which the Government -

Hon Tom Helm: Thank you, Peter.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! If Hon Tom Helm does not cease intejecting, he
will be forced to leave the Chamber before the rest of us.
Hon PETER FOSS: I am also very proud of the fact that we have not had that long
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bundle of dorothy dixers that were very characteristic of the previous Government,
particularly certain Ministers. We have been very keen to carry out our constitutional
responsibilities. I am committed to that and I hope that that continues to be the case,
because I know that all members of the Government regard it as a very serious
obligation. We try to make certain that even in a representative capacity we meet the
requirements of the questions that have been asked.
HON JOHN HALDEN (South Metropolitan - Leader of the Opposition) [2.27 am): I
do not want to be provocative, but I want to discuss question time today to overcome
some of the tensions that were created. Hon Peter Foss' interpretation of events during
question time does not match the facts, but that has never stopped him before. On
Tuesday I asked a question of the Premier, of which I gave prior notice. I asked the
question again yesterday. Last night I was advised by a staffer that the Premier refused
to answer my question and that I could put it on notice, but with the clear implication,
with us rising shortly, that I would not get an answer until we caine back in March. That
does not fit with the Minister's scenario.
Hon Peter Foss: It fits with the scenario of our response to questions.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: I will explain so that members arm clear about what was
happening. On that basis, we proceeded to ask a series of questions on the same topic to
ascertain more information, but notice was given. Again, at least half a dozen questions
asked today of the Premier with prior notice were not answered. A question to Hon Bob
Pike which was asked of him yesterday, again with notice, was not answered today. That
is not good enough.
I am asking members opposite to see it from our perception, because that is the important
part. Question time is important to both the Government and the Opposition. Today in
question time I heard a comment by way of interjection from a member whom I will not
name for the sake of not wanting to be provocative, but it was said that question time was
our privilege, not our right.
Hon P.H. Lockyer: I said that, and I meant it.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: The member might refer to the President's letter about question
time in Canberra. It is a right of members to have question time. It is our right to be
treated in a better fashion than I suggest that I have been treated with the question asked
of the Premier. I said during question time where I was laying the blame for that matter.
Hon Peter Foss: What about your remark to me when I did not get the opportunity to tell
you that the Attorney General had gone home ill earlier in the day?
Hon JOHN HALDEN: That is what happens. That is why I want to go through this for
the sake of the House. The other situation that arose today - I do not want to reflect on
you, Mr Deputy President - is that the Opposition perceived that three dorothy dixers
were asked in a row. The previous procedure that was adopted by the President was that
basically, if a member rose to his feet and did not get the call for a question, he got the
call the next time. It did not occur today. Mr Deputy President, I anm not criticising you
for that, but I believe that the previous procedure is a better one. It is a safer procedure
and one with which members are familiar. When it does not happen and there is tension
around the place - as there was - there is a reaction. I say all that not in an effort to be
provocative, but that was the situation. However, it is not acceptable for the Premier to
send a staff member to one of my staff to deliver a message. It contradicts our perception
of question time. That is not what question time in most Parliaments is all about. If a
Minister wants a question to be put on notice for a legitimate reason I have no objection
to that. I have never objected to that; but this situation is not good enough. Many
questions directed to the Premier today have not been answered, one of which was mine
with 54 hours' notice. It was not a question of great detail or one which would have
taken a great deal of time to answer or to be tricky about and not answer it in a direct
sense, but we did not even have that courtesy, if that is a courtesy. From that moment on
today, things became difficult. The tactics that may apply in the other place at question
time - or whenever - have reverberations up here, and today was a classic example.
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Opposition members jealously guard question time because it provides a political
opportunity for us, but if we are to be circumvented from that opportunity we will be
very upset.
Hon P.11. Lockyer: But you do not deny the right of other members to ask questions; you
will not label every Government question a dorothy dixer?
Hon JOHN HALDEN: It is legitimate for any member of the House to ask a question.
Hon E.J. Charlton: But, with respect, every time one of our members asks a question he
is criticised vehemently.
Hon Peter Foss: Without exception!
Hon Tom Stephens: Generally they have been - and that is the way you carried on when
in Opposition.
Hon P.H. Lockyer interjectred.
Hon Tom Stephens: Shut up, Lockyer!
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): Order! Let us proceed with debate
without unparliamentary comments.
Hon JOHN 1HALDEN: I do not propose to take the matter further. I have mred to outline
what happened today so that the House could understand the situation, and so that
members would not go away wanting to even the score next Tuesday. Perhaps we can
return to a traditional, reasonable position. In a general sense perhaps the Government
should have a discussion about the 54 hours' notice applying to questions. That is not an
acceptable situation, and I will never be convinced otherwise.
Hon Peter Foss: I waited three years for answers from the former Premier. I never
received an answer to any question.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: That was not acceptable either. But that has happened and
perhaps the best thing is to learn a lesson from it because we do not necessarily need to
play the one-upmanship game as a result of incidents that occurred during question time
today.

Adjournment Debate -Motion, Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendmnent No 925-33,
Order of the day for Next Sitting

HON TOM STEPHENS (Mining and Pastoral) [2.34 am]: I want to comment on an
action by the Leader of the House which he appears to suggest is appropriate; that is, in
the absence of the member who was to move the motion, to bring on Order of the Day
No 2. When a member indicates that at 2. 10 anm he does not want his motion to be dealt
with at that time, it would be a reasonable proposition to put to the leader of Government
business in this place.
Hon E.J. Charlton: Are you sure about your facts?
Hon George Cash: It is obvious he is not.
Hon E.J. Charlton: He is digging a hole for himself.
Hon TOM STEPHENS: I am not sure about the facts. I had the opportunity to speak to
Hon Jim Scott upstairs at about 1.30 am and he said that he was not keen for the matter to
come on tonight but chat he would be ready next week,
Hon George Cash: Did he give a reason?
Hon TOM STEPHENS: No. But I have motions on the Notice Paper, and I would be
furious if the Leader of the Government brought on one of those motions at an ungodly
hour of the night, in my absence from the Chamber. If that is the type of behaviour we
are to expect from the Leader of the Government in this place during his term in office,
this place has reached an all time low -

Hon E.J. Charlton. If one of your matters was Order of the Day No 2, and you were
advised that it would be dealt with, when you asked for it to be dealt with, but you did
not take the opportunity because you wanted to go home, that would be fair criticism.
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Hon Peter Foss: To accommodate him we went through the Notice Paper -

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! It is ridiculous when one Minister interjects on a
Minister who is interjecting!
Hon E.J. Chariton: We are tryig to help him.
Hon TOM STEPHENS: Government members should recall that they were in
Opposition a short time ago, and they were shown the most extraordinary courtesy by the
former Leader of the Government in this place over those 10 years. R-on Joe Berinson
went to great lengths, as the Leader of the House, and prior to that it was Hon Des Dans
and Hon Gordon Masters - and that contrasts with this situation -

Hon E.J. Charlton: I had motions on the Notice Paper and I came here day after day,
week after week believing they would be debated but they were never debated because
the then Leader of the House had more important business to deal with, but I did not
complain. I had to wear it.

Hon TOM STEPHENS: But did the Labor Government ever bring on one of the
Minister's motions at 2.10 am after the Minister had indicated that he was not available
to debate the matter at that time in the morning?
Hon E.J. Chariton: You are mad. You are off the beam.
Hon TOM STEPHENS: The Minister should contrast that situation with the courtesies
that were extended to Government members when in Opposition. He should contrast that
with the arrogance and discourtesy that this Labor Government demonstrates day in, day
out in this place in the short time it has been in office.
Hon E.J. Charlton: You are paranoid.
Hon TOM STEPH-ENS: It is the most extraordinary arrogance and discourtesy -

Point of Order
Hon SAM PIANTADOSI: The member on his feet deserves to be heard in silence.
Members on this side of the House want to hear what he has to say. You, Mr Deputy
President - as well as the President - have often said that we might not like what members
are saying but we certainly must listen to them.
Several members interjected.
Hon P.14. Lockyer You are a whingeing, carping member.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Both members should come to order. The member
rose to make a point of order regarding members' interjecting and then spent the next
five minutes interjecting himself. Let us return to debate, without interjections, so that
we can complete this matter in the next six minutes.
Hon Sam Piantadosi: And from both sides of the House.
Hon R.H. Lockyer Chuck him out!
Hon Sam Piantadosi: You try!
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! I invite Hon Sam Piantadosi to have a good look at
Standing Order No 116 for the next few minutes, in silence.

Debate Resumed
Hon TOM STEPHENS: I do not know anything about the reason that Hon Jim Scott
placed this motion on the Notice Paper, but I champion the right of any member to move
motions, or to give notice of motions, and at the same time to expect the basic courtesy
that a motion would not be dealt with at a time that was not appropriate to the wishes of
that member. I put to any reasonable member in this House that 2.10 am, after a torrid
week, might be considered an inappropriate time for the Leader of the House to bring on
a motion of which notice has been given. I should think that equity and justice would
call out at least from the Government side of the House, if not from ours as well, for that
member to be given the courtesy of his motion being dealt with at the time that suits the
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mutual convenience of the House. That means a time that suits his convenience and that
of the Government as well. That is clearly not to be ten past two on Friday,
10 December. I hope that very soon ibis Leader of the Government, Hon George Cash,
will start to learn the meaning of the word courtesy and what a disservice his arrogance
and that of his Government is doing to this Parliament, so that this Parliament can start to
act as a Parliament worthy of that name.

Adjournent Debate - Questions on Notice, Answers
HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan - Leader of the House) [2.42 aml: Quite
clearly the Opposition got upset during question rime today, apparently because some
answers to questions of which some notice had been given were not available. Standing
Orders Nos 136 to 139 cover questions seeking information. In particular, Standing
Order No 139(b) provides that there will be a question time at specific times during the
week and (c) provides very clearly that the Leader of the House may terminate oral
questions without notice on any sitting day by requesting the President to proceed to the
next item of business. There is no set time. It has just become standard that we get
30 minutes. How long did we have yesterday? It was 45 minutes because there were
questions being asked.
Hon Tom Helm: Not for over 15 minutes, there were not.
Hon GEORGE CASH: What is the member suggesting?
Hon Tom Helm: The Deputy President had something to say and there were three
questions from your side.
Hon GEORGE CASH: I am talking about the day before.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! I suggest Hon Tom Helm listen carefully.
Hon GEORGE CASH: I am making the point that there is no set time, and the Leader of
the House has the opportunity under standing orders to terminate question time. If we
want to play games, in the end I have a rough idea who is likely to win. Hon Tom
Stephens taks about this being a torrid time. I do not think it has been a torrid time at a,
and I have stated nearly every day that the Government is more than happy to cooperate.
I have been doing that all this week with Hon Kim Chance as manager of Opposition
business and Hon John Halden as Leader of the Opposition. It is starting to work, and I
hope that members of the Opposition will have seen the consultation that has taken place.
In respect of questions without notice of which some notice is given, which really was
the apparent problem today because of the lack of answers, I invite members to note they
are not recognised in standing orders.
Hon John Halden: You appreciate the convention.
Hon GEORGE CASH: Yes, and I am told something like 16 questions without notice
were given to my office today, of which some notice was given. They were given at
varying times, and we had people running around attempting to get answers. We got
most of the answers, but it seems we got answers to questions that were not even asked.
On some of the questions that were asked answers had not been given to me at that stage.
It seems appropriate that we should review the number of hours that are going to be
needed for us to provide answers because, quite clearly, two hours will not be enough.
That probably will be seen to disadvantage the Opposition.
Hon John Halden: We can go with that. That is not a problem.
Hon GEORGE CASH: It cuts both ways. Equally there is the suggestion that when
people rise at question time and that is an indication that they want to ask a question, that
suits us fine. There are many times when members on this side of the House come to me
after question time and say, "I would have liked to ask a question but I did not because
there was a general run of questions being asked by the Opposition." Quite clearly,
50 per cent on an equitable basis belongs to this side of the House. Would Hon Tom
Stephens not agree with that?
Hon Tom Stephens: No.
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Hon GEORGE CASH: I would not expect him to'
Hon Tom Helm: There was one time when you were in Opposition when you never
asked any questions at all.
Hon GEORGE CASH: Theme is no obligation to ask questions.
Hon Tom Helm: If you give us half an hour and we have more questions, you cannot
criticise us.
Hon GEORGE CASH: When I was a member of the Assembly it was a very strict
protocol. There was one question taken from either side of the House in sequence.
Hon Tom Helm: It is like that now.
Hon GEORGE CASH: It is not. Quite often we do not ask any questions at all on this
side.
Hon Tom Helm: We didn't either when we were in Government.
Hon GEORGE CASH: Yes, the Opposition did. In respect of those questions without
notice of which some notice has been given, clearly we are going to have to have a look
at that whole system. If it is breaking down, it is breaking down because too many
questions are being asked by that procedure rather than being placed on notice, which is
the normal situation and practice provided for in the standing orders.
Hon John Halden: That is not our fault.
Hon GEORGE CASH: The point I make is that Opposition members are entitled to ask
any question as long as it is within the criteria set down in the standing orders. They
have to recognise that if the Minister is not able to answer the question on the day, then
Standing Order No 139(a) clearly provides that the Minister may thereupon request that
the question be placed on notice.
Hon John Halden: Fifty-four hours is a long time.
Hon GEORGE CASH: I am still waiting for answers to questions I asked when I was in
the Assembly when Brian Burke was the Premier, and that is about nine and a half years
ago.
The other point I want to make on questions is that I agree with Hon Peter Foss that the
Opposition is being given an incredibly fair go. I think we have gone overboard, and it is
pretty clear we have gone too far.
Hon Tom Stephens spoke of Hon Jim Scott's motion. Clearly Hon Tom Stephens had
not spoken to him as recently as I had. The mason Hon Jim Scott had his motion as
Order of the Day No 2 for today was that he asked me on Tuesday if I would make it
Thursday, because I had in fact proposed that it be dealt with yesterday. He wanted it to
be dealt with today, and when he was approached to be told it was coming on, he bolted
and was last seen fleeing up the corridor.
Hon Tom Stephens: At 1.30 am when it is Order of the Day No 2.
Hon GEORGE CASH: Just to show that Hon Tom Stephens is totally out of touch,
before we started today, the manager of Opposition business, with whom I have been
working closely, came to me and said, 'Would you mind reversing the order and instead
of going 1, 2, 3,4, 5, would you mind making it 5,4, 3,2, 1?,
Hon Tom Stephens: He does not speak for Hon Jim Scott.
Hon GEORGE CASH: Is the member saying that I should not have listened to the
manager of the Opposition business? Is he completely stupid?
Hon Tom Stephens: Theme is an Independent in this place as well.
Hon GEORGE CASH: I accommodated the Opposition as I expected it required.
Hon Tom Stephens: There axm two Independents in this place.
Hon GEORGE CASH: Talking to Hon Tom Stephens is like talking to a brick wall. He
is someone who does not comprehend what commonsense and reasonableness is all
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about. He thinks he knows something about the motion, but clearly he does not. On
previous occasions he has jumped coo soon and has been proved to be a fool and with
regard to this issue he has done it again.
Hon Tom Stephens: We will see what Mr Scott has to say.
Hion GEORGE CASH: We certainly will see what Mr Scott has to say. I can tell
Hon Torn Stephens that it will be dealt with on Tuesday regardless of whether Mr Scott is
here. If he is not here I will move to have it discharged from the Notice Paper.
Question put and passed.

House adjourned at 2350 am (Friday)



QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

MEDIA OR PUBLIC RELATIONS TRAINING - PREMIER
798. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier:

(1) Has the Premier taken part in any media or public relations training since
6 February 1993?

(2) If so, what was the cost of the training?
(3) Who provided the training?
(4) Which department paid for the training?
Hon GEORGE CASH replied:

The Premier has provided the following reply -

(1) No.
(2)-(4) Not applicable.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - BUDGET FUNDS
ALLOCATED TO NON-GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

1016. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister for Finance:
What funds have been allocated from which departments and agencies
within his portfolio in the 1993-94 Budget for non-government agencies?

Hon MAX EVANS replied:
The precise nature of the information sought by the member is unclear,
but it would appear that this is another of his broad brush questions
requiring more research than can be justified. For instance, of agencies
reporting to me, the Lotteries Commission alone will disburse hundreds of
grants during the financial year, and the individual allocations of most
have not been determined at the time of writing. However, I would
suggest to the member that most of the information he appears to require
is available in the Budget papers.
By way of example, pages 162 to 166 of Budget paper 2 - Minister for
Finance, Racing and Gaming, Division 62, Miscellaneous Services -
contain details of over 60 expenditure items totalling over $140mn under
the subheadings Grants to Charitable and Other Public Bodies, Payments
to Local Authorities, Statutory Authorities, Subsidies and Concessions,
other State Services and Capital.
If the member has specific concerns about funds allocated to non-
government agencies which remain unanswered after his perusal of the
Budget papers, he can direct them to me in writing and I will consider his
questions on their merits.

MEDIA MONITORING SERVICES - GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS OR
AGENCIES CONTRACT

10r78. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister for Mines:
(1) Could the Minister advise which departments or agencies operating within

his portfolio area are paying for media monitoring services independently
of the Government Media Office?

(2) What is the name of the company or agency or individual who is
contracted or employed to provide these media monitoring services for the
department or agency?

(3) What is the annual cost to the department or agency for this media
monitoring service?
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Hon GEORGE CASH replied:
Department of Minerals and Energy -

(1) The Department of Minerals and Energy uses a media monitoring
service independently of the Government Media Office.

(2) Monitoring Perth Media.
(3) $5 400.
Department of Land Administration -

(1) The Department of Land Administration has used an independent
media monitoring service in a finite contract for the period
20 October to 2 November 1993. for the sole purpose of reference
to the official opening ceremony of the DOLA headquarters in
Midland.

(2) Monitoring Perth Media.
(3) $200 - estimate.
Western Australian Land Authority -

(1) The Western Australian Land Authority uses a media monitoring
service independently of the Government Media Office.

(2) Monitoring Perth Media.
(3) 518 075.80. Total expenditure 1992-93.

MEDIA MONITORING SERVICES - GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS OR
AGENCIES CONTRACT

1079. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister far Transport:
(1) Could the Minister advise which departments or agencies operating within

his portfolio area are paying for media monitoring services independently
of the Government Media Office?

(2) What is the name of the company or agency or individual who is
contracted or employed to provide these media monitoring services for the
department or agency?

(3) What is the annual cost to the department or agency for this media
monitoring service?

Hon E.J. CHARLTON replied:
(1)-(3) The following departments and agencies operating within the Transport

portfolio are paying for media monitoring services -

Departments of Transport and Marine and Harbours - News Research.
$7 000 in 1993-94 Budget.
Fremantle Port Authority - Monitoring Perth Media and Capital Monitor
Pty Ltd, $3 000 and 5000.
Geraldton Port Authority - Monitoring Perth Media, $3 524 in 1992-93.
Tmansperth - News Research, $ 10 000.
Wesnril - News Research, 54 855 for 12 months ending 31 October 1993.
Main Roads Western Australia - News Research, $6 000 approximately
for 12 months to 31 October 1993.

MEDIA MONITORING SERVICES - GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS OR
AGENCIES CONTRACT

1080. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister for Education:
(1) Could the Minister advise which departments or agencies operating within
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his portfolio area are paying for media monitoring services independently
of the Government Media Office?

(2) What is the name of the company or agency or individual who is
contracted or employed to provide these media monitoring services for the
department or agency?

(3) What is the annual cost to the department or agency for this media
monitoring service?

Hon N.F. MOORE replied:
(1) There are no departments or agencies operating within my portfolios that

are paying for media monitoring services.
(2)-(3) Not applicable.

MEDIA MONITORING SERVICES - GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS OR
AGENCIES CONTRACT

1081. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister for Finance:
(1) Could the Minister advise which departments or agencies operating within

his portfolio area are paying for media monitoring services independently
of the Government Media Office?

(2) What is the name of the company or agency or individual who is
contracted or employed to provide these media monitoring services for the
department or agency?

(3) What is the annual cost to the department or agency for this media
monitoring service?

Hon MAX EVANS replied:
The information sought is not readily available, and I am not prepared to
allocate the resources required to research it. I can inform the member
that I have not authorised any increase in external media monitoring over
that which was in place during the term of the Lawrence Government. If
the member has specific concerns about media monitoring, rather than a
broad brush question which amounts to no more than a fishing exercise
conducted at public expense, he can direct them to me in writing and I will
consider his questions on their merits.

MEDIA MONITORING SERVICES - GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS OR
AGENCIES CONTRACT

1082. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister for Health:
(1) Could the Minister advise which departments or agencies operating within

his portfolio area are paying for media monitoring services independently
of the Government Media Office?

(2) What is the name to the company or agency or individual who is
contracted or employed to provide these media monitoring services for the
department or agency?

(3) What is the annual cost to the department or agency for this media
monitoring service?

Hon PETER FOSS replied:
(1) The Health Department of WA, the Health Promotion Foundation, the Art

Gallery of Western Australia, the Western Australian Museum.
(2) The Health Department of WA, the Health Promotion Foundation and the

WA Museum use J. Griffin Pty Ltd trading as Monitoring Perth Media.
The Art Gallery of WA uses Media Monitors Victoria Pty Ltd.

(3) The Health Department of WA - $8 640 per annum; the Health Promotion

9558 [COUNCIL)



[Thursday, 9 December 1993J155

Foundation -$6 3500 per annum; the Ant Gallery of WA - $2 797 per
annum;, the WA M,,3eum - $363 per annum.

MEDIA MONITORING SERVICES - GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS OR
AGENCIES CONTRACT

1083. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Leader to the House representing the Premier
(1) Could the Premier advise which departments or agencies operating within

his portfolio area are paying for media monitoring services independently
of the Government Media Office?

(2) What is the name of the company or agency or individual who is
contracted or employed to provide these media monitoring services for the
department or agency?

(3) What is the annual cost to the department or agency for this media
monitoring service?

Hon GEORGE CASH replied:
The Premier has provided the following reply -
(1) Office of the Auditor General; Gold CorporaiLion; R & I B ank.
(2) Office of die Auditor General - News Research.

Gold Corporation - Media Monitors.
R & I Bank - Australian Independent Media Data Pty Ltd.

(3) Office of the Auditor General - $3 495.
Gold Corporation - $1 600.
R & I Bank - it is not in the bank's business interest to disclose this
information.

MEDIA MONITORING SERVICES - GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS OR
AGENCIES CONTRACT

1084. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Leader to the House representing the Minister for
Resources Development:
(1) Could the Minister advise which departments or agencies operating within

his portfolio area are paying for media monitoring services independently
of die Government Media Office?

(2) What is the name of the company or agency or individual who is
contracted or employed to provide these media monitoring services for the
department or agency?

(3) What is the annual cost to the department or agency for this media
monitoring service?

Hon GEORGE CASH replied:
The Minister for Resources Development has provided the following
answer -

(1) The Department of Resources Development uses the service of a
news clipping agency to clip newspaper items relating to resources
development; Western Australian Tourism Commission, leisure
and recreation divisions. EventsCorp, Telecom Rally Australia;
SEC WA.

(2) Department of Resources Development - News Research.
Western Australian Tourism Commission - 1. Griffin Pty Ltd,
trading as Monitoring Perth Media.
SEC WA - Monitoring Perth Media.

(3) Department of Resources Development - $2 900 - estimated.
Western Australian Tourism Commission - $27 000.
SEC WA - $26 904 in 1992-93.
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MEDIA MONITORING SERVICES - GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS OR
AGENCIES CONTRACT

1085. Hon TOM STEPHENS to die Leader to the House representing die Minister for
Police:
(1) Could the Minister advise which departments or agencies operating within

his portfolio area are paying for media monitoring services independently
of die Government Media Office?

(2) What is the name of the company or agency or individual who is
contracted or employed to provide these media monitoring services for the
department or agency?

(3) What is the annual cost to the department or agency for this media
monitoring service?

Hon GEORGE CASH replied:
The Minister for Police has provided the following reply -

(1) WA Fire Brigades Board.
(2) Monitoring Perth Media.
(3) $3 494.26 for the 1992-93 financial year.

MEDIA MONITORING SERVICES - GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS OR
AGENCIES CONTRACT

1086. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister for Transport representing the Minister
for Primary Industry:
(1) Could the Minister advise which departments or agencies operating within

his portfolio area are paying for media monitoring services independently
of die Government Media Office?

(2) What. is the name of the company or agency or individual who is
contracted or employed to provide these media monitoring services for the
department or agency?

(3) What is die annual cost to the department or agency for this media
monitoring service?

Hon E.J. CHARLTON replied:
The Minister for Primary Industry has provided the following reply -

(1) Department of Agriculture.
(2) Monitoring Perth Media, 511 Fitzgerald Street, North Perth WA

6006 - PO Box 42.
(3) $700 per month - $8 400 per year.

MEDIA MONITORING SERVICES - GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS OR
AGENCIES CONTRACT

1087. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister for Transport representing the Minister
for Local Govermnent:
(1) Could the Minister advise which departments or agencies operating within

his portfolio area aitjaying for media monitoring services independently
of the Government Media Office?

(2) What is the name of the company or agency or individual who is
contracted or employed to provide these media monitoring services for the
department or agency?

(3) -What is the annual cost to the department or agency for this media
-1 monitoring service?
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Hon E.J. CHARLTON replied:
For Department of Local Government -
(1)-(3)

Not applicable.
MEDIA MONITORING SERVICES - GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS OR

AGENCIES CONTRACT
1088. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister for Transpon representing die Minister

for Community Development:
(1) Could the Minister advise which departments or agencies operating within

his portfolio area are paying for media monitoring services independently
of the Government Media Office?

(2) What is the name of the company or agency or individual who is
contracted or employed to provide these media monitoring services for the
department or agency?

(3) What is the annual cost to the department or agency for this media
monitoring service?

Hon E.f. CHARLTON replied:
The Minister for Community Development provided the following
response -

(1) The Department for Community Development pays for media
monitoring services.

(2) Monitoring Perth Media.
(3) $95 per month.

MEDIA MONITORING SERVICES - GOVERNMIENT DEPARTMENTS OR
AGENCIES CONTRACT

1090. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister for Education representing the Minister
for the Environment:
(1) Could the Minister advise which departments or agencies operating within

his portfolio area are paying for media monitoring services independently
of the Government Media Office?

(2) What is the name of the company or agency or individual who is
contracted or employed to provide these media monitoring services for the
department or agency?

(3) What is the annual cost to the department or agency for this media
monitoring service?

Hon N.F. MOORE replied:
The Minister for the Environment has provided the following reply -

In the Environment, Aboriginal Affairs and Disability Services portfolios,
the following situation exists -

(1) (a) Department of Conservation and Land Management
(b) Perth Zoological Gardens Board
(c) Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority

(2) (a)-(b) Monitoring Perth Media
(c) News Research

(3) .(a) $10 380 per annumn
(b) $5 000 per annum
(c) $2 280 per annumn



MEDIA MONITORING SERVICES - GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS OR
AGENCIES CONTRACr

1091. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for
Housing:
(1) Could the Minister advise which departments or agencies operating within

his portfolio area are paying for media monitoring services independently
of the Government Media Office?

(2) 'What is the name of the company or agency or individual who is
contracted or employed to provide these media monitoring services for the
department or agency?

(3) What is the annual cost to the department or agency for this media
monitoring service?

Hon MAX EVANS replied:
The Minister for Housing has provided the following reply -

(1) Homeswest is the only Housing portfolio department or agency
paying for media monitoring services independently of the
Government Media Office.

(2) J. Griffin Pty Ltd.
(3) On a fee for service basis 1 July 1992 to 30 June 1993 - 52 063.50,

in response to seven requests.
MARINE AND HARBOURS, DEPARTMENT OF - MARINE FACILiTIS,

MAINTENANCE AND DREDGING BUDGET ALLOCATION
1165. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister for Transport:

(1) Could the Minister advise what the Budget allocation for the maintenance
and dredging of marine facilities is for 1993-94?

(2) What was the actual expenditure on maintenance and dredging of marine
facilities for 1991-92 and 1992-93?

Hon E.J. CHARLTON replied:
(1) The Budget allocation for die maintenance and dredging of marine

facilities is $1 563 650 which includes expenditure on navigation aids,
This amount includes $200 000 for emergency dredging at Bandy Creek
boat harbour and Esperance.

(2) The actual expenditure on maintenance and dredging of marine facilities,
inclusive of navigation aids, was - 1991-92, $1 151 882; 1992-93,
$1 374 548.

MARINE AND HARBOURS, DEPARTMENT OF - COASTAL
MANAGEMENT, BUDGET ALLOCATION

1166. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister for Transport:
(1) Could the Minister advise what the Budget allocation for coastal

management is for 1993-94?
(2) What was the actual expenditure for coastal management for 1991-92 and

1992-93?
Hon E.J. CHARLTON replied:
(1) The 1993-94 budget allocation for coastal management is $23 745 000 as

indicated in the 1993-94 Program Statements, volume 1, Division 35 -
Marine and Harbours, page 328.

(2) Actual 1992-93 expenditure for coastal management was $26 330 000 as
indicated on the same page of the abovementioned publication. Actual
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1991-92 expenditure for coastal management was $8 425 000. It should
be noted that the large variations in these annual allocations are due to
differing construction phases of the Dawesville channel project.

WESTRAIL - ASSET MANAGEMENT PROGRAM, DELAYS
Speed Restrictions on Railwary System

1168. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister for Transport:
(1) What asset maintenance program has been delayed by the Western

Australian Government Railways as part of the Budget restrictions
imposed by the Government for the 1993-94 financial year?

(2) What speed restrictions will need to be imposed on the Western Australian
Government railway system in order to ensure the required level of
reliability and safety on train operations is maintained?

Hon E.J. CHARLTON replied:
(1)-(2) It has now been determined that no asset maintenance program has been

or will be delayed by Westrail because of financial restrictions in the
1993-94 financial year. Accordingly, there will be no need to impose
speed restrictions other than those currently required for normal day to
day operations.

MARINE ANT) HARBOURS, DEPARTMENT OF - BEACH PROTECTION,
WORK DEFERRAL

1169. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister for Transport:
What necessary beach protection work is to be deferred as a result of the
reduced coastal management program to be undertaken by the Department
of Marine and Harbours for 1993-94?

Hon EJ CHARLTON replied:
Each year, the Department of Marine and Harbours receives requests from
many coastal shire councils for beach protection works. It has never been
possible to accommodate all these requests from existing resources. This
year. coastal protection work will be undertaken at Albany and Busselton.
Additionally the department will review the capital works budget in
January and at that time an assessment will be made and, where funding
allows, other projects will be accommodated.

BROOME 12 MILE HORTICULTURAL AREA - VESTED IN CONSERVATION
AND LAND MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT

1176. Hon KIM CHANCE to the Minister for Education representing the Minister for
the Environment:
(1) Is a portion of the Broome 12 mile horticultural area specifically set aside

for trial purposes, and is it currently vested in the Department of
Conservation and Land Management?

(2) If so, what is the size of the location?
(3) What trial work has been caried out on the sire?
(4) Does CALM regard the site as having potential for development for

irrigated forestry trials?
Hon N.E. MOORE replied:

The Acting Minister for the Environment has provided the following
reply -

(1) Yes.
(2) 19.5 173 ha.
(3) Water harvesting trials.
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(4) Yes; however, the department would also consider other uses of
sections of the block.

PHOTOCOPIERS, HIGH VOLUME - GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS OR
AGENCIES

1184. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier:
(1) Which departments or agencies within his portfolio areas have a "high

volume photocopying service" within their operations (ie, equipment
capable of at least 100 000 copies per month)?

(2) What type of high volume photocopying equipment is available in-house
to each of those department and agencies?

(3) What human resources are allocated to operate this equipment and at what
public service levels are each of these officers employed?

(4) What was the actual expenditure associated with each of these high
volume copiers for 1992-93?

(5) What is their Budget allocation for 1993-94?
Hon GEORGE CASH replied:

The Premier has provided the following reply -

The information sought would require considerable research and I am not
prepared to allocate resources for this purpose. If the member has a
specific question about "high volume photocopying' I will be pleased to
respond.

PRINT CELLS, IN-HOUSE PRINTING SERVICES - GOVERNMENT
DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES

1205. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier:
(1) Which departments and agencies within his portfolio areas operate print

cells for in-house printing services?
(2) How many print cells are operated by each department or agency within

his portfolio area?
(3) What number of staff are deployed for the operation of each of these print

cells?
(4) At what public service levels are each of these officers employed?
(5) What was the actual expenditure on each print cell during 1992-93?
(6) What is their Budget allocation for 1993-94?
(7) What equipment is allocated to each of these print cells?
Hon GEORGE CASH replied:

The Premier has provided the following reply -

The information sought would require considerable research and I am not
prepared to allocate resources for this purpose. If the member has a
specific question about "print cells" I will be pleased to respond.
However, I refer the member to supplenmentary information provided in
response to his question asked during the Legislative Council Estimates
Committees.

AUDITOR GENERAL - STAFF REDUCTION
1217. Hon MARK NEVILL to the Leader of the House representing the Premier.

Why has the staff of the Auditor General been reduced in the recent
Budget?
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Hon GEORGE CASH replied:
The Premier has provided the following reply -

In order to maintain flexibility to manage resources to meet statutory
deadlines, and to provide for the acquisition of specialised expertise, a
marginal reduction of in-house staffing levels was made in the 1993-94
budget so as to retain capacity to utilise private sector expertise to assist
with the financial attest programs.

ESPERANCE PORT - IRON ORE EXPORTS. DIESEL POWER GENERATOR
1220. Hon J.A. SCOTT to the Minister for Transport:

(1) Why was the need for extra power generation to support the shipment of
iron ore through the Port of Esperance not identified in the initial
proposal?

(2) Given that the port authority's Budget is allocated to other capital works,
where will the funds for the purchase, maintenance and running of a diesel
powered generator come from?

(3) Will this be an added expense for the taxpayers of this State or will the
Esperance Port Authority be increasing charges to cover this expense?

(4) Given the Government's desire to make port authorities more autonomous
and entrepreneurial, does the Government support the use of taxpayers'
money to facilitate this entrepreneurial activity?

(5) Is the Minister satisfied with the level of managerial skill within the port
authorities to administer large sums of taxpayers' funds in these ventures?

(6) Does the Government condone the use of public funds for entrepreneurial
activity by port authorities or is it the Government's intent that the port
authorities will seek private funding?

(7) How does the decision to spend $4.9m of taxpayers' money and the
possible additional funding of a diesel power generator at Esperance. fit
with the Industry Commission report recommendation that port authorities
divest themselves of facilities and functions which can be more effectively
performed by private enterprise?

Hon E.J. CHARLTON replied:
(1) The requirement for extra power was identified.
(2) Should the port authority opt to use on-site diesel powered generation

there will be no added capital costs. The generator would be provided by
one of the many contractors available to provide such a service. An
evaluation is currently under way to determine whether this form of power
supply is in fact a more economic option than SECWA power.

(3) No.
(4) Not applicable.
(5) Yes.
(6) Each activity will be assessed on its individual merits and a decision made

at that point as to the appropriate source of funding.
(7) The diesel generation if required will be provided and operated by private

enterprise.
WESTERN AUSTRALIAN ALCOHOL AND DRUG AUTHORITY - STAFFING

LEVELS REDUCTION
1225. Hon L.A. SCOTT to the Miriister for Health:

(1) Are staffing levels for the Western Australian Alcohol and Drug Authority
to be reduced?
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(2) If so. will they be from the executive levels within the administration or
will they be from the staff interacting with those using the authority's
services?

Hon PETER FOSS replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) The authority is currently considering options which might form part of its

budget reduction plan via its joint consultative process. At present the
plan has not been finalised; however, it is expected that the review process
undertaken will result in a diminished management structure.

ESPERANCE PORT - BULK LOADING FACILITY, EXTRA GENERATING
CAPACIT7Y REQUIREMENT

1228. Hon l.A. SC1T~ to the Minister for Transport:
(1) Is it correct that extra generating capacity will be required to power the

bulk loading facility at Esperance?
(2) Will the port authority build this power plant?
(3) If so, was this expenditure noted in the recent State Budget?
Hon E.J. CHARLTON replied:
(1) Extra generating capacity will be required. An economic analysis is

currently being undertaken to determine whether it can be best provided
by SECWA or by an on-site generator provided by a contractor.

(2) No. Should an on-site generator be the best option it would be supplied by
one of a number of contractors with the port authority purchasing power
as required. T7he authority will not incur any capital costs.

(3) Not applicable.

MEDIA MONITORING - GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS OR AGENCIES
1260. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier:

(1) What media monitoring is undertaken in-house by each department and
agency within the Premier's portfolio?

(2) What has been expended by each department or agency within the
Premier's portfolio on media monitoring between 1 March 1993 and
October 1993?

Hon GEORGE CASH replied:
The Premier has provided the following reply -

The information sought would require considerable research and I am not
prepared to allocate resources for this purpose. If the member has a
specific question about media monitoring I will be pleased to respond.

MEDIA OR PUBLIC RELATIONS TRAINING - GOVERNMENT
DEPARTMENTS OR AGENCIES

1276. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier:
(1) How many officers from departments or agencies within the Premier's

portfolio areas have undertaken media or public relations training between
I March 1993 and 31 October 1993?

(2) What was the date of each training session?
(3) Who provided the training?
(4) What is the actual cost to date and estimated total cost of the training?
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Hon GEORGE CASH replied:
The Premier has provided the following reply -

The information sought would require considerable research and I am not
prepared to allocate resources for this purpose. If the member has a
specific question about media or public relations training I will be pleased
to respond.

SEMINARS OR CONFERENCES - GOVERNMENT
DEPARTMENTS OR AGENCIES

1292. Hon TOM STEPH-ENS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier:
(1) How many officers from departments or agencies within the Premier's

portfolio area have attended seminars or conferences for which the
Government met the cost of registration between I March 1993 and
31 October 1993?

(2) What was the nature of each conference, how many officers attended,
where were they held, and what was the total cost for each conference and
the cost per person?

Hon GEORGE CASH replied:
The Premier has provided the following reply -

The information sought would require considerable research and I am not
prepared to allocate resources for this purpose. If the member has a
specific question about seminars and conferences I will be pleased to
respond,

PHOTOCOPY EQUIPMENT - GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND
AGENCIES

1308. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier:
What photocopy equipment is held within each department and agency
within the Premier's portfolio area?

Hon GEORGE CASH replied:
The Premier has provided the following reply -

The information sought would require considerable research and I am not
prepared to allocate resources for this purpose. If the member has a
specific question about photocopy equipment I will be pleased to respond.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS - ISSUES; PRODUCTION DETAIL.S
1324. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier:

(1) What publications are issued by each department and agency within the
Premier's portfolio on a regular or periodical basis?

(2) For each publication -
(a) is it produced in-house or by an outside firm;

(b) what is the cost including artwork, printing and distribution;
(c) who is the target audience; and
(d) is a copy of each edition provided to the Library and Information

Service of Western Australia?
Hon GEORGE CASH replied:

The Premier has provided the following reply -

The information sought would require considerable research and I am not
prepared to allocate resources for this purpose. If the member has a
specific question about publications I will be pleased to respond.
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GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - ASSET REGISTERS
1353. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier:

Which departments or agencies within the Premier's portfolio areas do not
maintain an asset register?

Hon GEORGE CASH replied:
The Premier has provided the following reply -

All departments and agencies within my portfolio maintain a basic
equipment asset register, although, due to the disinterest of former Labor
Governments in the proper management of the public sector, there was no
property assets register developed. T7he Department of Infrastructure and
Government Assets is now working on creating a property assets register.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - [N-HOUSE PRINTING
EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIES

1367. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister for Finance:
Which departments and agencies within the Minister's portfolio areas
have in-house printing equipment and facilities?

Hon MAX EVANS replied:
Given the proliferation of personal computers and laser printers within
every agency over recent years I am sure the member will understand that
it would take considerable and unjustifiable time and effort to compile a
list of printing equipment for his amusement. If the member has specific
concerns about printing equipment he can direct them to me in writing and
I will consider his questions on their merits.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - IN-HOUSE PRINTING
EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIIES

1369. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier:
Which departments and agencies within the Premier's portfolio areas have
in-house printing equipment and facilities?

Hon GEORGE CASH replied:
The Premier has provided the following reply -

The member's question is unclear, If the member could be more specific I
will provide him with a response.
MIDLAND WORKSHOPS - WHEEL SETS REPROFILED

1385. Hon N.D. GRIFFITH-S to the Minister for Transport:
(1) In the last financial year. how many wheel sets were reprofiled at the

Midland Workshops?
(2) How many have been reprofiled under vehicles at Forresrfleld in the last

financial year?
Hon E.J. CHARLTON replied:
(1) 1491.
(2) 988.

WESTRAIL - COMPUTER SYSTEM
1386. Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS to the Minister for Transport:

Referring to the tender advertisement in The Wesr Australian of 2 October
1993 titled "Contract No 9795 (AC)" for the supply, installation and
support of a computer hardware and software solution to meet Westrail's
maintenance and management requirements for fixed and mobile plant.
will the Minister advise -
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(1) How is the present information obtained and stored?
(2) If it is currently a function of an existing computer system, what

types of information are recorded?
(3) If this is not sufficient information for recording purposes, what

additional information is required under any new computer
system?

Hon E.J CHARLTON replied:
(1) The information is obtained from the workplace and stored on a

mainframe computer.
(2) The information recorded includes service schedules, breakdown

information, component history and work carried OUL
(3) The new computer System will interface with supply, accounts payable,

assets register, and willing stock control systems to provide a fully
integrated information system for the maintenance task.
MABO - CHANNEL 7 ADVERTISEMENT BROADCAST

1388. Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier:
(1) What was the production cost of the Mabo advertisement broadcast on

Channel 7 on 7 November 19937
(2) To whom was the money paid for the production of the Mabo

advertisement?

(3) How many times was the advertisement broadcast on Channel 7 on
7 November 1993?

(4) What was the total amnount charged by Channel 7 for the broadcasts of the
advertisement?

Hon GEORGE CASH replied:
The Premier has provided the following reply -

(1) The production costs for the lxZ minute and Ux30 second
advertisements broadcast on Channel 7 on 7 November 1993 were
$12 737.

(2) Marketforce Australia.
(3) The two minute advertisement was broadcast once. The 30 second

advertisement was broadcast four times.
(4) $15808.95.
MABO - CHANNEL 9 ADVERTISEMENT BROADCAST

1389. Hon N.D. GRJIFFITHS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier:
(1) What was the production cost of the Mabo advertisement broadcast on

Channel 9 on 7 November 1993?
(2) To whom was the money paid for the production of the Mabo

advertisement?
(3) How many times was the advertisement broadcast on Channel 9 on

7 November 1993?
(4) What was the total amount charged by Channel 9 for the broadcasts of the

advertisement?
Hon GEORGE CASH replied:

The Premier has provided the following reply -

(1)-(3) I refer the member to my answer to question 1388(1), (2) and (3).
(4) $19780.
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WESTRAEL - WESTRAIL CENTRE STAFF REDUCTION
1392. Hon JOHN 1-ALDEN zo the Minister for Transport-

Will the Minister confirnm that, at a meeting of Westrail area managers
held in the Westrail Centre on or around Thursday, 4 November 1993,
senior staff of Westrail advised their management -

(a) that staff numbers at Westrail Centre would decrease by 70 per cent
and not by the figure previously advised by the Minister,

(b) that staff who were not prepared to accept the voluntary severance
scheme would be offered alternative employment in the Public
Serice;

(c) that if there were no vacancies in the public sector, staff would be
assisted to find employment in the private sector; and

(d) that if neither option 2 nor option 3 above provided employment
opportunities, the staff involved would be forced to accept
compulsory redundancy?

Hon E.J. CHARLTON replied:
(a) No.
(b)-(c) Yes.
(d) No.

THREATENED FAUNA ADVISORY COMM17TEE - THREATENED FAUNA
LIST

1426. Hon J.A. SCOTT to the Minister for Education representing the Minister for the
Environment:
(1) Given that the threatened fauna advisory committee last met two years

ago, in November 1991, and that its proposed changes to the threatened
fauna list went to the Minister some months ago, when will the 1991
threatened fauna list be presented to Parliament for approval?

(2) Given the urgency of the need to update the threatened fauna list, which is
already two years old, when is the next meeting of the threatened fauna
advisory committee to be held?

Hon N.F. MOORE replied:
The Acting Minister for the Environment has provided the following
reply -

(1) The Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 provides that the Minister
may declare species to be rare, likely to become extinct or
otherwise in need of special protection. The declaration is made
by the publication of a notice in the Government Gazette. There is
no requirement for the declaration to be approved by Parliament,
The necessary notice is being drafted by Parliamentary Counsel
and will be published as soon as possible.

(2) The next meeting of the threatened fauna scientific advisory
committee will be held after the notice referred to in (1) has been
published.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - ENERGY
PRODUCTION UNIT COST; COSTS, CHARGES OPEN TO PUBLIC SCRUTINY

1445. Hon I.A. SCOTIT to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for the
Energy:
(1) What is the unit cost of energy production by State Energy Commission of

Western Australia?
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(2) How does this compare with other Stares?
(3) In making SECWA a business oriented organisation will its operating

costs and charges be made open to public scrutiny?
Hon GEORGE CASH replied:

The Minister for Energy has provided the following answer -
(1) According to the Electricity Supply Association of Australia report

"Measuring the Efficiency of the Australian Electricity Supply
Industry - Report 1'. electricity generation total costs, including
fuel, in 1991-92 for SECWA were 55.4 $/MWh. According to the
Australian Gas Association publication "Gas Industry Statistics
1991-92", the average price of North West Shelf gas ex plant was
2.40 $IGI in 1991-92.

(2) According to the Electricity Supply Association of Australia report
"Measuring the Efficiency of the Australian Electricity Supply
Industry - Report 1", total costs for other States in 1991-92 were -

S/MWh
New South Wales 45.5
Queensland 30.3
Victoria 42.7
South Australia 51.1
According to the AGA publication "Gas Industry Statistics
199 1-92" the price of natural gas ex plant for other States in
1991-92 were -

New South Wales 2.15
Queensland 2.45
Victoria 0.85
South Australia 2.17

(3) Yes.
REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT - STRATEGIES TO REPLACE MINING WHEN

COLD AND NICKEL PRODUCTION DROPS
1446. Hon J.A. SCOTT to the Minister for Education representing the Minister for

Commerce and Trade:
(1) Is the Minister considering any regional development strategies to replace

mining when gold and nickel production drops or ceases?
(2) What are the strategies?
Hon NYF MOORE replied:

Thte Minister for Commerce and Trade has provided the following reply -

(1)-(2) The legislation to create the network of nine regional development
commissions is currently before this Parliament The role of these
commissions is to coordinate and promote the economic
development of regions of WA and this role will include
developing strategies to replace mining when gold and nickel
production drops or ceases. It should be noted, however, that
mining is expected to continue to be a major generator of
economic activity in WA for many years.

SCHOOLS - WANNEROO SENIOR HIGH
Higher Education Standard titan Yanchep District High School

145 1. Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS to the Minister for Education:
Does Wanneroo Senior High School provide a higher standard of
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education with more facilities and greater options than Yanchep District
High School?

Hon N.E. MOORE replied:
The standard of teaching at Wanneroo Senior High School is equitable to
that at Yanchep District High School and all other schools across the
State. However, Wanneroo would be able to offer more options due to the
higher student enrolment which allows for greater flexibility of staff and
resources. Higher student enrolnments. also resulted in increased
accommodation and facilities.

SCHOOLS - YANCHEP DISTRICT HIGH
Better Working Environent for Teachers and Pupils

1452. Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS to the Minister for Education:
What steps has the Minister taken to provide a better working
environment for teachers and pupils at Yanchep District High School?

Hon N.F. MOORE replied:
An amount of $900 000 has been allocated in the 1993-94 capital works
budget to upgrade the primary section of Yanchep District High School.

SCHOOLS - GREENBUSHES PRIMARY
Tin Mining, Building Damage

1465. Hon DOUG WETNN to the Minister for Education:
Regarding the Greenbushes Primary School, and the fact that a tin mining
company is about to start mining very close to the school, and this
includes blasting -

(1) Has the Minister or the ministry investigated the possibility of
structural damage to the primary school?

(2) If so, has the department approached Gwalia Consolidated Ltd, the
company involved, regarding the compensation for any damage
that may be caused by the blasting?

Hon N.F. MOORE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) The Department of Minerals and Energy and the Environmental

Protection Authority are closely monitoring the situation with a number of
conditions being set down for the mining operation. Blasting will only
occur during set times, affected parties will be advised of blasting
operations and a survey will be conducted for vibration effects to
determine possible future building damage. On the advice of the
Department of Minerals and Energy, the ministry will be approaching
Owalia Consolidated Ltd to formalise an agreement relating to possible
compensation for damage caused by blasting.

MOTOR VEHICLE THIRD PARTY INSURANCE - $50 LEVY
Pensioners' Rebate

1466, Hon MARK NEVILL to the Minister for Finance:
What steps have been taken to advise the thousands of Western Australian
pensioners and other eligible people who are unaware of their eligibility
for an exemption front the annual $50 levy on motor vehicle (third party
insurance)?

Hon MAX EVANS replied;
All those eligible for concession will automatically receive an exemption
from the levy from police licensing and services division. Mention was
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made of pensioners being exempt from paying the premium levy when the
Premier announced the introduction of the premium levy on 29 June 1993.
Ron Cohen, Chairman, and Vic Evans, Managing Director of the SGIC,
were interviewed by Howard Sattler on Radio 6PR on 30 June 1993 and
again it was mentioned that pensioners are exempt Since die
announcement, the SGIC has given detailed information regarding who is
eligible for exemption fronm the premium levy to welfare rights groups,
rural and agricultural groups, the media and numerous politicians' offices.

SEXUALLY TRANSMITT7ED DISEASES - HIV PROGRAMS, FUNDING
1470. Hon KIM CHANCE to the Minister for Health:

(1) How much has the Federal Government allocated to Western Australia in
1993-94 for expenditure on sexually transmitted diseases and HIV
programs?

(2) What is the nature of the programs proposed by the Federal Government?
(3) Is funding dollar for dollar with the State Government?
(4) Will any of the funds be expended in rural and remote areas of the State;

and if so, where?
Hon PETER FOSS replied:
(I) $1 870 000 for AIDS education, prevention, treatment and care services;

$478 000 for development of HIV/STD control programs for Aboriginal
people; $2 578 000 in AIDS Medicare funding.

(2) As above.
(3) The State Government provides dollar for dollar matching for the funding

of AIDS education, prevention, treatment and care services. The
component for Aboriginal people is not matched.

(4) Yes, in all rural and remote areas of the State.
SEXUALLY TRANSMITTED DISEASES - COORDINATION COUNCIL,

TERMINATION
1471. Hon KIM CHANCE to the Minister for Health:

(1) When did the Minister terminate the Sexually Transmitted Diseases State
Co-ordination Council?

(2) Why did the Minister terminate the Council?
Hon PETER FOSS replied:
(1) I did not terminate the Sexually Transmitted Diseases State Co-ordination

Council. The State Health Executive abolished this committee effective
31 May 1993.

(2) Its functions overlapped with other committees and other bodies including
the AIDS Advisory Committee and Country Community Physicians.
Furthermore any strategic role for it will be subsumed by the
establishment of a communicable diseases control unit within the public
health division.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

GREAT SOUTHERN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY - SHALAKS,
FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

942. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Lands:
I refer to question without notice 872. in which the Minister advised that
an Indian company, Shalaks, was provided with $32 000 assistance to
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industry to acquire a block at the Albany Down Road industrial park. I
refer him also to the answer to a question in which the Minister for
Commerce and Trade said that the Great Southern Development
Authority had provided no financial assistance to Shalaks.
(1) How does the Minister reconcile this discrepancy?
(2) Did the GSDA provide financial assistance to Shalaks?
(3) What is the Minister's definition of "assistance to industry"?

Hon GEORGE CASH replied:
I thank the member for some notice of the question. Because the matters
raised in the question require some additional research, I ask that the
question be placed on notice, and I will endeavour to obtain a response
early next week.

POLICE - STATIONS, ONE AND TWO OFFICERS
943. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for

Police:
(1) Which police stations within Western Australia are currently staffed by -

(a) one police officer;
(b) two police officers?

(2) In the case of the officers staffing these stations being unavailable due to
annual or long service leave or illness, which of these stations -

(a) will be closed for any period;
(b) will have on-site relief staff;
(c) will remain open but with a reduced staff complement?

lion GEORGE CASH replied:
The Minister for Police has provided the following reply -

(1) (a) Bencubbin, Broomehill, Dumnbleyung, Dwellingup, Gascoyne
Junction, Nannup, New Norcia, Trayning, Wickepin, Yalgoo,
Innaloo.

(b) Cranbrook, Ongerup, Tarnbe Ilup, Argyle, Augusta, Brunswick,
Dunsborough, Penmberton, Yarloop, Carnamah, Eneabba, Kalbarri,
Perenjori, Shark Bay, Menzies, Nullagine, Pannawonica,
Paraburdoo, Shay Gap, Telfer, Beverley, Corrigin, Kuhin,
Narembeen, Bruce Rock, Dowerin, Goomalling, Koonia,
Mukinbudin, Quairading, Wyalkatchem, Mundijong, Gingin,
Jurien, Two Rocks.

(2) Stations in Bencubbin, Broomehill, Dumbleyung, Dwellingup, Trayning
and Wickepin will not be relieved on a pernanent basis when the officer
is on leave. However, arrangements have been put in place to ensure an
adequate police service is provided to the community. There are daily
traffic patrols and stations are being opened for one or more days per week
by a visiting officer from the region. There has been no change to relief
arrangements at two man stations and the one man stations in Yalgoo,
Gascoyne Junction, New Norcia and Nan nup.

MABO - PREMJER'S OFFICE, ABORIGINAL GROUPS TO ORGANISE
DEBATES

944. Hon JOHN HALDEN to the Leader of the House representing the Premier:
Fifty-four hours' notice has been given of this question. I refer to the
Government's abhorrent anti-Mabo legislation, which the Premier claims
is in the interests of the whole community -

[COUNCI]LI9574



[Thursday, 9 December 1993j]57

(1) Why has the Premier's office approached country chambers of
commerce to organise debates on Mabo?

(2) In the interests of impartiality, which Aboriginal groups has the
Premier's office approached to organise such debates?

Hon GEORGE CASH replied:
Even though 54 bows has now elapsed since the question was apparently
sent to my office, I regret that I do not have an answer, and if the Leader
of the Opposition will put the question on notice, I will endeavour to get
an answer as expeditiously as I can.

MABO - PREMIER'S OFFICE, ABORIGINAL GROUPS TO ORGANISE
DEBATES

945. Hon JOHN HALDEN to the Leader of the House:
Why did the staff of the Leader of the House advise me last night that the
Premier's response to question 944 was that he would refuse to answer my
question and that the only way I could deal with the matter was to put it on
notice, which I presume means I should not expect an answer?

Hon GEORGE CASH replied:
I am not aware of those arrangements. If the Leader of the Opposition
could identify the member of staff to whom he refers, I would be more
than happy to make some inquiries. However, the fact remains that I do
not have an answer to the question; therefore, I cannot provide the answer.
If the Leader of the Opposition cares to put the question on notice, I will
do my best to obtain an answer.

HOSPITALS - KELLERBERRIN MEMORIAL
Theatre Services

946. Hon M.J. CRIDDLE to the Minister for Health:
Is the Minister prepared to implement a community-based needs analysis
survey for level 3 surgery at the Kellerberrin Memorial Hospital theatre if
the local hospital board and shire request it?

Hon PETER FOSS replied:
Yes, I would. In fact, I have indicated to all areas under my control that I
am very keen for them to carry out needs-based assessments. There is an
item in the departmental budget specifically for needs-based assessments.
I urge all country areas that are interested in carrying that out to take
advantage of that.
ROAD FUNDING - FEDERAL ALLOCATION DECREASE

947. Hon B.K. DONALDSON to the Minister for Transport:
Hon John Halden: The last time the Minister was asked a dorothy dixer it nearly

cost him his job!
Hon B.K DONALDSON: This is not a dorothy dixer.

Can the Minister inform the House of a strategy that has been put in place.
by way of a whole of Government and industry approach, to inform the
public of the ever decreasing share to Western Australia of Federal road
funds?

Hon E.J. CHARLTON replied:
Not only the member who asked the question but obviously also a lot of
other people are interested in this matter. Some months ago, I was
approached by transport industry representatives around the State, local
government - with which Hon Bruce Donaldson has had a long

141 3-.f
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assiociation, and which is trying to obtain from both the State and Federal
Governments greater funding for local government road projects - the
Royal Automobile Club of Western Australia, the Pastoralists and
Graziers Association and the Western Australian Farmers Federation.
Yesterday, I met with representatives of those organisations, and they put
to me that we should have a totally united and coordinated approach, in an
attempt to get the Federal Government to understand that it cannot be left
simply to individual organisations to pursue increased road funding from
the Federal Government.
In the last 10 years. the fuel excise has increased from Sib to around $9b,
but there has been no increase in road funding. In addition, the Federal
Government has decreased its road funding to all roads including national
highways. As a consequence of this coordinated approach, the
Government and those organisations have now formed a steering
committee, which will put together a perspective of how we will bring that
home to the public of Western Australia in both the city and the country.
The highlight of that will be a summit to be held in the new year, probably
in February or March, when the situation will be publicised. The form of
that will depend on how the steering committee believes the public can
best be made awart of it. As was pointed out this morning on ABC radio
by representatives from the road trauma group and the Country Shire
Councils Association, it has transpired that although tragedies on the road
continue to occur, there is also another tragedy on the road; that is, the
roads are dying as well.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Hon P.H. Lockyer -

Hon Kim Chance: Three Government questions!
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): Order! Let me just explain

very clearly that the member on his or her feet gets the call first; that is the
way I call it from the Chair.

EXMQUTH - MARINE FACILITY PROPOSAL
948. Hon P.H. LOCKYER to the Minister for Transport:

(I) Is the Minister in a position to give a broad costing for a marine facility at
Exmnouth?

(2) If he is, are steps being taken for further planning towards this marine
facility?

(3) Are the Exmouth development trust funds being considered as a possible
source of funding for the project?

Several members interjected.
Hon AJ.G. MacTiemnan: This is an absolute disgrace.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon E.J. CH4ARLTON replied:

Having received a request from the Shire of Exmouth and other
organisations within the district, I decided to report to them about a
proposed marine facility. As a consequence of that, the Department of
Marine and H-arbours has provided a basis on which that facility could be
developed. It would cost in the vicinity of $5m. In addition the
department would proceed to carry out some exploratory planning at a
cost of around $45 000. The process has now been put in place to ask the
trustee of that operation to make that money available for the Department
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of Marine and Harbours to proceed immediately for that planning to be
made available.

Hon John Maiden: Thank you very much Dorothy.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Alannab MacTiernan was frst to her

feet.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon John Malden: If you want some order in here, we will bloody give it to you.

Withdrawal of Remark
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! I ask for that unparliamentary expression to

be withdrawn. The member knows which one.
Hon JOHN HALDEN: Whatever I said, I withdraw.

Questions without Notice Resumed

CHARITABLE COLLECTIONS COMMITT'EE - COMPOSITION
949. Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN to the Minister for Health representing the Attorney

General:
Some notice has been given of this question.
(1) What is the composition of the charitable collections committee?
(2) When was this committee formed?
(3) On what date was the committee asked to consider matters relating to the

regulation of raffles under the Gaming Commission Act?
(4) When will the committee report on the matters referred to in part (3) of the

question.
Hon PETER FOSS replied:
(1)-(4)

Unfortunately I do not have the answer to that question.
Several members interjected.
Hon John Maiden: You can't answer this question, but you can answer the

Dorothys. You are a disgrace. You can answer the Dorothys, but nothing
else.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Members must come to order when order is
called from the Chair. That applies to every member in the Chamber.

Withdrawal of Remark
Hon PETER FOSS: I ask for that unparliamentary language to be withdrawn.
Hon John Halden: What unparliamentary language? What are you talking about?

You are a disgrace.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Would the Minister identify which

unparliamentary, language he refers to, because them were many
interjections.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Members are becoming very sensitive -

perhaps overly sensitive. However, the standard convention is that if a
member takes offence at an expression it must be withdrawn.

9577



9578 COUNCIL]

Hon P.H. Lockyer interjected.
Hon Sam Piantadosi: I would keep very quiet if!I were you.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! In those terms I ask the member to

withdraw.
Hon Mark Nevill: He called a member a dope yesterday.
Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS: I withdraw my comment that Hon Peter Foss is a

disgrace.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Would the Minister for Health like to

indicate who made the comment.
Hon PETER FOSS: The Leader of the Opposition.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I ask the Leader of the Opposition to withdraw.
Hon SAM PIANTADOSI: Mr Deputy President, on a point of order -

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: There is no point of order. I ask the Leader of the
Opposition to withdraw the comment.

Hon JOHN HALDEN: Mr Deputy President, I draw your attention to standing
orders on this matter. As I understand, when a member calls a point of
order you must take it.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! There is one point of order which has been
raised. I must deal with that first.

Hon JOHN HALDEN: I withdraw.
Point of Order

Hon SAM PIANTADOSI: Two other members expressed the same statement
towards the Minister for Health - Hon Nick Griffiths and me. Are we to
be asked to withdraw as well?

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon John Halden: This is a good perfonnaance by you lot. This is an absolute

disgrace; you are hopeless.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! The Minister for Health in raising his point

of order did not identify the members to whom Hon Sam Pianiadosi
refers; therefore, there is no point of order.

Questions without Notice Resumed
Hon PETER FOSS: It is probably indicative of how childishly the Leader of the

Opposition behaves. He did not allow the opportunity -

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! I ask the Minister to answer the question
that was directed to him.

Hon PETER FOSS: The Leader of the Opposition did not allow me the
opportunity to proceed to explain why I am not presently able to answer
this question.

Hon John Halden: We don't need to know; answer the question.
Ron PETER FOSS: Had the slightest decorum been observed, I would have been

able to do so. The meason is that the Attorney General has unfortunately
gone home ill. In those circumstances it is a little difficult to get an
answer from her. Had the slightest amount of decorum been shown I
would have been able to inform the House of that fact, and the untoward
behaviour would not have occurred.
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MABO - PREMIER'S OFFICE, REGIONAL SEMINARS INVOLVEMENT
950. Hon JOHN HALDEN to dhe Leader of the House representing the Premier:

I thank you for the call, Mr Deputy President. With regard to die regional
seminars on the Mabo issue -
(1) Are any staff from the Premier's office involved in organising the

seminars?
(2) Is the Government providing any funding, directly or indirectly,

for these seminars?
(3) Are Mlinisters attending these seminars?
(4) If die answer to part (3) is yes, what is the cost of the ministerial

attendances?
Hon GEORGE CASH replied:
(1)-(4)

I thank die member for some notice of the question. As I have not yet
received an answer I ask that the question be placed on notice.

CITY OF PERTH RESTRUCTURING BILL - SCOT, HON BARBARA,
HUSBAND'S PRINTING CONTRACT; QUESTION OUT OF ORDER

951. Hon JOHN HALDEN to the Leader of the House:
Can the Leader of the House assure members that Hon Barbara Scott's
finally adapting and supporting die City of Perth Restructuring Bill was
not influenced by the fact that her husband's printing company was given
die contract to print a Government brochure without its going to tender
properly?

Hon P.R. Lightfoot: How low can you go?
Hon John Halden: No lower than you, my friend.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! That question is out of order.

LAWRANCE, MICHELLE - ATT'ORNEY GENERAL'S HOME, RESIDENCE
PERIOD

952. Hon JOHN HALDEN to die Parliamentary Secretary representing the Attorney
General:

Some notice has been given of this question. Hon Tom Stephens provided
the question yesterday, so we cannot have the limp excuse that the
Attorney General has gone home sick.
(1) Between what date did the Minister's former staff member,

Ms Michelle Lawrancc, reside at the Minister's home address?
(2) Did this period of residence entitle Ms Lawrance to claim electoral

enrolment at this address prior to the closure of the electoral role
for the 6 February 1993 State election?

Hon R.G. PIKE replied:
(1 )-(2)

I have received no communication -

Hon John Halden interjected.
Hon R.G. PTKE: If Hon John Halden would give me a courtesy hie would get his

reply. I have not received any communication from the Attorney General
and I am not aware of the question, but I am happy to expedite that the
moment the Attorney General is back on deck.
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Hon John Halden: You should manage the business of the House! You could not
manage anything.

HOSPITALS - KELLERBERRIN MEMORIAL
953. Hon KIM CHANCE to the Minister for Health:

Further to the Minister's answer to Hon Murray Criddle's question today
concerning the ability of the Kellerberrin Memorial Hospital to carry out
procedures requiring anaesthesia, can the Minister confirm his earlier
advice to me that this could only occur if theatre services at the Merredin
hospital were terminated?

Hon PEThR FOSS replied:
As a matter of logic that would be correct. I very much doubt whether we
could get the numbers of people in Kellerberrin without taking people
away from Merdin.

Hon Kim Chance: You cannot have both.
Hon PETER FOSS: I would say that would have to be the case. That is a matter

of opinion, but it would be very difficult to manage both.
SCHOOLS - BURBREIDGE
Teacher Allocation Reduction

954. Hon SAM PIANTADOSI to the Minister for Education:
I ask this question on behalf of Hon John Cowdell.
(1) Can the Minister confirm that the Burbridge School will suffer a

reduction in teacher allocation next year despite an increase in
student enrolment?

(2) On what basis has the Minister decided to reduce teacher service to
Burbridge School?

Hon N.F. MOORE replied:

I thank the member for some notice of that question which I received
yesterday. The question was not asked yesterday by Hon John Cowdell1,
but I was going tell him at the time when I read the answer that I was not
satisfied with the content and it has been sent back to the ministry for
reconsideration.

Hon John Halden: Another one not answered. When will we get one that has an
answer?

Hon N.F. MOORE: The staffing for next year was determined on a set of
enrolment figures that has since changed and the ministry decided it
would not provide additional staff to meet the extra enrolments that had
occurred since the original staffing formula was implemented. I decided
that was not a satisfactory answer and therefore I sent it back for the
ministry to reconsider the decision. That is a proper answer, and I thank
the member for bringing it to my notice, which has meant I can now
advise the ministry that I am not satisfied with the way it is going about
staffing that school.

WORKPLACE FOCUS - SPECIAL EDITION
955. Hon TOM HELM to the Minister for Health representing the Minister for

Labour Relations:
In relation to the newspaper Workplace Focus special edition, December
1993, received by all members of Parliament this week, can the Minister
tell the House -
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(a) Who was responsible for producing this paper?
(b) Where was the paper printed?
(c) What was the total cost of production and printing?
(d) To whom will the paper be distributed?
(e) What is the cost of the distribution?

Hon PETER FOSS replied:
I have heard the remarks with regard to the answering of other questions
in this House. Obviously it is not expected of mue to answer. I notice that
many questions have been answered, and I have already answered one
myself; perhaps I am not allowed to do that. I will answer the real
question as opposed to the campaign being Tnm by the Opposition.

Hon John Halden: If you people could do anything properly we would be better
off.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! I ask the Leader of the Opposition to stop
his interjecting. Once a question has been asked the least he can do is wait
for the answer.

Hon PETER FOSS: The answer is -
(a) The Department of Productivity and Labour Relations was responsible for

producing the newspaper Workplace Focus.
(b) The paper was printed by Swanweb.
(c) The total cost of production and printing was $31 939.50.
(d) The paper will be distributed to every household in Western Australia.
(e) The cost of distribution is $21 000.

THE GUIDE TO WESTERN A USTRALIA WORKERS' COMPENSATION
AND REJIASILJTATION SYSTEM - PRODUCTION

956. Hon TOM HELM to the Minister for Health representing the Minister for
Labour Relations:

I refer to the document entitled "The Guide to Western Australia Workers'
Compensation and Rehabilitation System" by the Minister for Labour
Relations, dated October 19, 1993.
(1) How many copies of that document were printed, and at what cost?
(2) To whom were those documents distributed?

Hon PETER FOSS replied:
I thank the member for some notice of this question.
(1) Theme were 120 copies of the document prepared and photocopied

internally by the Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation
Commission at the cost of $31.86.

Hon John Halden: That was a waste too.
Hon PETER FOSS: I am sorry it was not more.
Hon John Halden: Out of $1.3m it does not matter.
Hon PETER FOSS: To continue -

(2) The document was forwarded to all members of Government and
Opposition of both Houses of Parliament and to managers of major
media outlets.

Hon John Halden: What for - propaganda?
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SMITH, WAYDE - REAL ESTATE PLACE OF EMPLOYMENT
957. Hon A.J.G. MacTIERNAN to die Leader of the House representing the Premier:

Some notice of this question has been given.
During the time the member for Wanneroo was registered with the Real
Estate and Business Agents Supervisory Board, what firn did he nominate
as his place of employment and what were the dates of the respective
engagements?

Hon GEORGE CASH replied:
I thank the member for some notice of the question. Unfortunately, I have
not been provided with a reply to dare.

Hon John Halden: My goodness, how surprising.
Hon GEORGE CASH: If the member would care to. put the question on notice I

will endeavour to get a reply.
Hon John Halden: I am glad we are in question time!
Hon GEORGE CASH: If the member does not want to put it on notice we will

have to await the reply being forwarded to me.
MABO LEGISLATION - PUBLIC MEETING, BUNBURY

958. Hon DOUG WENN to the Leader of the House representing the Premier:
Notice of this question was given yesterday, although I did not get the
opportunity to ask it. It relates to the public meeting on Mabo legislation
held in Bunbury on Monday, 6 December and attended by the Premier -
(1) Who initiated this meeting?
(2) Which local group rook responsibility for organising this meeting.
(3) Was the Government media consultant in Bunbury, Anthony [Biee,

involved in any aspects of this organisation?
(4) Who paid for the advertisement placed in the South West Times

advertising this meeting?
(5) Who met the costs associated with the running of this meeting?

Hon GEORGE CASH replied:
(1)-(5) I thank the member for some notice of the question. Again, I am in a

position of having the question but not having received the answer.
Hon John Halden: What a disgrace.
Hon GEORGE CASH: if the member would care to put the question on notice I

will get a reply.
Hon Peter Foss: This seems to be a new campaign.
Hon John Halden: It is a disgrace.
Hon GEORGE CASH: That is, if an answer has not been received during

question time today.
MABO LEGISLATION - PUBLIC MEETING, BUNBURY

959. Hon DOUG WENN to the Leader of the House:
I am a bit taken aback as the question was delivered to the office of the
Leader of the I-ouse yesterday. Is he saying he did not receive it?

Hon GEORGE CASH replied:
I clearly indicated that I have a copy of the question, and that I do not
have a reply to the question as at question time. If the member puts his
question on notice I will do my best to get him an answer.
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DISCRETIONARY TRUSTS - MINISTER FOR FINANCES'S INTEREST
960. Hon MARK NEVILL to the Minister for Finance:

(1) Does dhe Minister have any interest in a discretionary trust?
(2) If so, does the Minister stand to benefit from changes which will follow

the proclamation of the Pay-roll Tax Amendment Bill and the Land Tax
Assessment Amendment Bill?

Hon MAX EVANS replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) No.
WORKPLACE FOCUS - TRANSLATED FOR NON-ENGLISH SPEAKING

PEOPLE
961. Hon SAM PIANTADOSI to the Minister for HeIalth:

Has the publication Workplace Focus clarifying the new Workplace
Agreements Bill been translated and distributed to non-English speaking
people as promised by die Minister during debate on that Bill in this
place?

Hon PETER FOSS replied:
The member has not given me any notice of that question.

Hon John Halden: You would not answer it anyway.
Hon PETER FOSS: It is interesting that the member would make that statement.

Members opposite are trying to run a campaign by asking questions which
are not within my portfolio responsibilities and trying to use that as flimsy
evidence to maintain a campaign. I cannot answer the question because I
have not been given notice of it nor have I had an opportunity to discuss
the matter with the Minister.

WORKPLACE FOCUS - TRANSLATED FOR NON-ENGLISH SPEAKING
PEOPLE

962. Hon SAM PIANTADOSI to the Minister for Health:
The Minister gave an undertaking that he would ensure that that was the
case.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): Order! What is die question?
Hon SAM PIANTADOSI: I will repeat the question to the Minister.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! The member cannot repeat the question.
Hon SAM PIANTADOSI: He gave an undertaking through an interjection by

Hon John Halden earlier today.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon SAM PIANTADOSI: He indicated that that would be done.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! There is no question. It is out of order to

ask the same question twice.
LEE, DR TREVOR - REMOVAL FROM POSITION

963. Hon BOB THOMAS to the Minister for Transport representing die Minister
for Seniors:

(1) On what date and by what means did the Minister remove Dr Trevor Lee
from his position as Director of the Office of Seniors' Interests?

(2) At what time and on what date was the Minister's subsequent departure
interstate?

(3) At what time and on what dare did the Minister return from interstate?
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(4) When did the Minister contact the Public Service Commission or Public
Sector Management Office to initiate Dr Lee's removal?

(5) When was the last time the Minister met with Dr Lee?
Hon E.J CHARLTON replied:

The Minister for Seniors has provided the following reply -

(1) The Minister met with Dr Trevor Lee on 1 December 1993 and
had a confidential discussion with him concerning the planned
restructure of the Office of Seniors' Interests.

(2) At '7.30 am on 2 December 1993.
(3) Approximately 8.30 pmn on 3 December 1993.
(4) The Minister met with Dr Ken Michael on 30 November 1993 to

discuss the planned restructure of the Office of Seniors' Interests.
(5) 1 December 1993.

COMMUNICATIONS UNIT - PREMIER'S PORTFOLIO, ESTABLISHMENT
964. Hon KIM CHANCE to the Leader of the House representing the Premier

(1) Does the Government intend to establish a communications unit within the
Premier's portfolio?

Hon George Cash: I can indicate now that I have the question but I do not have
an answer. I am more than happy to have it placed on notice,

Hon KIM CH-ANCE: I will ask the question anyway.
(2) On what floor of 197 St George's Terrace willI the unit be established?
(3) How many staff will comprise the unit and what will be their levels?
(4) Will the establishment of the cornmunications unit result in the

disbanding, down-sizing or restructuring the Government Media Unit?
(5) What will be the function of die communications unit?
(6) What is the budget for the unit?
Hon GEORGE CASH replied:

As I indicated by way of interjection, I have a copy of the question in the
name of Hon Alannah MacTiernan which has been asked by Hon Kim
Chance. I have not yet received an answer to the question.

Hon John Halden: It must be part of our plot to undo you. Ask Peter Foss how
we do it. It is so easy!

Hon GEORGE CASH: If the member places the question on notice I will
endeavour to get a reply for hint. Thai will be the case in respect of the
other questions that have been asked of which some notice has been given.

Hon John Halden: We are not annoyed at the Leader of the House; we are
annoyed at the Premier. The Leader of the House is the instrument of his
message. It is not a persona] attack on the Leader of the House. It is a
disgrace that the Premier cannot respond after receiving all that notice.

Hon GEORGE CASH: The fact is that the question has been addressed to me in
my capacity as the person representing the Premier. If anyone is going to
get the blame, I am that person and I will accept it.

Hon John Halden: Okay, you are responsible; you are a disgrace.

Hon GEORGE CASH: Play school is getting our of hand, boys and girls.
Hon John Halden: You started it.
Hon GEORGE CASH: We will have to conduct ourselves a little differently. I

will genuinely try to get the member a reply to the question.
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Point of Order
Hon TOM HELM: According to Standing Orders Nos 136 to 139, standards

apply as to how members ask questions and members have to comply with
those standing orders. If we have to comply with the standing orders in
asking questions, why do not Ministers have to comply in answering
them? If our questions were not asked correctly. you, Mr Deputy
President, would rule us out of order. Under Standing Order No 139, you
are obliged to call questions at five o'clock on Tuesdays and Wednesdays
and at four o'clock on Thursdays. I wonder how you feel, Mr Deputy
President, about questions not being answered.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Even though I and other members may
sympathise with the situation, it is out of my hands as the deputy Presiding
Officer. It is in the hands of the Government to respond to questions. I
will be in the Chair for the remainder of this year's sittings and I intend to
follow exactly the same standards set by the President over a long period;
that is, to allocate questions to members who indicate clearly that they
want to ask a question. If another member gets to his or her feet well
before others rise, I am obliged to give that member the call.

Withdrawal of Remtark
Hon W.N. STRETCH: I am in a bit of a dilemma. Mr Deputy President, I draw

your attention to Standing Order No 97 which relates to offensive words

aganst members. I believe that the question asked by the Leader of the
Opoiin in referring to Hon Barbara Scott raised a very offensive

imputation in that it asked whether her vote on the City of Perth
Restructuring Bill was influenced by her husband's involvement in
printing. I am constrained by not having the question in front of me, but I
take offence at it because it was objectionable and unparliamentary to
imply that the member's vote would be influenced by her husband's -

Hon Tom Helm: You do not have it in front of you, so you do niot know what it
was.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Let us hear the member's point of order.
Hon W.N. STRETCH-: I have not raised this matter to take issue with the Leader

of the Opposition's right to ask a question. However, the way it was
phrased made a most improper imputation against a member on this side
of the House. If that sort of imputation is going to be made, it should be
made outside the House so it is open to criminal action. I ask for the
imputation contained in the question to be withdrawn.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): In response to the point of
order, the imputation was clearly in the question that the member may
somehow have voted on the Bill because of her husband's business
connection with the Government. I ruled that question out of order
because it had nothing to do with the Minister's responsibilities. The
imputation could certainly under the standing orders be seen as offensive.
Under die circumszances, given that the point of order was not raised at
the time, and the fact that I ruled the question out of order, it is up to the
Leader of the Opposition to voluntarily withdraw, if he wishes to do so.

Hon JOHN HALDEN: I-arti only too happy to voluntarily withdraw the question.
I had assumed it fell within the parameters of the responsibilities of the
Leader of the House. I said earlier that I thought it was a relevant question
which, if answered, would have dispensed with some of the innuendo and
rumour going around at the moment.
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