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THE SPEAKER (Mr Barnett) took the Chair
at 2.15 p.m., and read prayers.

TRAFFIC: PEDESTRIAN CROSSING
Wanneroc: Petition

MRS WATKINS (Joondalup) [2.16 p.m.]: I
present a petition couched in the following
terms-

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

We, the undersigned, request that the in-
tersection of Wanneroo Road and
Hastings Street in the Wanneroo townsite
be made into a controlled pedestrian cross-
ing.

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

The petition bears 1 745 signatures and I cer-
tify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of
the Legislative Assembly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

(See petition No. 54.)

EDUCATION: STUDENTS
Censorship: Petition

MR HOUSE (Katanning-Roe) (2.18 p.m.]: I
have a petition from 432 electors of Western
Australia couched in the following terms-

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

We, the undersigned, request that the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament
assembled should examine the English and
Health Education programs used in West-
ern Australia schools with a view to:

1. Prohibiting the use of any part of
films or videos classified 'R" or
"AO" in any Western Australian
school.

2. Prohibiting in Western Aust-
ralian Schools the use of books, films
or videos which promote illegal activi-

ties such as violence, incest, homo-
sexuality, euthanasia, drugs, suicide,
abortion, blasphemy and obscenity.

3. Restricting the use in Western
Australian schools of material which
usurps Parental responsibility in the
area of sex education. i.e. contracep-
tion and pre-marital sex.

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

I certify that the petition conforms to the
Standing Orders of the Legislative Assembly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

(See petition No. 55.)

BILLS (5): INTRODUCTION AND FIRST
READING

1. Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment
Bill (No. 3).

2. Motor Vehicle (Third Party Insurance)
Amendment Bill.

Bills introduced, on motions by Mr
Brian Burke (Treasurer), and read a
first time.

3. Forrest Place and City Station Develop-
ment Amendment Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr
Pearce (Minister for Planning), and
read a first time.

4. Friendly Societies Amendment Bill.
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr

Wilson (Minister for Housing), and
read a first time.

5. Acts Amendment (Police and Child
Welfare) Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr
Laurance, and read a first time.

COMMUNICATIONS STATION
North- West Cape: Grievance

MR LAURANCE (Gascoyne) 12.27 p.m.]: I
bring to the Parliament a strong grievance on
behalf of the town of Exmouth which is in my
electorate.

Exmouth is the support town for the United
States Naval Communications Station at
North-West Cape. The base is jointly manned
by United States Navy personnel and
Australian Navy personnel. It is a very low fre-
quency station which is important to submar-
ines. I point out that it is important to submar-
ines belonging to both the United States Navy
and the Australian Navy.
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In supporting that base the United States
Government spends about $15 million a year
in the way of wages and other contracts, the
benefit of which flows not only to the town of
Exmouth, but also to the economy of Western
Australia.

Mr Pearce: To whom is this grievance
directed?

Mr LAURANCE: It is directed to the
Premier. The United States has been a good
neighbour to Australia, not only because of its
strategic importance, but also because it has
helped the economy of this State.

One example of the United States' contri-
bution to the benefit of Exmouth is in the
Budget which has just been released by thie
Government. The Budget allocates an amount
of $680 000 for extensions to what will become
the senior high school at Exmnouth. Half of that
amount will be reimbursed by the United
States Government.

The base was set up under a 25-year agree-
ment between the United States and the
Australian Governments, an agreement which
commenced in 1963 and which runs until
1988. The new agreement between the
Australian and American Governments is
presently being negotiated and there is an ur-
gent need for the State Government to become
involved in these negotiations.

The town of Exmouth is suffering because
ihe agreement is reaching the end of its life. I
guess that any agreement that may have been
prepared 24 years ago would now be out of date
in a number of ways.

There are two particular ways in which this
State Government should become involved
and it is important that the State does become
involved. The first is Government support for
the local shire. The United States personnel
make up 25 per cent of the town's population
and they occupy 30 per cent of the housing.
However, the US Government contributes only
four per cent of the total shire budget by way of
ex gratia rates in respect of housing which its
personnel occupies.

This matter has been brought to the attention
of the Government through the Minister for
Local Government. He has been approached to
ascertain whether the United States Govern-
ment would contribute more to the running of
the municipality. Quite frankly, I believe that
the United States Government would be happy
to do this and it should be included as part of
the new agreement which is being negotiated
currently.

I advise the Premier that that is one way in
which the State Government should become
involved in order to ensure that the local auth-
ority has sufficient funds to run the munici-
pality properly on behalf of all citizens includ-
ing the American citizens who live in that
town.

The State Government should take up this
matter urgently with the Commonwealth
Government.

The second point refers to employee housing.
Under the original agreement the Australian
Government provided housing for Australian
civilian employees; the State, through the State
Housing Commission, and now Homeswest,
has administered the housing ever since. When
that housing was first built it was
architecturally unsuited to the north-west cli-
mate and today it is totally unsatisfactory, par-
ticularly when compared with the housing stan-
dards for other employees in the north of the
State. I refer, for example, to the housing
provided by the iron ore companies and the
joint venturers involved in the Woodside
North-West Shelf gas project. Even the housing
provided for Government employees is far su-
perior to that provided for the Australian civ-
ilian employees at the United States Naval
Communications Station. it is not good enough
by any standards.

These houses are poor by comparison with
the standards in the north-west, and certainly
compared with the housing provided for
American personnel, housing which was built
some 20 years ago. They do not compare at all
favourably with the general standard of em-
ployee housing; they are old, built of fibro, not
air-conditioned, they do not have garages,
driveways, fences, and so on. They are totally
unsuitable.

In the last few days the State Government
has advised these tenants at Exmouth that their
rents will be raised by 40 per cent over the next
12 months, the first increase starting in the
next few days. This increase is in line with
other Homeswest increases. However, it has
highlighted the need for new housing agree-
ments in the future. A 40 per cent increase in
one year is harsh by any standards, and this
increase has brought to a head the unsatisfac-
tory housing in the town of Exmouth. I am
saying to the Government that a completely
new housing agreement is needed for the future
as part of the overall negotiation of the new
agreement for the base at Exmouth.
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I call on the State Government to ignore the
Protests from around Australia from the ratbag
fringe and urge it to strongly support the
retention of the United States naval facility at
North-West Cape. I remind the Premier that
even though a vocal minority in this State and
around Australia would like the bases removed
from our soil, it is a vital part of our defence, it
is jointly manned by Australian and United
States personnel from each of their navies, and
it provides communication facilities not only
for the United States Navy, but also for our
submarines. It is an important pan of the
State's economy and it needs strong support.

The Government should support all the
people in Western Australia and not listen to
those whom I called before "the ratbag fringe"
in our society who would try to remove our
friends from that base on our soil. I want the
State Government to have a positive input into
the new agreement for continuation of the base
for another 25-year period. This will ensure a
solution to the problems I have outlined,
particularly those in relation to the funding for
the Shire of Exmnoutb and the most important
question of proper housing in the future for
those Australian civilian personnel employed
at the United States naval base.

If the Government does this, I am sure a new
agreement will be satisfactorily negotiated with
our United States friends, and that it will pro-
vide a sound and secure future for the town of
Exmnoush and its citizens.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Premier) [2.35
p.m.]: I am not sure that the member's contri-
bution fits into the nornal category of griev-ance, but certainly I shall study the transcript
of the remarks made and reply in writing to any
substantial points I am able to discern in the
contribution. I should simply say that in
substantial areas he appears to be under a mis-
apprehension as to beliefs which simply are not
true.

The Minister for Housing has pointed out
that the member for Gascoyne's statement
about the increase in rents of 40 per cent is
simply incorrect. It is very hard to reply to
members when they are simply wrong.

Mr Laurance: That is right, but the import-
ant point is not the rents.

Mr Wilson: He is wrong, he has not quoted
where he got the figures from.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for
Gascoyne says it is right and perhaps this griev-
ance should be dealt with by the Minister for
Housing-

Mr Laurance: If it were a housing gr-ievance I
would have directed it to the Minister for
Housing, but it is not.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am trying to point out
that I will certainly give every consideration to
the member's grievance; he raised the matter of
the rents in the meantime and I am pointing
out that he is wrong. I was not trying to be
smart, but the member appears to have the
wrong information.

Mr Laurance: I would like the Premier to go
to the point of the grievance, which is support
for that base in the renegotiation of the agree-
ment for the next period.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The base has no
stronger supporter than I, as the member
knows. I have very publicly expressed my sup-
port for the base both at Exmnouth and in other
places, including Perth. I have no difficulty
with that; if the member wants to build up a
straw man, imply ownership of that straw man,
and then knock it down, that is up to him. I am
sure the Press will see through it.

I am trying to make is clear that I will go
through the comments made by the member,
give full consideration to them, and provide a
detailed answer in writing. Apart from that I
say, as he wants me to, that I am a strong
supporter of the base. I have publicly and pri-
vately supported it inside and outside the
Labor Party, at and away from Exmouth. I am
happy with that, and the State Government is
very comfortable with that position as we have
tried consistently to be in a position to wel-
come visits by nuclear-powered vessels of that
Navy. I am not sure what political advantage
the member sees in that.

Mr Laurance: I am not seeking any political
advantage.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for
Gascoyne should be quiet for two minutes; no-
one interrupted him during his speech.

For whatever reason he raised the grievance,
certainly I will go through it in detail and pro-
vide him with an answer in writing as to the
Government's position on any matter on which
I am able. It is difficult because it is not a
specific matter, but a general one. Also, it is a
Federal and not a State matter. I cannot
immediately say that I can see the point the
member is getting at. When I see his written
comments I will write to him and he will have a
letter which he can quote and do whatever he
likes with.
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TRAFFIC: PEDESTRIAN CROSSING

Wanneroc: Grievance

MRS WATKINS (Joondalup) [2.39 p.m.]:
The matter which I bring before the House
today, directed to the Minister for Transport, is
of very grave concern to me and all residents of
the Wanneroo townsite area. It concerns a
stretch of Wanneroo Road between Crisafulli
Avenue to the south and Hastings Street to the
north, a distance ofjust a few hundred metres.

Since 1982, 34 accidents have occurred on
that stretch of road; 20 major accidents, six
minor accidents, and eight resulting in injury.
The problems have occurred with pedestrians
crossing the road in an east-west direction,
either from the senior citizens centre or the
Wanneroo shopping centre, or those crossing
from the bus stop or school on the western side
to the shopping centre on the eastern side. I
suggest that the main cause of the problem was
bad planning in the early years of the establish-
ment of the Wanneroo townsite.

Some 15 or so years ago the western side of
Wanneroo Road was urban and the eastern
side rural. The Wanneroo Roads Board, which
later became the shire, the police station, a ser-
vice station, and a State school, were located on
the western side. On the eastern side were the
Forestry Commission, a local Catholic school,
and a corner shop. Very few cars traversed this
stretch of road, and therefore there was no real
hazard. In addition, the local traffic policeman
was notorious and people in the townsite just
would not dare speed.

As time has passed the townsite of Wanneroo
has grown enormously, with development
occurring on both the eastern and western sides
of the road. Obviously with that growth has
come more schools, a large shopping centre, a
garage, fast food outlets, a tavern, a senior citi-
zens' centre, a function centre, an arts centre, a
tourism centre-the list goes on and on. Added
to that growth is a marked increase in traffic
flow, and there is no notorious police officer
waiting to trap those motorists who tend to
speed along the road despite the fact that it is
in a 60 kilometres an hour zone.

People are unable to cross Wan neroo Road
in safety. The traffic chaos is at its worst be-
tween 8.00 and 9.00 a.m. and 3.00 and 4.00
p.m. with school buses, schoolchildren, and
parents in cars all attempting to enter and leave
Hastings Street, thus creating a diabolically
dangerous situation.

For nearly 10 years the residents in this area
have been lobbying the local council for an
overpass or an underpass, and in later days the
residents have approached me as the local
member to have a crosswalk installed to relieve
the situation.

In 1984 1 wrote to the then Minister for
Transport requesting that he investigate the
situation with a view to the installation of a
crosswalk. I was advised at that time that be-
cause this particular stretch of road is on the
crest of a hill the installation of a crosswalk
would prove more hazardous than the current
situation.

In 1985 1 again contacted the Minister
requesting an onsite meeting with himself, the
Main Roads Department, and the local police
to view the situation first-hand. I pointed out
that I believed a crosswalk would reduce the
risk to pedestrians in the townsite and that ur-
gent action was required.

The action suggested by the Minister at that
time was to erect a safety fence along the length
of the median strip from opposite the police
station to opposite the shopping centre, north
of the shopping centre entrance, thus
preventing people crossing at other than one
specific point. Secondly, it was suggested that
the island refuge on the median strip could be
widened by shortening the turning pocket ap-
proaching the shopping centre entrance; and
thirdly, to look at moving the bus stop from its
current position further to the north. Thus far
the fence has been erected but no further action
has taken place.

I believe that if all three suggested remedies
had been carried out simultaneously the risk
would certainly have been reduced. However,
in my opinion, the risk has not been reduced;
in fact, the situation seems, if anything, to be
worse.

Early this year a petition containing 581 sig-
natures was sent to the Commissioner of Main
Roads requesting that he investigate the possi-
bility of installing traffic lights. Following the
presentation of that petition I contacted the
current Minister for Transport, again
requesting an onsite meeting to look at the
possibility of installing traffic lights. Fortu-
nately for me and for the residents of
Wanneroo, the Minister attended that onsite
meeting at the worst possible time and saw for
himself just how dangerous the moad is. I am
not suggesting that the meeting was set up to
look that way, but it was indeed fortunate.
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I have since been advised that in the 1986-87
year improvements will be carried out which
will facilitate the future installation of traffic
lights; however, I still have been given no indi-
cation as to when those traffic lights will be
installed, if at all. Just last week I was presented
with a 1 745 signature petition from townsite
residents who insisted that the presentation to
me be made on the median strip in the middle
of Wanneroo Road. I realise it is a little un-
usual for a petition to be presented in this way,
but I honestly believe it was the most appropri-
ate place for it.

In this week's edition of the Wanneroc
Times there is an article about the traffic situ-
ation and the need for a crosswalk, and if I may
[ will read the article, which quotes the remarks
of a doctor whose practice is near this area. It
reads in part-

(He) is concerned at the constant danger
for people, particularly older ones, when
they cross the road.

On a number of occasions he has given
emergency treatment to people who have
been hit by vehicles.

(He) said he crossed the road regularly to
go to the post office and quite often he was
alarmed at the speed vehicles came over
the hill towards him.

"When I set out to cross the first three
lanes to the median strip the road is clear,
but suddenly vehicles appear and seem to
bear down on you very quickly," (he) said.

"I have been in practice here for 10
years and I am gravely concerned about
my patients, who are senior citizens,
having to cross the road without any pro-
tection."

I urge the Minister for Transport to take im-
mediate action to facilitate the installation of
traffic lights in front of the Wanneroo shopping
centre before someone becomes a statistic on
the police fatality list.

MR TROY (Mundaring-Minister for
Transport) [2.45 p.m.J: In response to the
member for Joondalup, I certainly appreciate
her concern and I must acknowledge the very
vigorous way in which she represented this
issue. Obviously it is a matter of concern and it
is now emerging that some solution is in sight.

I did visit the area at the request of the mem-
ber, and certainly it was an appropriate time to
go there. I was there at the closure of the school
for the day and it clearly highlighted just what
difficulties there are, not only with the shop-

ping centre pedestrian movement, but also with
the schoolchildren leaving at that time.

One of the things brought to my attention
was the fact that, like so many of our ped-
estrian traffic difficulties in the metropolitan
area, we are now inheriting a range of problems
due to the lack of planning foresight. Such a
lack of planning is clearly illustrated here,
where there is development on both sides of a
road which allows only a very limited view so
that it is difficult to place a crosswalk which
would give people the security they could nat-
urally expect of a crosswalk. I refer particularly
to children and the aged who have to cross the
road at times of peak traffic.

I acknowledge that some improvements have
been put in place. The improvements involved
altering the median islands on that section of
the roadway, and also the provision of a barrier
fence along the islands. The measures
undertaken have so far been generally success-
ful in channelling pedestrians to the most suit-
able crossing point, but unfortunately we have
some rather agie young people out there who
like to leap across the fence on that section, and
it is very difficult to try to stop that completely.

In addition to that, there is the process of the
relocation of the bus stop. That matter is under
negotiation with the Wanneroo City Council. I
hope that that problem will be overcome
shortly. Certainly there is not just an easy
answer to this problem-a whole series of ac-
tions need to be taken.

I might add that the Wanneroo City Council
requested formal cost estimates of the pro-
vision of a pedestrian overpass, and the cost
was put at approximately $250 000. In addition
to that, we then faced the problem of a suitable
location and, as a result of difficulties in
securing the land adjacent to the perfect
position for that overpass, the estimate of the
cost rose to $350 000 after taking into account
that land acquisition.

I might mention that expensive facilities
such as overways do not always provide com-
plete satisfaction to aged or infirmed ped-
estrians, due to the gradients involved. In fact,
bridges are often not used by pedestrians of all
ages whenever the opportunity to cross directly
is available to them.

The member would also be aware that the
petition organised early this year in support of
the installation of traffic lights and presented to
the Main Roads Department was treated sym-
pathetically, and it is the intention that traffic
lights be installed at this intersection during the
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1986-8 7 financial year, subject to the finalising
of some details in relation to other minor
roadworks with the Wanneroo City Council. I
am quite optimistic that those small problems
will be overcome.

That installation will assist pedestrians in the
vicinity of Conlan Avenue with a standard ped-
estrian push-button facility, and the signals will
also assist traffic flow for those vehicles
attempting to enter and leave the parking area
near the shops. Currently those manoieuvres. are
quite difficult.

I would just reassure the member for
.Joondalup that, subject to those roadworks the
lights will be installed shortly and I will cer-
tainly be keeping close attention on this proj-
ect. I hope she will be seeing some clear evi-
dence of that work in the very near future.

In the meantime, I will give her the guarantee
that the Main Roads Department will continue
negotiating in respect of the bus bay and the
median strip. I wI consider further the height
of the fence to overcome that problem.

I must acknowledge the member for
Joondalup's diligence in pursuing this matter.

ABORIGINAL CHILDREN
Petrol Sniffizng: Grievance

MR LIGHITFOOT (Murchison-Eyrie) [2.53
p.m.]: My grievance is directed to the Minister
for Aboriginal Affairs. I have spoken to the
Minister about this matter and I have given
him some short notice of it.

I bring to this House some very real and
serious grievances from the Aboriginal people
scattered throughout my electorate of
Murchison-Eyre, but particularly from those
settlements of Cunderlee, Warakuna,
Warburton, Jameson, Wingellina, and Cosmo
Newberry.

On Monday, we saw 150 Aboriginal children
from that region, excluding Cunderlee and
Cosma Newberry, which is broadly called the
Central Reserve Area. Anyone who saw these
Australian children realised that they are not
only delightful, but also intelligent, healthy,
disciplined, and exceedingly polite. The
tragedy of these children is that although every
effort is made by teachers to induce the chil-
dren to go to school, we do not make it compul-
sory that they attend school.

I often wonder why it is not compulsory for
them to go to scbool, as it is with other
Australian children. However, the point I want
to make, among others, is: What has this
Government done and what have previous

Governments done to ensure that the efforts
put into educating these children are rewarded
when they leave school? There is virtually
nothing in this region. A small nucleus of the
children are employed in the running of the
town, but there is nothing there. So the inevi-
table happens: These children drift into chronic
unemployment. Many invariably become-
although not all of them-alcoholics. They be-
come involved in petty crime; they invariably
go on the dole and they drift into sniffing pet-
rol, or other volatile substances.

I do not know whether anyone here has seen
the way in which petrol sniffing goes on in
some of these settlements. In 1986, there are
mothers sitting down with their children who
have coke tins, or some other receptacle, tied
around their necks with a piece of string, sniff-
ing petrol or some other substance from the
grocery store, and inhaling and ingesting this
substance to the point where they do not live
very long. The parents actually encourage their
children in this degenerate practice.

It has been brought to my attention that due
to inaction in respect of providing employment
within these areas-and I am not saying it is
easy-teenagers and adults in their early
twenties have died. The cause of death has
been diagnosed as pneumonia, or some other
respiratory complaint, but in fact-and here I
am not disputing the diagnosis-the genesis of
the complaint has been the prolonged addic-
tion to petrol sniffing.

I ask the Minister: What plans have been
instigated and what plans are proposed to com-
bat this evil among the Aboriginal people in the
Central Reserve Area? To illustrate that alcohol
is as serious an addition among these people as
heroin is to our society, I will cite some figures.
These Australians are perhaps the only ethnic
group in the world which had never been ex-
posed to alcohol in its whole evolution-if it is
a separate ethnic group, some would argue that
its members are an archaic Caucasian people-
yet we do not have special laws to assist them.

I am not saying we should discriminate
against them by having laws which are directed
just at Aboriginal people. I do not believe we
should have any laws that are directed solely at
Aboriginal people. I do not believe in discrimi-
nation of that sort. However, I do believe that
any Australian who is incapable of handling
alcohol should have the protection of society.
These Aboriginal people are totally incapable
of handling alcohol, so one must have a system
that when the children leave school they are
encouraged not to drift into petty crime and
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unemployment. I emphasise that this situation
is not of their own making; these people drift
into alcoholism and their children, in turn, are
neglected. The children drift into the same
practices and it becomes a vicious circle.

The figures I will cite are taken from North-
era Territory statistics and they will illustrate
what I have said in respect of the neglect of
Aboriginal people, particularly in the Central
Reserve Area. In 1970 there were 115 deaths
per thousand live births of Aboriginal people-
the highest infant mortality rate in the world.
Today, I am thankful to say that that figure is
closer to 30 deaths per thousand live births.
However, it is still 300 per cent higher than the
infant mortality rate for white Australians.

When white settlement first came to
Australia, there were estimated to be 52 000
Aboriginal people in Western Australia. In
190 1, only 113 years after white settlement be-
gan, this figure had dropped to 5 26 1. I am
thankful to say that today the Aboriginal popu-
lation is closer to 35 000. It is still not good
enough that we should have been responsible
for these people, yet exposed them to a system
alien and anathematic to their own, and that
we still neglect them. I point out that paying lip
service to this problem and spending hundreds
of millions of dollars over the last decade has
done nothing to assist these people.

I do not have sufficient time to explain just
how we can assist these people to improve their
standard of iving. However, we have to halt
the decline. We must lift the standards of these
people. We are all responsible; we cannot turn
our backs on the situation. It is a huge problem
that we must resolve. I see this as being some-
thing similar to the holocaust in Europe during
the war. These people must not be decimated
further. I do not want to be a pant of a gener-
ation which may go down in history as being
the generation which brought about the extinc-
tion of a unique race of people.

MR BRIDGE (KCimberley-Minister for Ab-
original Affairs) [2.59 p.m.J: The member for
Murchison-Eyre has raised in this House a very
significant measure of concern about a race of
people about whom there has been enormous
debate over the years. Prior to my entry into
Parliament and no doubt prior to the member
for Murchison-Eyre's entry, any number of
people have stood in this Chamber and put
forward views and ideas in respect of what ac-
lion should be taken for the betterment of the
Aboriginal people.

Yet as the member so correctly illustrated,
we are talking about percentages and statistics
which are quite horrific. In some areas they
equate with the sort of conditions which we
often refer to as being associated with third
world countries. It is true that we ought to be
very concerned about those sorts of problems
which are still with us. Despite the good intent
and the vast amount of funds made available
by Governments over the years, the measures
applied have not been all that successful. When
one looks objectively at the situation one sees
that fundamental issues have not been ap-
proached in the correct way in the past.

I would like to highlight a couple of these
issues before I proceed to outline the measures
we are capable of putting in place. Basically, in
the past decisions, policies, and plans, have
been determined as the most useful course of
action to be followed on behalf of the Aborigi-
nal people without taking into account the per-
ceptions and views of the Aborigines. We see
the result today, particularly in the education
problem. We know Aborigines go through a
period of schooling and that they are com-
petent and obtain high marks. Then they get to
a stage in their early teens when they begin to
reflect on society and the environment around
them, and the dropout process begins. I think
that has to do historically with the fact that
they realise the decision-making process does
not involve them to the extent that it should.

We must look at two significant aspects
which we are capable of tackling. Casting aside
for the moment the question of how much
money we are capable of offering, future plan-
ning for a group of people whom we talk about
statistically as being in some trouble requires a
bipartisan political approach. That is vital be-
cause the debate in the past has been negative,
and in many instances deliberately irrelevant.
If we debate these matters here where decisions
can be made and the decisions that are made
are sometimes irrelevant, the end product will
be similar. If we can work towards a future in
which we, as members of Parliament, can reach
a degree of bipartisan agreement on Aboriginal
affairs in this State and this nation, we will be
on the right track. Ultimately we will bring
forward policies and reforms with which we
agree. We will work them out collectively and
in consultation with the Aboriginal people, and
they will arrest the problems we see today.

The other critical aspect is to involve these
people in the decision-making process. Govern-
ments in the past intended to do this, but very
often it did not Occur Successive Governments
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have recently brought about a change so that
there is greater involvement by Aboriginal
people in Aboriginal affairs. It is a significant
process. For example, in education there are
people like John Budby and May O'Brian
Bryant who can talk directly to the Minister
and make an input about the Aboriginal per-
cept ion of how education should be structured
to meet the future needs of young people. We
are working strongly towards that in the De-
partment of Aboriginal Affairs. We are looking
at restructuring the department with a view to
ensuring that the department here in Perth and
in other capital cities of the nation is effective
and relevant and that the people in the depart-
ment know the policies are relevant in the field.

To do that one needs people with under-
standing who can impart direction and support
for Governments which are developing those
policies. Despite the things the member said
and the concern he expressed about the future,
I believe we have a capacity to do all these
things despite our somewhat dismal track
record in Aboriginal affairs in many respects.
As opposed to the degree of concern which the
member has, and which I share, we have failed
too often to promote the other side of the coin;
that is, the positive achievements of Aboriginal
people. Governments are entitled to claim a lot
of credit for stimulating that progress. It is not
all that long-perhaps 30 years-since Aborigi-
nes were first recognised as citizens, so the suc-
cess rate is pretty good. One has only to look at
the number of Aboriginal people in senior
positions in Government who are assisting to
structure policies for the Aboriginal people.

I want to talk now about two or three initiat-
ives. We are moving the right way in education,
particularly with the involvement of Aboriginal
people who have a capacity to wisely and
effectively advise Government about the needs
of people and the perceptions that young
people have about the education system and
how they see it as being more applicable to
them.

In relation to the problem of petrol sniffing, I
am developing a very exciting scheme. The
Government decided recently that this re-
sponsibility would be given to me as Minister,
and to date I have set up a 'working group to
talk to me, the Aboriginal community, and the
public generally about the most effective way
we can work towards solving the problem of
petrol sniffing.

I cannot tell members what the initiatives
will be because very few people, if any, have an
understanding of the formulas that are necess

ary. However, we hope to bring the Northern
Territory and parts of South Australia into an
overall approach to develop a scheme to deal
exclusively with petrol sniffing, and the central
area, to a large extent, will be tackled first.

The Commonwealth-State package embraces
many of these aspects of the parliamentary in-
itiatives and plans we have for the develop-
ment of Aboriginal people in this State, not
only by means of funding, but also by looking
at the future role of Government and adminis-
trators, and the response of Aboriginal people
to it. It must be a two-way exercise where we in
Government provide the funds, support, and
supervision, and all the things necessary, and
the Aboriginal people respond in a productive,
effective way to meet their part of the deal. By
that I mean that accountability and support in
areas where we can best help the people achieve
those objectives are of paramount concern. Too
often we have said, "Here is a lot of money; see
how you go. If you are successful, good luck; if
you fail we will criticise you"

The package contains measures which will go
a long way to addressing the points which the
member has raised. I would be very keen to
talk to him and others about these measures,
because as the Minister responsible for their
administration I am very excited about the fu-
ture. The package will encompass a wide
range of Aboriginal people in the State. I thank
the member for raising these matters, and I am
happy to debate them with him because work-
ing out the best way to deal with these prob-
lems is something we can approach in a
positive way together.

The SPEAKER: Grievances noted.

ROAD TRAFFIC AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

MR COWAN (Merredin-Leader of the
National Party) (3. 10 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The purpose of this Bill is to insert into the
Road Traffic Act a definition of the word
"farm", It recognises the reality that there are
many farms that comprise two or more separ-
ate parcels of land but that, nevertheless, are
managed as a single farm unit.

At present, the concessional licence pro-
vision only enables a fanner to move vehicles
from one parcel of land to another where the
parcels of land are contiguous. This narrow in-
terpretation of section 19(5)(F)(iii) of the Act
arises from comments made by the Minister in
his second reading speech during debate on the
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Road Traffic Amendment Bill 1984. The in-
terpretation has left many farmers in the situ-
ation where they cannot use the so-called farm
plates to shift concessionally licensed vehicles
from one part of their farm to another. I am
sure that members will appreciate the consider-
able inconvenience that the Act, as it stands at
present, is creating. This Bill is a simple pro-
cedure to remove that anomaly.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Pearce

(Leader of the House).

FREMANTLE GAS AND COKE CO LTD:
PURCHASE

Select Committee: Motion
Debate resumed from 15 October.
MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Premier)

[3.12 p.m.]: I have tried to date to answer the
questions raised by all of the Opposition mem-
bers in the Press and I now intend to deal in
some detail with all the questions raised by the
Opposition during the motions and questions
of a formal nature debated in the House. I have
instructed my staff to go through Mansard and
lift out all the questions that have been asked,
explicitly Or implicitly, and to list them so that
I might answer them.

Mr Speaker, you will remember that I went
through in some detail all the questions posed
in the Press and then made one or two points
about the value of the asset and the reason for
purchasing the asset and also referred back to a
detailed exposition of the period during which
the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd was taken
over by the Western Continental Group-

in the course of that detailed exposition I
pointed to the public undertaking given by the
Minister for Minerals and Energy in respect of
the dividend policy that could be pursued by
the owner of the asset and I attempted to con-
vince members that the Major plank of the Op-
position's case had been thoroughly destroyed
as a result of that public stance taken by the
Minister.

I would like to recap before continuing. To
date I have attempted to answer every question
raised in the media, including questions about
why I have not anwered questions and why I
have not provided information. I have already
addressed the fundamental questions to be
answered in this matter: Firstly, why should the
asset have been purchased and, secondly, at
what price was it fairly purchased? in addition,
I have traced through all the steps in the
takeover battle referring to the offers made by

Mr Holmes a Court and by Western Continen-
tal and to the statements made by the Minister
at the time, statements which thoroughly de-
stroyed the Opposition's major point of con-
tention which was the enhancement as it
claimed it to be of the value of the asset
through the increase in the share capital.

I now come to all the questions raised by
Opposition members in debate in the Parlia-
ment.

The first question was: Why did the Premier
authorise the purchase at an inflated price? The
answer is simply that the Premier did not auth-
orise the purchase as has been stated repeat-
edly. Right from the outset and from the first
Press conference that was held on the matter. I
understand, the Minister for Minerals and En-
ergy gave a direction to the State Energy Com-
mission to purchase the asset. As to the second
part of the question-"at an inflated price",
which are the words that are being addressed-
the price was not inflated. The State Energy
Comm ission purchased Fre mantle Gas and
Coke Co Ltd for substantially less-S 7 million-
plus less-than the Coopers and Lybrand valu-
ation.

Question No. 2: Was the Premier aware that
the price had been inflated? Answer: No. As
has been indicated the price was not inflated.

The third question we were able to discover
in the debate to date was: Was the Premier
consulted? Answer: Yes.

Question No. 4: Why did he allow the price
of this asset to be inflated before it was pur-
chased? Answer: That has been previously
answered in respect of question No. 2.

Mr MacKinnon: When were you consulted?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: If the question has been

asked I will certainly answer it as it is provided
in the information I have before me. If not, I
can tell the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
now that the Minister consulted me during the
process in which he was involved in purchasing
the asset.

Mr MacKin non: That is a pretty good
answer, but when and on what date? I put the
question on the Notice Paper and you did not
answer it.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not have an exact
date.

Mr MacKinnon: I would not be surprised.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Deputy Leader of

the Opposition may not be surprised, but I do
not have an exact date. It was during the cur-
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rency of the period when he was talking to the
seller of the asset.

Mr MacKinnon: Of course it was during the
currency of the period!

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Did he not indicate
that it was some time after May?

Mr MacKinnon: I am asking the question.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am trying to say that I

did not write down the date and that it was
during the time after the Minister had been
approached and when he was negotiating, with
the help of the Treasury officer, to purchase the
asset. That is when it happened. I do not know
whether it was August, July, or what date, but it
was in that period.

Question No. 5: Might it be thought that the
Premier's studied silence in the past weeks is
due to his having an involvement which be did
not want to he put in the position of discussing
or disclosing? Answer: Only in the minds of
people like the Leader of the Opposition. My
contribution during this debate has made it
abundantly clear that I am willing to discuss
the matter.

I have tried to indicate previously that I am
perfectly prepared to answer all the questions
that are put to me. Of course, the Opposition
wants it' both ways. If I step in immediately,
then I suppose I am rescuing a Minister or I am
a one-man band Government. Of course, if I
leave, as I do, my confidence clearly showing in
the Minister, then I am accused of being silent
and leaving the Minister in a difficult position.
As far as I am concerned I have tried to enter
the debate whenever I have thought it was
necessary.

Next question: Why did he not consider the
best financial interests of the taxpayers, the
State Energy Commission, and the consumers?
Answer I did so and so did the Minister for
Minerals and Energy who directed the SEC to
buy a valuable asset for the 'State at consider-
ably less than it was independently valued at.

Next question: Why has the Premier chosen
to isolate his Minister? Answer: The suggestion
in the question is clearly untrue. I have
indicated before that I have complete confi-
dence in the Minister.

Next question: It almost appears that the
Minister has been set up, given a baby to hold,
and found himself suffocated by a monster.
Why has the Premier chosen to do this to the
Minister? Answer: Silly question! Answered by
(8). It is clearly untrue that I have given the
Minister a baby that is a monster to hold.

Which baby or monster is now suffocating the
Minister?

Next question: Why has the Premier refused
to defend it, the purchase? Answer: Answered
by (6). I have not refused to defend it. I have
been at pains to try to point out the truth.

Next question: Why has the Government
paid an enormous sumn for the acquisition of
the Fremantle Gas operation? Answer The
asset was bought because it was seen to be in
the best long-term interests of the State, helping
to overcome blunders by previous Liberal
Administrations.

Next question: Why then has he allowed this
monumental scandal involving taxpayers'
money to go on day after day, week after week,
without explanation? Answer: The Minister
and I have repeatedly shown that the Oppo-
sition leader's monumental scandal was, in
fact, the prudent purchase of a valuable asset.

The Minister has not missed an opportunity
to explain the purchase on every occasion he
has been asked to do so. If the Opposition
leader's question contains criticism of the me-
dia coverage he should take up the matter with
the media.

Next question: Why has the Premier and his
Cabinet authorised an expenditure or commit-
ment of $20 million or more in relation to the
transaction of a highly questionable dealing?
Answer: The transaction was not highly ques-
tionable. This is answered by (7).

Next question: What did the Minister mean
when he said the increase in capital has rel-
evance to the market speculation? Answer At
the time or the takeover bid by J. N. Taylor
Holdings Ltd there was considerable media
speculation about the role of the Minister for
Minerals and Energy. See the statement I
handed to the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition.

Next question: Is it to be suggested that this
sort of transaction and policy-making decision
was completely isolated from the Government
of the day? Answer: No, of course not. It was
common knowledge that the SEC had wanted
to acquire the Fremnan tie Gas and Coke Co Ltd
for a number of years.

Next question: Is it to be suggested that the
people in the Opposition came down in the last
shower? Answer: No, we are not suggesting
that. Indeed, the '1982 amendments to legis.-
lation could be seen as deliberate and cynical
attempts to keep the price of Fremantle Gas
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and Coke Co Ltd artificially low so that the
SEC could purchase it at a bargain price at a
later date.

Next question: Who told the company in
March/April this year that the SEC would be
buying the company or the gasworks? Answer:
That is not known to us and we have not been
told, except by the Opposition, that the
company had been told that.

Next question: What was the real arrange-
ment? Answer: As indicated by the previous
answer, but in answer to the specific question,
there was no real arrangement if "real" means
hidden.

Next question: Given that the Minister had
previously refused an increase in capital, how
was it that the company at its directors' meet-
ing was able to be told that in April the increase
would be authorised? Answer: The Minister
refused an increase in the share capital in the
context of a takeover battle, but indicated that
he would consider such a move at a later time.

Next question: Did the Minister act illegally
in backdating the second authority for the in-
crease in share capital? Answer: No, it was
simply a replacement letter issued within a day
or so.

Next question: What was the full extent of
Mr Connell's involvement through Rothwells
Ltd? Answer: The question should be directed
to Western Continental but, from various re-
ports, it appears that Mr Connell's involvement
was as an intermediary; that is, bringing a rival
suitor to Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd and
providing a valuation of Fremantle Gas and
Coke Co Ltd for Western Continental.

Next question: How could Western Conti-
nental pick up the payments if it did not have
the full knowledge of the sale to the SEC?
Answer Clearly, the question is not one we can
answer and it should be directed to Western
Continental.

Next question: Did the Standard Chartered
Bank advance $25 billion to Western Conti-
nental or was collateral security given by a
third party? Answer: I can only give the same
answer to that which I have given about West-
ern Continental keeping up its payments: The
question should be directed to Western Conti-
nental.

Next question: Exactly who made money out
of this deal? Answer: According to the Leader
of the Opposition, Mr Connell for a spotter's
fee, and Western Continental received $39.75
million for the purchase.

Next question: Who stands to make money
out of the deal and how much will they make
individually? Answer: The people of Western
Australia will benefit through the purchase.

Next question: Who will buy what, now that
the deal is over and the money has been paid
out? Answer: Question not understood.

Next question: Why was this whole doubtful
deal done in the first place? Answer We have
tried to indicate in answers in great detail each
of the bases on which the arrangement was
entered into.

Next question: Why has the Premier and
Treasurer of this State declined to defend the
transaction or to offer a full explanation of this
transaction? Answer: That is just not true.

Next question: Who is up to his neck in this
deal?

Mr MacKinnon: Who posed that question?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Leader of the Op-

position on 7 October. I have gone through and
picked out every single aside, question, and
interjection to try to answer them all for the
Opposition. I have a lot of information.

In reply to the question, "Who is up to his
neck in this deal?", if the question means,
"Who has acted illegally?", nobody to the
Government's knowledge.

Next question: Who is getting what out of
this deal? Answer: The SEC is getting a
valuable asset at well under valuation. Western
Continental is getting $39.75 million and the
Opposition says that the former board of
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd paid
Rothwells $225 000.

Next question: Why was this deal done in the
first place? Answer Answered by (7).

Next question: What is in it for someone?
Answer: That is answered by the reply to ques-
tion (34).

Next question: Surely the Government is not
trying to suggest that this is a good deal for
Western Australia? Answer: The Government
has demonstrated that it is.

On 7 October in the Legislative Assembly the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition asked: Did
the Minister know of the consequences of his
action at the time he increased the capital of
the company? Answer: Yes, there were none.

That deals with all the questions from the
media and from the Parliament. Before I turn
specifically to the motion, I will provide some
information about the purchase price.
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The State Energy Commission has had a
chance to go through in some depth, but not
exhaustively, the strategic and financial advan-
tages of the purchase of the utility. A thumbnail
sketch shows that the State Energy Com-
mission's assessment of additional or special
value to the State Energy Commission is:
Firstly, an amount of $1.5 million through
increased volume; secondly, an extra amount
of $700 000 through increased price; thirdly,
$2.6 million in tax savings because, of course,
the SEC will not pay the tax. This brings a total
additional revenue of $4.8 million. To that
must be added the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co
Ltd's operations which are absorbed without
increase in staff budget to reduce labour cost by
$2 million. This brings a total of $6.8 million to
be added to the profit in the Coopers and
Lybrand's mean estimate of $2.1 million.

This makes a sumn total of available surplus
of $8.8 million, on an outlay of $39.75 million;
and that is 22 per cent. That is the State En-
ergy Commission's assessment and I am sure
that if the member for Merredin could get a
return of 22 per cent on his farm he would
think it a fairly reasonable proposition.

Mr MacKinnon: Assuming you don't borrow
money.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Whether or not the
money is borrowed, if the return is 22 per cent,
it is still an exceptional return, even if the
money were borrowed at 13 or 14 per cent.

Mr MacKinnon: I would not say exceptional;
it's not bad.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is a very good
internal rate of return, extremely good, es-
pecially for the Government.

I turn now in some detail to the supporting
evidence that the commission has provided to
underpin those figures. Firstly, the commission
has an opportunity to increase the level of gas
sales within the franchise area of the Fremantle
Gas and Coke Co Ltd. That needs to be under-
stood. In the past the Fremantle Gas and Coke
Co Ltd's efforts have been limited largely by its
inability to transfer profit from the business to
shareholders. That is a statutory limit and I
have referred to it on a number of occasions. It
is generally in line with similar profit limitation
provisions on similar organisations.

Mr MacKinnon: Are you prepared to table
that document?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have no objection to
tabling it, but I will ask the SEC.

Mr Watt: If you have quoted from it, he is
entitled to ask that it be tabled.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not quickly see any
objection, but I will ask the SEC. I am almost
reading it word for word anyway. I do not
know whether that is actually the case; we have
had arguments backwards and forwards on this
point.

Mr Watt: We recently amended Standing Or-
ders to clarify that situation.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I thought it was not just
a matter of quoting from a document, but a
matter of reading from something. If a member
has notes, he does not necessarily have to table
them. Is that not the case?

Mr Watt: My understanding was that if you
quoted from it-

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am almost reading it
word for word and I will certainly ask the com-
mission. I will give it to the Minister and if he
agrees, the Opposition can have the document.
It has been sent to me and I do not see a
problem with it.

Mr Watt interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: If he wants to take a

point of order, he can.
Mr Watt: I am just saying it is worth clarify-

ing,
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The only thing that

concerns me is that there is a note from some-
one on the bottom of it. I have not had time to
look at it to see what the handwriting says. It is
from someone in the State Energy Commission
or the Treasury, and I want to make sure I have
a chance to see the notes written on the side.

The commission says that in its most pre-
liminary of analyses there is the potential for
increase in commercial and industrial sales by
approximately 40 per cent over the next few
years. It says that although they are more diffi-
cult to quantify, the domestic market increases
have been put at in excess of 25 per cent. The
commission feels that this increased sales vol-
umne will result in a reduction in the level of gas
inventory being built up in the North-West
Shelf and will be of benefit to the commission.

Clearly, what the commission is saying is
that in domestic and commercial areas of gas
usage it will be able to make considerably
greater sales, and that will result in a decrease
in the inventory build-up of North-West Shelf
gas. Relate that back to the figure, and we have
a situation of the extra dollar quantity being
$2.2 million. That is the amount of gas sold in
addition to the amount now being sold, and
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includes the tariff increases I referred to-and
this should be touched upon because the Oppo-
sition will run out and say we are buying an
asset and we are going to increase the gas price
to everybody. But the situation as the com-
mission sees it is that, due to the purchase and
use of Dongara gas in the Fremantle Gas and
Coke Co Ltd's purchase, lower selling prices
have been provided for industrial and commer-
cial customers. The difference in tariffs be-
tween Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd and the
SEC amounts to approximately 25 per cent and
will result in about $700 000 additional rev-
enue to the commission.

I point out as well that there is a critical
factor to be taken into account, in that the
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd's ability to
offer commercial and industrial customers a
gas price that is 25 per cent lower than the
SEC's is, of course, a great danger to the SEC's
ability to market its gas.

Mr MacKinnon: If you are going to increase
the price of the gas to industry by 25 per cent,
how is it going to encourage the increase of
consumption? Surely the opposite will occur?

Mr Parker Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd
has piped gas to many industries. It has not
sought out industrial customers.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It may well be that the
higher price will cause a decrease in consump-
tion, but that the increased marketing, or the
greater availability, will cause an increase, and
that the increase will be bigger than the de-
crease. I do not know about the elasticity of
demand and other things like that, but I am
saying the SEC itself maintains that it will in-
crease it sales to commercial and industrial
users by 40 per cent over the next few years;
and that the 25 per cent differential, which it is
not in the interests of the SEC to maintain, and
which is creating an area that is attractive to
people wanting to evade the SEC's services,
will mean an additional $700 000 revenue to
the commission.

The SEC has further indicated that the
pricing parity followed by a growth in sales will
increase revenue to the commission by
approximately $1.5 million in a full year; in all,
a total increase in revenue of $2.2 million in a
full year should result. So that handles the first
point. The commission says that quite clearly
taxation in excess of $2 million in a full year
will be the net positive advantage to the com-
mission. As far as labour is concerned, at the
time of the purchase of the Fremantle Gas and
Coke Co Ltda total of 105 full-time employees

were involved in the utility operation. Due to
economies of scale, the commission has been
able to reduce the numbers required and, in
addition, will contain these numbers within the
staff budget levels used in determining the
1986-87 tariff levels.

The commission indicates that the staff
budget was prepared in March 1986, well prior
to the acquisition of Fremantle Gas and Coke
Co Ltd. It feels that the effect of this contain-
ment of numbers within the staff budget levels
will result in the commission avoiding in excess
of $2 million of labour casts which would have
been paid by Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd
in a full year. Had commission staff budget
numbers been increased as a result of the
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd purchase, the
cost to the commission in a full year would
have been around $1 million, but as the em-
ployees will be absorbed within approved staff
budget levels, there will be no increase in the
commission's estimated payroll for the 1986-87
financial year.

I think the SEC itself has provided ample
justification on the question of price: $8.8
million, a return of 22 per cent. We are con-
stantly being besieged by business people who
say, "Why should we invest in housing when
we can simply put the money in a bank account
and earn 15 per cent, or on the short-term
money market and earn 1 7 or 1 & per cent?"
Everybody agrees that is a good return, but
here is a return of 22 per cent, and the Oppo-
sition wants to say that it is a bad deal; that
somehow or other it is not in the best interests
of the State. I have read to the House the exact
details of the increased value to the com-
mission. I have then outlined in greater detail
the basis on which each of those estimated in-
creases is founded, and the 22 per cent-

Mr Court: That 22 per cent is the silliest
figure you have come up with today.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Even to a skilled
businessman like the member for Nedlands?

Mr Court: Everything you are saying is an
absolute joke, and you are making a complete
fool of yourself. Fancy giving an explanation
that it is bad to have cheaper gas coming from
somewhere else. I can't believe what I am hear-
ing.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Does not the member
understand?

Mr Court: I can understand that if Fremantle
Gas and Coke Co Ltd can supply gas 25 per
cent cheaper, that's a good deal for the con-
sumers in Fremantle.
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Mr Parker: It is not a good deal for the State,
when you consider that every other-

Several members interjected.
Mr Court: Forget the people in Fremantle.-
Mr Parker: Why should they get the

subsidies?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Why should Fremantle

Gas and Coke Co Ltd be able to attract people
from Canning Vale or other areas where the
SEC will supply them with gas, when we have
such a big surplus, an inventory we have to
support? Yet the member for Nedlands wants
us to altow Fremantle Gas and Coke Ltd to
run-

Mr MacKinnon: To actually compete.
Mr Court: You can do a lot better than this.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Why does the member

play the man? I have not been playing the man,
Mr Rushton: Your whole effort is playing the

man.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know. Even a

skilled businessman like the member for
Nedlands-

Mr Court: I apologise for that. I will play the
Government. It is a silly explanation the
Government is giving.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Yes, but the member
has made his point. He is saying it is a silly
explanation now, but I have been the butt of
his jibes until then-

Mr Watt: At least it is you he is talking
about, and not your father.

Mr Court: Yes, have a go at Charlie again.
That was good last week.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Even a skilled business-
man like the member for Nedlands must admit
that a return of 22 per cent is a good return. It
is a good return, and the SEC has made out
that case very thoroughly. I will pass it to the
Minister. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition
asked me if he could have that. I do not see
why he cannot, but I suggest the Minister read
it first.

Mr MacKinnon: I wanted it tabled.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Deputy Leader of

the Opposition wanted it tabled, but he does
not want to look at it.

Mr MacKinnon: I will look at it, but that
doesn't mean it is just available to me, it should
be available to everyone.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I was not trying to be
tricky about it.

Mr Watt: One can never be sure.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: With me?
Mr Watt: Yes.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I would be an open

book compared with some members opposite.
Mr Rushton interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: A bookend, did the

member for Dale say?
Mr Rushton: I was saying to myself that you

are like a bookend.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for Dale

is just saying to himself that I am like a book-
end?

Mr Rushton: I am sure you will think about
it and come back.

Mr Wilson: That is what you are worried
about, isn't it?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I think members op-
posite take delight in trying to make me feel
small.

Mr Rushton: I think you are a very busy
man, and the heaviest portfolio you have is
disinformation. You are an artist at that. You
are one of the best in the place at that.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I want to go on to a
very detailed comment on the motion to estab-
lish a Select Committee.

First of all the motion deals with the reasons
for the acquisition, and I direct members' at-
tention to the first paragraph of Order of the
Day No. 33.

The reasons for the acquisition are well
known and have been widely publicised, but I
will go through them again. First of all, there
are economies to be made in the State Energy
Commission in the way it purchases gas from
producers, if it is the sole supplier of gas. This
is particularly relevant in relation to the take-
or-pay contract with the North-West Shelfjoint
venture partners with which the previous
Government saddled the SEC.

Secondly, there were efficiencies in delivery
of the gas to customers if the network was con-
trolled by a single entity. Thirdly, there arc
marketing advantages to the SEC if the
Fremantle Gas and Coke Company Pty Ltd
was not able, through its access to the cheapest
gas, to undercut the SEC's pricing policy of
selling to each customer at a price based on the
alternative fuel for the customer. I can see the
point of contention the Opposition is raising:
We-being the SEC-did not want a competi-
tor in the market who was able to undercut us.
That is true. Members opposite are always
demanding that we act in a commercial way
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and by purchasing Frenmantle Gas and Coke Co
Ltd the commission acted commercially and it
is now proceeding to price on a commercial
basis to overcome the problems that it has.

Mr MacKinnon: Wasn't the FGCC pricing
on a commercial basis?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I think it is well known
that it was not running as efficiently as it
might.

Mr Court inteijected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I thought the reason for

the takeover was that people thought they
could improve its performance.

Mr Court: After the takeover by Western
Continental, the operations of the company,
apart from its pricing, did not change one iota.
The Minister will agree with that. The manage-
ment just kept on going as it was before.

Mr MacKinnon: You reckoned that it would
be operated better by the SEC.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for
Murdoch did not listen to me before when I
read that section to the House about labour
costs.

Mr MacKinnon: I listened to the whole
thing.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Why is the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition asking about this?

Mr MacKinnon: Because I don't believe the
SEC can operate more efficiently than FGCC. I
don't think that is logical.

Mr Parker interjected.
Mr MacKinnon: That is why its rates were 25

per cent cheaper, and have always been
cheaper.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not think the
member for Murdoch understands that it is
using Dongara gas. I wonder whether the memn-
ber knows how much it is paying for that.

Mr MacKinnon: No, I don't.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is substantially less

than we are paying for North-West Shelf gas, by
a third.

Mr Court: The Minister knows only too well
that the operation was well run.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am trying to make the
point that I can see what members opposite are
saying: The Government should not take over
this company and increase the price of gas. The
poor people of Fremantle, the industrial
users-they are the only poor ones-should
have this cheap gas.

Mr MacKinnon: I can assure you that they
are not the only poor people. I used to rep-
resent a lot of the people in that area.

Mr BRIAN BURK.E: They are poor in the
sense that they are suffering this increased
price.

Mr Court: The domestic users are, too.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The SEC disagrees, and

so do I, about the Opposition's assessment of
what is the right and proper thing to do in
respect of the purchase and the way in which
the utility can be run. In fact there are those
four substantial reasons that contradict or at
least provide the answer to the first pant of the
Opposition's motion, and that is the reason for
the acquisition.

Secondly, the nature and the detail of the
transaction: The Government has been com-
pletely open in this respect. The transaction
was the purchase of those assets of the
company which relate to the gas distribution
system and plant, and equipment and fixed
assets which related to it. The Government did
not purchase the building or land extraneous to
the gas operation, nor did it purchase the head
office and the associated car park. The total
purchase price is $39.75 million. Members can
confirm this figure by referring to page 25 of
the Estimates of Expenditure in the General
Loan and Capital Works Fund for the year end-
ing 30 June 1987.

The next paragraph in the motion is-
(c) Why the Minister for Minerals and

Energy approved action under statu-
tory powers which resulted in
substantial enhancement of the value
of Fremnantle Gas and Coke Company
Limited;

My following remarks demonstrate that the as-
sumption in the question is incorrect because,
firstly, since its inception, the FGCC author-
ise capital has been increased as required. It
was originally incorporated with a capital of
£60 000. There is nothing sinister or unusual in
the Minister's action.

Secondly, the Minister publicly indicated he
was willing to increase the cost capital for a
legitimate purpose as early as January 1985. He
said at the time that he was not willing to in-
crease the capital for the purpose of favouring
one group in a takeover battle. He would have
been rightly criticised if he had done that.
However, he would do so for any reasonable
purpose. The Opposition should now admit
that it did not have all the facts when it made
that claim, and concede the point. The facts
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have been provided in the Press release which I
handed to the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition; facts of which he was unaware.

Thirdly, when the company changed from a
position of having many shareholders to having
only one shareholder-this comment still
applies to the increase in capital-a number of
methods became available for the owner to de-
feat the restrictions on the dividends. One was
the use of management fees. The Government
is aware that there are others. For instance,
FGCC could have applied to the court to have
its capital reduced, returned capital to its share-
holder, and then issued further capital. Other
enterprises which generated accounting losses
could have been charged to the company. By
any of these methods, the owner of FGCC
could have obtained access to the full potential
profits of the FGCC. This is why its value
changed from the paid up capital on the Stock
Exchange, when there was some 700 share-
holders, to the situation where qualified inter-
national accountants and auditors valued the
company at $50 million.

Mr MacKinnon: All of that is just not so.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Fourthly and lastly, in
reply to the question about the increase in
share capital, the corollary of the proposition
put by the Opposition is quite scandalous, if
carefully analysed. If the Opposition were cor-
rect that the increase in authonised capital
increased the value of the company, it is argu-
ing that the Minister should have done a num-
ber of things. Firstly, he should have ignored
historical precedent-remember a Liberal
Government agreed to increase capital. Sec-
ondly, he should have revised his previous in-
dication-because he had publicly said, for a
genuine reason, that he would allow an increase
in capital-that he would be prepared to auth-
orise capital outside the context of a takeover
battle. That would have been an abuse of the
Minister's power, and the Opposition, quite
rightly, would have been the first to criticise
him for it. The FGCC would have come to
members of the Opposition and said, "This
awful Minister will not let us increase our share
capital. What are you going to do?" The Oppo-
sition would have jumped up and down and
said the Government was being unreasonable.

Mr Court: You have got it all wrong. The
Minister did just that, and what did the Oppo-
sition do? You are just making fools of your-
selves.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: If he had not done
that-

Mr Court: He didn't do it initially.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Minister was

criticised by FGCC for not doing it at the time.
The company said he was in league with Mr
Holmes a Court. He was criticised for it.

Mr Court: You said, "What would happen if
the Minister didn't approve the increase?" Well
he didn't approve the increase.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for
Nedlands will not listen to me because he is on
weak ground. Had the Minister moved, in the
currency of the takeover battle, to increase the
share capital, the Opposition would have been
the first to criticise him for interfering in the
market. If the Minister had, outside the context
of a share battle, refused to do what the Oppo-
sition had done previously, he would again
have been criticised. They are different circum-
stances so that the converse is objectionable at
different times.

I come now to the next item in the motion,
which is (d), "when an understanding or agree-
ment was made that the Government, through
the SEC, would acquire the gas undertaking."
Western Continental offered Fremantle Gas
and Coke Co Ltd to the Government in June.
On 4 July the Government commissioned a
valuation by Coopers and Lybrand which was
received on I5 July. Negotiations proceeded
through July and August, with the sale being
announced on 19 September 1986. That is the
period when the Minister consulted with me
about -the negotiations, but I do not know the
exact date. That is the period during which his
approach to me occurred.

Mr MacKinnon: Why have you refused to
give us the exact date?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know the exact
date.

Mr MacKinnon: I thought the Premier would
have a very good idea with such an important
matter. What is there to hide?

Mr Parker: Do you seriously think we would
keep notes on this sort of thing?

Mr MacKinnon: Surely the Treasury officer
appointed could have been consulted to ascer-
tain what date he became involved.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: But members opposite
have been asking what date the Minister ad-
vised me.

Mr Court: I think you would have kept a
little note if it involved $40 million.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: Unbelievable. We did
not keep a little note, a big note, or a middle
size note. The Minister simply said he was in
the process of negotiating to purchase the
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd and was using
the Treasury officer to assist. I did not write
down the date, the time, or even where I was.

Mr Court: You must know when you gave
Treasury approval for the loan funds.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is in the Budget
papers. Even today the member has not
listened.

Mr Court: The SEC commissioners were told
well before the Budget came out that Treasury
approval had come through for the loan funds.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: They were told that
provision would be made in this Budget for the
capital funds required.

Mr Court: You must have given that ap-
proval. When was that done?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have already told the
member that it appears on page 25 of the
Budget now before the Parliament.

Another question the Opposition has asked
is, "Why did the Minister direct the SEC to pay
$39.75 million when the whole of the company
had been acquired some months before at $24
million?"

First, the takeover battle took place between
September 1984 and July 1985. It was resolved
over a year prior to the SEC purchase. So the
motion is wrong.

Second, the Government obtained its own
valuation from a highly reputable firm of
internationally recognised accountants and
auditors without including any special value of
the company to the SEC. That firm valued the
company at $50 million. This was supported by
other commercial valuations that we did not
get.

Third, the owner of the Fremantle Gas and
Coke Co Ltd by that stage had an appreciation
of the true value of the company and was not
prepared to sell it at half its true worth.

Members opposite should not be under any
misapprehension: If the SEC had paid $34
million for this asset, the Opposition would
have jumped up and down and asked why we
were paying $ 10 million more than was paid
for the company 12 months before. Exactly the
same problem would have occurred. The owner
had appreciated the full value of the asset and
it was possible to get the gas distribution for
some $8 million less than the commercial value
of the total asset.

I come to the next part of the motion, which
is (f), "How the purchase was financed by the
SEC." The purchase of the Fremantle Gas and
Coke Co Ltd distribution has been funded as
part of the normal SEC capital works pro-
gramme, partly fromn internally generated funds
such as provision for depreciation, etc., and
partly from loan funds. Page 25 of the Esti-
mates of the General Loan and Capital Works
Programme for 1986-87 shows the item. The
total programme of $311 750 000 is being
funded by borrowings of $134 750 000 and
internal funds of $177 million.

That starts to give the answer to the Oppo-
sition about the funding and the reason why
the Leader of the Opposition was wrong when
he was trying to calculate how much the cost of
the asset would be when he simply said,
"Borrow all the money; translate all that
borrowing via a 15 per cent interest rate to this
many millions of dollars." In fact the ratio is
t34 to 177 of internal funds. So less than half
will be borrowings off the capital works pro-
gramume of the SEC. The asset will be pur-
chased as part of that programme.

Mr Hassell: Who pays for the internal funds?
They either replace borrowings or they rep-
resent extra charges to the consumers.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: They are raised by the
charges met by the consumers.

Mr H-assell: If you don't use internal funds
you must have borrowings, but the value of the
money is still the same.

Mr BRIAN BURK.E: I am not saying it is
not, but I am saying it is not, in the sense the
Leader of the Opposition puts it, financed
wholly by borrowings.

M r Hassell: I said the value of the money.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Leader of the Op-

position said the interest on the money
borrowed. He may criticise us for having SEC
charges that are too high; that can be an argu-
ment-that internally generated funds come
from too high charges. But he cannot say we are
borrowing all the money, when we are not,
which is what he said.

The next paragraph in the motion reads,
"The extent to which the Premier and the
Cabinet were involved in confirming, approv-
ing or negotiating the purchase." I have already
told the Parliament that prior to the final de-
cision the Minister discussed the matter with
me and I advised him it was a matter for the
exercise of his ministerial responsibility and
not a matter that need be brought to Cabinet.
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No other Minister was involved in the pur-
chase.

That concludes all of the headings that the
motion wants us to look at. I do not know what
additional information I can provide.

The next thing I want to look at is the
alternative action the Government could have
taken.

The Government could have not purchased
the Fremantle gas distribution system. It could
have said, "We don't want to buy it." That
would have meant that an opportunity to sell
more of the North-West Shelf gas surplus
would have been lost and the SEC would have
been substantially worse off financially because
the purchase was worth much more to the SEC
than the purchase price. As I have tried to ex-
plain in the absence of the Leader of the Oppo-
sition, the return to the SEC was the equivalent
of 22 per cent on a purchase price that was half
at least and probably more than half funded by
internally-generated funds, and the purchase to
the SEC of this asset had a special additional
value that lifted it well beyond that which it
had to another purchaser. The price paid was
less than the value put on by Coopers and
Lybrand to that other not-specially-advantaged
purchaser.

The second alternative is that the Govern-
ment could have made a bid on the Stock
Exchange for the company at the time of the
initial takeover. Firstly, it could have been suc-
cessful in obtaining the company for $39.7
million, but there is no guarantee of that. Sec-
ondly, it would also have created widespread
criticism from the private sector that the
Government was interfering in the market-
place. Thirdly, the Government could have
compulsorily acquired the distribution system.
However, given the private valuation, the
Government would have paid well in excess of
$39.7 million.

Summary: Firstly, the Government pur-
chased the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd
distribution network at substantially below the
private sector valuations. Secondly, the asset
had a very significant additional value to the
SEC beyond the value to a private purchaser.
Thirdly, the SEC would have been worse off if
it had not purchased the distribution system.
Fourthly, the Minister's action in approving
the increase in authorised capital did not in-
crease the value of the company.

Before I conclude, I want to recap and go
through in the broadest sense each of the areas
that I have covered. I have tried, firstly, to ask

and answer every single question posed in
every single newspaper report or parliamentary
debate, whether it be question, censure, or
Select Committee motion.

I have listed all the questions and answered
all the questions. I have even gone to the extent
of instructing my officers to list the questions
that defy comprehension by reasonably com-
petent people. I have drawn to the Parliament's
and the Opposition's attention crucial infor-
mation by way of a media release about which
the Opposition was seemingly unaware. If it
was unaware, it was very delinquent in the
things it said because the media release that I
provided to the Opposition clearly destroyed
the main basis for the Opposition's argument.

I have demonstrated that the increase in
share capital did not have the effect, leaving
aside the dividend restraint question, that the
Opposition maintained it had. I pointed out
also that, even if it had the effect the Oppo-
sition claimed, the Minister had already
indicated in the Press release of which the Op-
position was not aware that he was quite pre-
pared to increase the share capital outside the
context of a takeover-battle. Had he not agreed
in May or whenever to do that, he would have
been convicted firstly, of going back on his
ward, and, secondly, of refusing to do some-
thing the previous Liberal Governments had
done repeatedly-that is, increase the share
capital. Worse than that, I have demonstrated
that, if the arguments of the Opposition were
true, what the Opposition was trying to say is
that we would have refused to increase the
share capital artificially, deflated the value of
the asset, and then purchased the asset at a
deflated price. That is not a commercially
proper or even a morally proper course to
suggest.

Having demonstrated its special value to the
SEC, I have taken the value of the asset in
dollar terms and indicated by the SEC's own
submission that its value represents, on an
annual basis, a return of 22 per cent to the SEC.
I have demonstrated that the purchase will be
partly generated from internal funds and partly
financed from loan funds. I have demonstrated
that, on that basis, it is an excellent return. The
Deputy Leader of the Opposition said it is a
good return; I think it is an exceptional return,
particularly on a Government utility.

In addition, I have moved from these special
reasons for the Government's being interested
in the purchase to answer each and every point
raised in the Opposition's motion, without
equivocation and in full detail. I do not know
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what other information can be Provided. How-
ever, I do know that one day the Opposition
will wake up and find that its pillorying of dif-
ferent business people simply because they deal
with this Government will not advance its
cause. The questions asked, some of which I
have referred to and which should not have
been asked, about Standard Chartered Finance
Ltd's borrowings and whether those borrowings
had been made available to Western Continen-
tal Group should not have been asked. How
does the Opposition think every business per-
son in Perth feels when that sort of question is
asked, obviously not of the Government be-
cause we cannot answer the question? We do
not have access to Standard Chartered infor-
mation or other confidential banking corpor-
ations' dealings. The question was obviously
asked to embarrass the purchasers, the sellers,
or the business people involved in the arrange-
ment. There can be no other reason for that.

Mr Hassell: You know our only interest in
this matter has been the Government's use of
the State's assets.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Why? Tell my why the
question was asked about Standard Chartered?
Why would the Government know about that?

Mr Hassell: You know very well that the
whole dealing cannot be explained without
raising questions about the whole dealing.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Exactly what I am say-
ing. Questions like, "What did Standard
Chartered provide by way of a loan and how
could Western Continental afford to pay off
that loan?" were asked. What sort of questions
are those to ask of the Government? Other
questions about Mr Connell's shareholdings in
Western Continental and whether that was
increased dramatically are not the Govern-
ment's concern. When we looked at it, the first
thing was that the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition denied it and the second thing was that it
was less than two per cent. Yet the question
was asked of the Government as though it
knew the answers- We should not be expected
to know the answers. If we did know, the Oppo-
sition would accuse us of having flying squads
of inspectors prying into the commercial
confidentialities of business people.

Why did the Opposition ask these sorts of
questions ad nauseam about Western Conti-
nental, Mr Connell, Standard Chartered
Finance and other financing arrangements?

Mr Hassell: All of those questions were asked
in the context of investigating the Govern-
ment's involvement in this transaction.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have tried to tell the
Leader of the Opposition that he claims that
but there is no logic to the claim because we do
not have the ability to tell him whether West-
ern Continental can pay off its toan and it is
not something that he should expect us to
know. He should remember that its ability to
pay off the loan, if it had one to pay Off to buy
Fremnantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd, is nothing to
do with the Government. What does be want
us to do? Does he want us to call Fremantle
Gas and Coke and ask whether we can have
that information? He can do that. He can ask
Western Continental, Mr Connell, and the
other people the questions he asked of us. How-
ever, he chooses not to because he wants to
raise the matter publicly.

Mr Hassell: We centainly wanted to raise the
matter of the Government's dealings with the
State's assets. That is our job.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is not the Oppo-
sition's job to ask us how Western Continental
can afford to pay off a loan which it has taken
out to buy Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd. It
was a silly question.

Mr Hassell: I think you have tried to mis-
represent this matter for your own purposes.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have not. I read the
questions out in great detail in the Leader of
the Opposition's absence.

Mr Hassell: I heard what you said.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Leader of' the Op-
position has still not said why we should pro-
vide the information and why it should be pant
of the formal inquiries by the Government in
the course of its business. It is not and the
Leader of the Opposition knows it is not. He is
hoist with his own petard anyway; no-one be-
lieves him or takes seriously the claim that he
has raised something here and then said,
"Gosh, I am afraid it is in the newspaper, I
wonder how that happened. All I was trying to
do was, you know-"

Mr Hassell: What are you talking about? The
Premier knows that these matters were raised
in detail as week by week went by and that the
Government would not tell the truth about
what went on and he knows the Government
still has not told the full story.

Mr BRIAN BURKE:-What does the Leader
of the Opposition want me to do, take my shint
off

Mr Cash inteijected.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: I did not hear what the
member for Mt Lawley said but I suspect he
was being nasty to me again. He takes particu-
lar delight in being nasty to me.

Mr Hassell: Like the rest of us, he was being
nice to you because he knows how sensi tive you
are.

Mr Taylor: We think you are preat.
Mr Stephens: You will get promotion.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is not the case; he

will not get promotion because he thinks I am
great. The promotion he gets will be on ability
and for being perceptive.

I have tried to answer every question raised
by the Opposition. I have not been unnecess-
arily harsh on the Opposition. It made a couple
of mistakes. In the course of the debate, it tried
to avoid those mistakes. I do not care about
them. However, every question raised has been
answered as fully as possible. Nornally, I
would not go to the lengths that I have of pro-
viding the information.

Mr Hassell: I admit it is a change.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have had information

ferreted out. There are things here that must
have bored the Opposition silly because they
have bored me. The Opposition can go and buy
a gas company because it now knows how to do
it.

Mr Hassell: But will we know how to sell it to
the Government?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Looking at the mob
opposite, I would say that they will always be in
Opposition and it is unlikely that any Govern-
ment would buy something from the Oppo-
sition. As I said the other day, my boy says to
me, "Control tower to pig, prepare to take oft".
It may well be that members opposite will be
elected to Government at a time when the
member for Kalamunda is older and greyer.

Mr Thompson: But wiser.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: But wiser. The member
for Mt Lawley might be at Wooroloo sitting on
the verandah with a blanket under his chin in
the consumptives' home. The member for
Clontarf will still be here roaring at me. The
member for Mundaring will be grouching about
flowers.

A member inteujected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I think members of the

Opposition will be the death of me. I do not
think it will be a matter of retirement for me. I
think I will have to be carried out of here in a

box the way opposition members carry on with
Me.

In any case, I have no further information to
add. I have tried exhaustively to provide all the
detail requested on all the occasions that the
Opposition has raised this matter. I have tried
exhaustively to shred the motion moved
seeking a Select Committee and provide infor-
mation in point form to each of the headings
encompassed in the words of the motion. The
Government opposes the motion for a Select
Committee. I have taken the motion apart and
tried to answer it. All the information is
provided. We oppose the motion. I expect that
the Opposition will be as vehement in support-
ing the motion. Politics was ever thus!

MR MacKINNON (Murdoch-Deputy
Leader of the Opposition) [4.17 p.m.]: The
Premier does not seem to understand why we
wish to debate this issue further. There are
quite a few questions that still remain
unanswered, even following the Premtier's quite
unprecedented address to us both last week and
this week. I am not sure exactly how long he
has taken to address us, but it must be in excess
of two hours. During that address the Premier
made great play about the matter of the share
issue and why the Minister had not approved it
at the time. I remind members of the House of
exactly what the Premier said on Wednesday,
15 October. The extract from Hansard reads-

On I I January 1985 a request was
received from Fremantle Gas and Coke-
this was after the Holmes a Court bid-to
increase its authorised capital from $5
million to $10 million and to adopt tax
effect accounting.

Mr MacKinnon: When was that request
made?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: On 11 January
1935, after the takeover bid started.

The Premier went on to repeat that, and his
remarks appear on the following page. He re-
peated it again today. For the benefit of mem-
bets, I will explain to the House the facts sur-
rounding that application. The application was
addressed to the Minister, Hon. David Parker,
by the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd in a
letter dated 31 August 1934, not I I January
1985.

Mr Parker- But it was never progressed.
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Mr MacKINNON: I will get to the Minister's
interjection in a moment. The company wrote
about tax effect accounting and increasing the
company's capital. The letter reads-

The company's authorised capital is $5
million divided into five million shares of
$1 each. As of today's date the company's
issued and paid-up capital is 4,687,663
fully paid shares of $1 each. If the
company wishes to raise further capital it
can only issue another 312,337 shares.

To enable the company to issue further
shares at some later date should it become
necessary, we now request, in accordance
with Section 7 sub-section 4 of the Gas
Undertakings Act, that you authorise the
company to increase its authorised capital
to $10 million, made up of ten million
shares of $I each. The company does not
have any need to increase its paid up capi-
tal at the present time but this could be-
come necessary in the future.

Mr Jennings, a Chartered Accountant
and one of the Directors, is principally
concerned with the financial aspects of the
company and we shall be pleased if it
could be convenient for him to discuss the
matter with you at any early date.

That request was made of the Minister on 31
August 1984. 1 have checked with Mr Jennings,
who indicated to me that several times after
that he sought an audience with the Minister
but was unsuccessful until I I January 1985,
after the time of the Holmes a Court takeover
bid and the date referred to by the Premier.

The essential questions all that raises are:
Why the delay in granting Mr Jennings an audi-
ence? Why did the Premier last week try to
deceive the House and indicate that the
company only made the approach on I I
January 1985? And why did this Minister act
so promptly on the next occasion that a request
was made for an increase in the capital; namely
this year?

Thte Minister was galvanised into action to
authorise an increase in the capital in 1985.
Not so with the application in August 1984,
made well ahead of any takeover offer.
Takeover offers were not in the air at that time,
as I understand it. But, of course, the Minister
did not take any action on that, despite several
approaches from the company.

Mr Parker interjected-

Mr MacKINNON: Is the Minister calling Mr
Jennings a liar?

Mr Parker: I am not calling Mr Jennings a
liar. We have only your word to go on. That
was the only letter received and it was not dealt
with.

Mr MacKINNON: Why was it not dealt
with?

Mr Parker: Because it did not seem urgent.

Mr MacINNON: Because it did not seem
urgent! On 31 August 1984 it was received, but
the Minister did not react until January 1985. 1
hope the Minister responds to all correspon-
dence which comes into his office a little
sooner than four or five months later. That
does not seem to be a plausible explanation-
that it did not seem to be urgent. It sounds like
Senator Gareth Evans' excuse, it seemed like a
good idea at the time.

The facts are that the Premier indicated to
this House on I I January 1985 that the
company made an approach to the Govern-
ment, yet that document proves beyond any
shadow of doubt that the company made the
first approach in August 1984-well before any
takeover bid or takeover offer. I challenge any-
body to ring Mr Jennings and ask him. He
made several approaches to the Minister
seeking an audience with him, but he was un-
able to see the Minister until I I January 1985.
All that the Minister has to say is, "I did not
really think it was all that important; I never
got around to it."

Mr Parker: It was not urgent.

Mr MacKINNON: The same Minister sits
here. I addressed a question to him- The
Premier indicated this to the Parliament today
with those questions which somebody made up
for him and which he answered. I addressed the
following question to the Minister of 15
October-last Wednesday-

How many times has the Fremantle Gas
and Coke Company requested an increase
in its share capital since I February 1983?

The reply was-

I have answered this question in debate
in the House.

The Premier did not address that question. It is
easy to see why when Mr Jennings addressed
this letter to the Minister in August 1984 and
the Premier refused to see him until after the
takeover bid.

Several members interjected.
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Mr MacKINNON: I have only limited time,
unlike the Premier. The Premier has tried to
mislead the Parliament by his statemen-

Mr Parker: He has not.

Mr MacKINNON: Let me quote the
Premier. On I1I January 1985 a request was
received, he said. In fact, it was received on 31
August 1984. The Premier knew, and every-
body knew that. He tried to mislead the House.

Mr Brian Burke: Rubbish!

Mr MacKINNON: Let me refer to the sec-
ond point repeated by the Premier today. I am
pleased he did because he dug that hole which
he fell into another two feet deeper. He and his
Minister last week referred again in debate to
this business of the restriction. So that I do not
misquote the Premier, let me read his words-

On 21 January, J. N. Taylor Holdings
issued its part A Statement to Fremantle
Gas and Coke shareholders offering 12
J. N. Taylor shares for each five Fremantle
Gas and Coke shares. One of the con-
ditions of the purchase provided that]J. N.
Taylor had to be satisfied that it had
undertakings from the Minister that it
would not be subject to the restrictions
under the Acts, specifically those limiting
annual dividends to not more than three
per cent above the prevailing bond rate.
Taylor announced its entitlement to 19.4
per cent of Fremantle Gas and Coke Co
through a Holmes a Court controlled
company offer that was open until 22
February 1986 and later extended to 8
March 1986, and Fremantle Gas and Coke
Co immediately recommended rejection of
the offer.

Later on the Premier also said this-

I am trying to tell the Leader of the Op-
position that that three per cent restriction
was lifted and he has not even bothered to
discover the fact. During the currency of
the Holmes a Court takeover bid he sought
the assurance that the three per cent limit
would not continue to apply. Do members
of the Oppositon understand that?

Mr Parker: I advised the market that I
was inclined to lift it.

Let us examine the facts. They are certainly not
as explained by the Premier or by his Minister.
I took the time to obtain a copy of the pant A

offer. I refer members to clause 8(a)(iv). It
reads-

J1. N., Taylor being satisfied prior to the
closing of Offers under the Takeover
Scheme that it has the necessary undertak-
ings from the Minister for the time being
administering the Fremantle Gas and
Coke Company's Act 1886 and the Gas
Undertakings Act 1947 that restrictions
imposed on Fremantle Gas and Coke and
on gas undertakers by that legislation will
be confined to Fremantle Gas and Coke
and that those restrictions will not be
imposed on J. N. Taylor or any company
related to J. N. Taylor as a consequence of
the acquisition of Fremantle Gas and Coke
Shares by 3. N. Taylor pursuant to this
Offer.

That is an important point to be made. Legis-
lation was not to be altered in any way. The
restriction was to remain applicable to
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd, contrary to
what the Premier said; he said the central plank
of the Opposition's argument went out of the
window.

Mr Brian Burke: You do not understand the
whole thing.

Mr MacKINNON: The restriction applied to
the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd. They
were the people restricted.

Mr Brian Burke: Why do you think they did
not want to apply it to J. N. Taylor?

Mr MacKINNON: Because any commercial
company taking over another controlled by an
Act of Parliament would not want that restric-
tion extended to it.

Mr Brian Burke: Exactly.
Mr MacKINNON: And there was doubt at

the time that that was the case. In fact,
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd sought separ-
ate advice to try to find out exactly what was
the situation. The restrictions always applied to
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd. In this House
last week, and again today, the Premier tried to
indicate that the restrictions applying to
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd had been
lifted by this Minister. Clearly that was not the
case. He indicated quite plainly to the Parlia-
ment-and I repeat his words-that a major
plank in the Opposition's case re dividend pol-
icy had been lifted by the Minister. He had
given that clear undertaking. Is the Premier
walking away from that? Can the Minister tell
us that the Act of Parliament does not apply to
the company taking over the Fremantle Gas
and Coke Co Ltd? It still applies to the
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Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd, but it does
not apply to the takeover company. That is the
only undertaking they were asking for.

Mr Parker: They wanted it so that they did
not have the restrictions.

Mr MacINNON: They wanted it so that
they did not have to face interference with the
profits they gained.

Mr Brian Burke: Exactly.

Mr MacKINNON: The restrictions for get-
ting the profit out of the company still remain.
The Premier thinks we came down in the last
shower. Hie should read the Act, It is crystal
clear. The Minister can contradict my argu-
ment when he speaks if he wishes. The restric-
tion and request made by J. N. Taylor had
nothing to do with the dividend policy as
claimed by the Premier and the Minister. All
that J. N. Taylor was asking was for confir-
mation that the Act of Parliament controlling
the operations of the Fremantle Gas and Coke
Co Ltd did not apply to it. It was a request to
which the Minister agreed.

Mr Brian Burke: Then it could take more
than three per cent above the bond rate because
it was a single owner.

Mr MacINNON: Is that what it says in the
Act of Parliament?

Mr Brian Burke: What it says in the Act is
that the distribution of profit shall be
restricted. The Minister indicated that would
not apply to the single owner.

Mr MacKINNON: The Premier perpetuates
the lie. I will tell the Premier what the Minister
said in the Press statement he passed me a copy
of last week. So that the Premier can under-
stand this time I will quote from that Press
statement. It states-

Mr Holmes a Court also drew my atten-
tion to a clause in his offer which requires
J. N. Taylor to be satisfied that it has cer-
tain undertakings from me.

Only one such undertaking is requested. To
continue-

Although it is premature to make a de-
cision, and I will need to obtain further
Crown Law advice as to my precise dis-
cretion in this matter, 1 can see nothing at
this stage which would suggest that I would
be other than inclined to provide the
undertakings as sought.

The only undertaking sought is that the restric-
tion does not apply to I. N. Taylor.

Mr Parker: Why do you think he wanted
that?

Mr MacKINNON: I would want it if it were
my company and I was taking it over. I would
not want any restriction like that placed on
J. N. Taylor. Does the restriction still apply to
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd?

Mr Parker: No, because they had other ways
of taking it out.

Mr MacKINNON: Other ways of getting the
profit out! Again, the Minister tries to mislead
us. He says, "No, because they had other ways
of getting the profit out", so the answer is,
"Yes". The restrictions still apply and the Min-
ister comes back to the argument by saying
there are other ways of getting the money out
and that is why he had to make the decision
requested of him by Western Continental. If he
did not have to do that, he did not have to
make the decision in the first place. The matter
is crystal clear. I repeat: Read the Act. It is clear
to everyone in this Parliament except the
Premier and the Minister that there are restnic-
tions applying to the Fremantle Gas and Coke
Co Ltd as to the amount of money it can dis-
tribute. That is the central core of this whole
dispute. The money could not be got out of the
company simply and easily, hence a method
had to be found to enable that to happen.

Previously we have seen the Minister refuse,
for some reason or another, to process an ap-
proach made by the company in August 1984
to increase its share capital. Why the delay?
Then we have the Premier and the Minister
making total misstatements of fact to the
House to the effect that the restrictions do not
really apply in this case as the clause in the part
A takeover offer and the Minister's subsequent
comment in his statement of I I January lifted
the dividend restriction applying in the Act of
Parliament. That is not the case. That is not
what the part A statement says at all. That is
not what the Minister's Press statement says
either. He can get up and explain away to his
heart's content because that is not what he
indicated to the market at the time. He said, "I
indicated to the market that I had lifted it."

Let me repeat it so there is no doubt-
Mr BRIAN BURKE: During the cur-

rency of the Holmes a Court takeover bid
he sought the assurance that the three per
cent limit would not continue to apply. Do
members of the Opposition understand
that?

Mr Parker: I advised the market that I
was inclined to lift it.
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All he advised the market was that he was in-
clined to agree to the request that the Act did
not apply to J. N. Taylor and not that it did not
apply to the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd.
Why try to deceive the Parliament about the
facts? If the three per cent limit was lifted and
the market was advised, I challenge the Minis-
ter to indicate, when he speaks, when the mar-
ket was advised that those restrictions were
lifted.

Mr Brian Burke: You have the Press release
in your hand.

Mr MacKINNON: I read that Press release. I
think the Premier should go back to university,
not to study law, but to study English because
his understanding of the English language is
certainly different from mine, because if he
reads into those two documents any comment
about a lifting of a three per cent restriction he
is mistaken, because it is not there.

Mr Brian Burke: You did not even know
about the Press release until I gave it to you.

Mr MacKINNON: Truth is something the
Premier would not notice if he bumped into it
in broad daylight in St George's Terrace. I did
not know about it because there was nothing to
know.

Mr Brian Burke: Now you are admitting it.

Mr MacKINNON: I have rung several
people in the last couple of days and I have
asked them the question: Did you know the
Minister advised the market that he lifted that
restriction? Every one of those people closely
involved with this deal at the time said, "News
to me!" They included journalists who covered
that issue on a daily basis. Of course it was
news to them because it was never said. It
never happened. It was a figment of the
Premier's and the Minister's imaginations,
again designed to deceive.

The Premier is trying to paper over the
cracks about an issue that will not go away.
Why does the Premier think that it will not go
away? It will not go away because he attempts
to keep telling untruths and to deceive people
about the essential facts. I have not tried to
quote anything today that is not true. I have
quoted the Premier's words. I have quoted
from the J. N. Taylor pant A takeover and from
the Press statement.

Mr Parker: I will deal with that.

Mr MacKINNON: The Minister can deal
with it in due course, but those essential ques-
tions still remain. Why saddle the SEC with

more borrowings at this time when it was this
Minister who, a few months ago-

Mr Brian Burke: What a dope. They are go-
ing to earn 22 per cent on this lot. You said
yourself it represents a good return.

Mr MacKINNON: A few months ago the
Minister was talking about a 12 per cent in-
crease in power charges. The Premier told us
on 18 June that high interest charges were caus-
ing the increase in electricity bills. Yet, here we
have a Government committing itself to
borrowing more money to fund the purchase of
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd. Do you, Sir,
know the reason it did that? This Premier was
most upset that there were people in Perth get-
ting gas cheaper.

Mr Brian Burke: I was not upset about that.
Mr MacKINNON: The Premier and the

Minister can go on all they like about that. The
people of Fremantle know what has happened.
Talk to the Fremantle consumers. They know
what was written into the Act to try to protect
their interests and they know they were sold
straight down the drain.

The next question that must be answered is:
Why would the Government squander $40
million of scarce capital works funds on a job-
destroying investment? The Premier
introduced the Budget recently and gave us an
indication of how the Government wanted to
be seen as caring, worried about unemploy-
ment, and concerned about job opportunities
for young people. However, in this exercise it
had an opportunity to invest $40 million of
scarce capital works funds in job-creating proj-
ects around the State, trying to encourage the
employment of young people. Instead we saw
the Government indulge in a $40 million job-
destroying exercise, where 100 jobs were de-
stroyed in Fremantle. The Government did not
createjobs, it destroyed them. The Premier and
the Minister know that the capital works pro-
gramme of the SEC is funded by both loan
funds and internal funds, and its loan funds
come from the global allocation available to the
Government. The Government could have
chosen to use those loan funds on employment-
creating capital works programmes. But this
Government seems to have very strange
priori.ties when it comes to investing money in
the purchase of the Fremantle Gas and Coke
Co Ltd.

The next question which still has not been
answered today despite the lengthy address by
the Premier, which did not answer any of the
really essential questions, is: Why did the Cabi-
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net not approve the purchase when the money
allocated would have an impact on the Govern-
ment's capital works programme? I find it hard
to imagine that the Cabinet would not have
involved itself with a project that would impact
on the Government's capital works programme
and on job opportunities in the community,
where 100 jobs were lost to people in the
Fremantle area. I find that very strange. Thai
question was not answered effectively by the
Premier today and nor has the Minister
answered it. Why did the Cabinet not discuss
this issue?

The next essential question is: Why did the
Premier himself not approve the deal? Again
today he did indicate to the Parliament clearly
why he thought the deal was not one that
needed his approval, despite the fact that
Treasury officers were involved. The Premier
was not prepared to answer my interjection and
indicate when he first became aware of the
deal. I had put that question on the Notice
Paper, question 1301 of 15 October, and the
answer was that I should see his answer to
question 230. 1 read through the answer to that
question again, one I addressed to him. No-
where in that answer did he supply the time or
the date when he was first advised of the deal. I
deliberately put the question on the Notice
Paper so that the Premier would have time to
examine his records to see when it was that he
was first advised- He has deliberately evaded
the question. Why would the Premier wish to
evade the question? Why does he not even
want to indicate to the Parliament the date
that he thinks he first heard about it?

Another question to be asked is: Why are
there so many calls for an inquiry? The Premier
would have members of Parliament and every-
one else believe that only the Opposition is
concerned about this issue, only the Opposition
is calling for an inquiry. I remind the Parlia-
ment that it is Mr Jennings and the people
involved with Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd
at the time of the sale who have indicated their
concerns and a desire for an inquiry. The
people want an inquiry because they have not
been convinced by the Government, and
neither have we. They want an inquiry, just as
the Opposition wants an inquiry. What has the
Government got to hide from an inquiry into
the purchase of this company? If it has nothing
to hide, surely it is in its best interests that
there be an inquiry. If there is nothing to hide,
the only people who will get egg on their faces
are members of the Opposition. We would be
the losers if an inquiry were held and the

Government had nothing to hide, if the inquiry
proved a whitewash of the Government's ac-
tions.

I continue to be astounded at the way the
Premier and the Minister attack people outside
the Parliament, particularly members of the
board of the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd.
Neither the Premier nor the Minister has any
financial qualification or any extensive busi-
ness experience, yet within the confines of this
Parliament, not publicly, but in the Parliament
where they are free from retaliation, they
choose to critise and call these people dopey,
Liberal Party hacks and people who offered
faulty advice to their shareholders. The Minis-
ter said the board members were grossly dere-
lict in their duty. Why should the Premier and
the Minister attack those people if they have
nothing to hide?

I conclude as I started my remarks by
point ing out that these questions have not been
answered. An inquiry is needed and I fully sup-
port the call for one as espoused in this motion.

MR PARKER (Fremantle-Minister for
Minerals and Energy) [4.48 p.m.]: Obviously I
am very directly affected by this motion and I
particularly want to respond to the comments
made by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
and to deal with some of the nonsense that has
been spoken on this matter. Once again the
only points the Opposition made today and the
ones made by the Leader of the Opposition last
Wednesday when he spoke on this matter have
been old points; no new points or issues have
been raised and no new facts adduced. We have
simply had a repetition of the old points. There
has been nothing new. What there has been is a
reorganisation of earlier things said and a reor-
ganisation of the things we said in order to set
up a straw man and then knock down Oppo-
sition members again. Let us get back to basics
and see what it was that we sought to achieve
originally when the Act covering the Fremantle
Gas and Coke Co Ltd was introduced to Parlia-
ment.

Originally there was no SEC at all. The SEC
did not generate electricity throughout the
State or the metropolitan area, let alone gener-
ate gas. There were a series of units, in most
cases run by city or shire councils. The City of
Penth ran the electricity and gas systems in
Penth. There was a difference in Fremantle be-
cause the gas utility was not run by the city
council or by a statutory authority, but by a
private company set up by this Parliament.
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The SEC was farmed around 1947 to take
over the electricity and gas undertakings of the
City of Perth. Because the Fremantle oper-
ations were run by a private company, the SEC
could not take over those operations in the
same way as it took over the operations of
other shires and city councils. The Gas Under-
takings Act was enacted to allow the Fremantle
Gas and Coke Co Ltd to continue to operate as
a private concern but to regulate it. What was
the point of regulating it? It was regulated to
protect the consumers. Members should re-
member that, at that time, manufactured gas
was obtained from coal. The Act was enacted
to ensure that the company bought its coal
from various sources, it regulated the cost of
that coal and controlled other matters relating
to the supply of gas. That is the background of
the whole matter.

As I said, the company was set up by an Act
of Parliament, not in a corporate way, and its
capitalisation was originally set by the Parlia-
ment by a section in the Act. I think it was first
set at 60 000 pounds. It was later increased by
an Act of Parliament to 120 000 pounds, again
later to 250 000 pounds and later increased
again. Eventually the increases became so fre-
quent that the Parliament amended the legis-
lation to allow the Minister of the day to alter
the capitalisation, not by going to the Executi .ve
Council or to Cabinet, but by altering it him-
self. Over the century that the Fremantle Gas
and Coke Co Ltd has been operating there have
been a number of increases, firstly by the Par-
liament by legislation, and later by the Minister
of the day.

Mr Lightfoot: Are you aware of how many
times?

Mr PARKER: Somewhere between eight and
11, 1 cannot remember. I think it may be about
10 times.

As I said, the reason Parliament was author-
ised to alter the capital of the company was
that it was set up by an Act of Parliament and
not by corporate legislation. Therefore, the
capital of the company was controlled orig-
inally by the Parliament and later by a Minister
of the Crown. Every other company-

Mr MacKinnon: Fremantle Gas and Coke
Co Ltd is not every other company.

Mr PARKER: I know that. Every other
company has its capital controlled by corporate
affairs legislation, by its shareholders, and by
the normal articles of association. The
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd's articles of
association are its Act of Parliament and that

Act provides for ministerial control over its
authorised capital.

There are, however, restrictions in that Act.
Members should remember that those restric-
tions are also subject to change. On the one
hand, the authorised capital of the Fremantle
Gas and Coke Co Ltd can be changed under its
Act by a Minister of the Crown, which is what I
did, and, on the other hand, the Gas Undertak-
ings Act provides for restrictions on dividends.
That has not been brought out to date. I have
said it several times but it has not been particu-
larly publicised. However, it is a fact that, in
those very same amendments of 1982
introduced by the then Opposition after it had
been approached by the directors of Fremantle
Gas and Coke Co Ltd seeking to be protected
from a takeover, there was a specific provision
allowing, by notice in the Government Gazette
on recommendation by the Minister, for any
restrictions to be removed. Therefore, I did not
need to increase the authorised capital to re-
move the restrictions.

The Opposition, when in Government,
contrived a scheme which would have allowed
a Minister, at any time, to remove each and
every restriction that applied to Fremantle Gas
and Coke Co Ltd or any other gas undertaking,
because the Act is not specific with regard to
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd. It does not
matter whether the capitalisation is authorised
at $1, $5 million, or $100 million. The Act
specifically provides that the Minister can de-
cide that there should be some other restric-
tions or no restrictions in relation to the distri-
bution of the profits and dividends of that
company.

That is what J. N. Taylor was concerned
about when it put forward its takeover bid.
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd approached
the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court in
chambers, from memory-I am not sure but it
is recorded in the Press-and asked him to
issue an injunction against the directors ofiJ. N.
Taylor.

Mr Brian Burke: I think I mentioned that last
week as well, but the Opposition has com-
pletely ignored that and that gives the whole lie
to the Leader of the Opposition's claim that
that was ineffective in releasing the dividends.

Mr PARKER: That is right. Why did the
directors of Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd
rush to the Supreme Court to attempt to block
the conditions that Mr Holmes a Court and his
company had imposed in his part A statement?
They did not do it because they did not have
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anything better to do or because one of the
directors was a lawyer and wanted to be paid
legal fees. They went to the Supreme Court to
try to stop Mr Holmes a Court's bid because
they were concerned about the effect of that
undertaking. They wanted to assure the mar-
ketplace that it could not rely on the bid, that it
would not receive the benefits of the profits,
and that it had better stay with Fremantle Gas
and Coke Co Ltd.

There was a lot of private correspondence at
that time about the inadequacies of the various
regulatory processes. The Chief Justice, in his
discussions on the matter with the parties,
suggested it would be well worth while if the
Act was repealed. He refused the injunction
sought by the directors of Fremantle Gas and
Coke Co Ltd and had some scathing things to
say on the restrictions within the Gas Under-
takings Act. During those discussions he
suggested that it would be a good idea if the
whole thing were thrown out the window. He
said it was untenable in this day and age. The
directors approached the Supreme Court be-
cause they were aware, as the Premier pointed
out, of the impact on the marketplace.

I do not know to whom the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition spoke-he did not tell us-but
a statement was issued and circulated in the
way all statements are circulated; that is, by
telex and so on. It was issued to the Press and
to the Stock Exchange. That is why the direc-
tors of Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd were so
keen to avoid that condition and why the Chief
Justice refused to grant the injunction- The
General Manager of J. N. Taylor then
announced that the undertakings had been
dropped because the Minister had given the
necessary undertakings on 26 January 1985.

On that basis the Taylor bid was freed of its
conditions. That is in The West Australian of
26 January 1985, in case the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition wants to follow that up. The
Deputy Leader of the Opposition consistently
attempts to misrepresent the position of the
Government on this and many other matters.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition read
the letter from the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co
Ltd which was dated 31 August 1984. It
sounded like an accurate reading of that letter.
It is very interesting to consider the deceptions
and deceit of the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition and the Opposition generally. In the first
few weeks when this matter was discussed, the
Opposition said the company wanted an in-
crease in authorised capital for an issue to cel-
ebrate its centenary. In his own reading, the

Deputy Leader of the Opposition has given the
lie to that comment because it is very clear that
the company never asked for a bonus issue or
for an increase in capitalisation in order to be
able to celebrate its centenary. It simply asked
for it so that at some future time it could do it.
In the letter read out by the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition, it was clearly staled that there
was no urgency whatsoever attached to the
matter. Naturally, when people have many ur-
gent matters ta attend to they do not attend to
those that are admittedly not urgent.

Mr MacKinnon: The company sought ap-
pointments with you to discuss the issue.

Mr PARKER: I am about to deal with that.
As the Deputy Leader of the Opposition con-
firmed, there was no other written approach.
According to the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition-we have only his word to go on-Mr
Jennings made requests for an appointment.I
do not recall those requests, but when there was
some urgency attached to the matter, Mr Kyle
got in touch with mne about it. He may even
have mentioned the matter to me at a function.
He said, "Look, this is getting really urgent
now; we really do need this thing dealt with.
Would you meet a deputatinn from Fremantle
Gas and Coke Co Ltd, because Mr Holmes a
Court has issued or is about to issue or has up
to 20 per cent of the shares? Would you meet
with the board? We would really like to meet
with you". I agreed and met with the board.

Mr Brian Burke: It must have been terribly
urgent if they did not write you another letter!

Mr PARKER: There is no other letter. The
Deputy Leader of the Opposition confirms
that. It has been said that members of the
board sought appointments. I do not know how
they sought them. Every week hundreds of ap-
pointments are sought with me. Naturally, it
depends on the urgency of the matter as to
whether an appointment is made, but any that
are particularly urgent are drawn to my atten-
tion. Certainly the request from J1. N. Taylor at
the lime of the takeover bid was drawn to my
attention and I agreed to it because I could see
the urgency of the situation. Whatever the re-
sult was going to be, it was obviously important
that I talk to the directors of the company be-
cause I may not have had the opportunity later
when they may have ceased to be directors.
They were concerned about that when they saw
me, when they went to the Supreme Court, and
later when they went to see Mr Kingsmill.
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At that meeting they did not again raise any-
thing about a centenary issue. They said that it
was urgent that they see me because Mr
Holmes a Court was trying to take them over.
That was the reason they wanted to increase
the share issue. They also wanted to defend
themselves against him, presumably by issuing
those shares into friendly hands which they
could rely on not to sell to Mr Holmes a Court.
It must be remembered that they were
requesting an increase of 100 per cent in their
authorised capital. There were just under five
million shares on the market, of which the di-
rectors of the board held very few. They may
have had some indirect controls. I understand
that a number of the shareholders voted by
proxy through Perpetual Trustees, but the di-
rectors controlled very few shares. Presumably
they could have garnered a few, and if they had
placed the other five million shares that I had
allowed them into the hands of someone who
wanted to hold them, and who was willing to
enter into a deal with them, they could have
frustrated completely the Holmes a Court
takeover bid or any other takeover bid.

In effect at that time the directors were say-
ing to me what they said in a different way to
the then Government-now the Opposition-
in 1981 and 1982. They were asking me to
protect them from the takeover bid and to find
some way of stopping their being taken over.
They asked to be allowed to issue some shares
to a friend who would not sell to Mr Holmes a
Court. It had nothing to do with value. It had
to do with getting a friendly non-person or in-
stitution to take the shares and so stop Mr
Holmes a Court from taking them over. It had
nothing to do with works in the pround or cen-
tenary issues.

In the letter I wrote to them respecting their
request, I said that I would be prepared to con-
sider an increase in capital for any other good
purpose, but not during the currency of the
takeover bid. That was made public in a Press
release. The letter was given to the directors of
the company and as a result of that, as the
Premier said, the chairman of the company ac-
cused me of being in league with Mr Holmes a
Court. What would have happened had Mr
Holmes a Court taken over the company? Press
reports at the time indicated that the most
likely result would be that Mr Holmes a Court
would take over the company. It must be
remembered that Goldberg and company were
not even on the scene at this time. Nobody had
heard of them in this context. They became
involved only in March.

By March Mr Holmes a Court already had 42
per cent of the shares. He then issued a bid for
$6 a share to get himself over the 50 per cent of
the capital that was required to gain control of
the company if he was successful in that. He
could well have been successful because many
people said that what they did not like about
the Holmes a Court bid was that it was paper
rather than cash. If he had been successful,
Goldberg and Western Continental would have
been locked in with whatever they were able to
achieve with their $4.80 bid, with no prospect
of Mr Holmes a Court buying them out. He
could have simply controlled the company and
done what he wanted with it. All that Goldberg
and company would have had would have been
their shares in the company, presumably with
no one wanting to buy them because the
company was under the control of J. N. Taylor.
That is the position that prevailed.

The next question asked by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition was, "Why saddle the
SEC with more debt?" The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition claims that neither the Premier
nor I have extensive business experience. That
is as may be, but one of the things that even
someone with an elementary understanding of
business matters would know is that there is
the world of difference between having a debt
that is associated with a non-income producer
and a debt which is associated with an income
producer.

What is the reason for the huge debt of the
SEC? There are three reasons for it. The first is
the building about seven years early of the
Muja power station stage D; that represents
several hundred million dollars worth of debt.
It produces a small amount of income, but we
could have got that income if we had taken
Mjua power station only to stage C. Thus we
have a massive, very well-mun and beautiful
new power station which is nice to have, but we
are not selling the kilowatt hours to the com-
munity to cover the cost of that station because
the Opposition, as a political gimmick to help
in the election campaign in 1979, decided to
bring forward by several years construction of
the Muja power station. As a result, we have
the Muja power station years ahead of when we
need it. We cannot afford to pay the debt on it
because we do not have the income; we do not
have the income because the growth which
would normally have justified a new power
station is not there.

Secondly, the debt is associated with the con-
struction of the pipeline-the $1 billion pipe-
line which Mr John Stone, who is now a guru
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for the Opposition, described as a grasshopper
project which would never pay its way.

Thai is not strictly true. Mr Stone is often
not correct. Over a period the pipeline will pay
its way. So far as the pipeline is concerned, we
are in the early stages. There is not sufficient
volume through it. The units to aniise the
capital cost over each unit of gas are simply not
there to enable US to recover the capital cost of
the pipeline in the shont term. Over time we
Will.

The third and principal reason why our debts
are accelerating at such a rate at this stage is
our need to borrow $83 million a year-this
year, last year, and probably next year as
well-in order to service the gas which we are
forced to pay for but cannot use-

On the one hand the Opposition talks about
scandals. We are spending this year twice what
was paid last year to buy an income-producing
asset to Produce a return of around 22 per cent,
as the Premier has explained. Every year we are
wasting $83 million paying for something we
cannot use- By the time we are able to use it we
will have accumulated so many costs that it will
be worth a lot More than that. If we do not use
it within four years, we will have to pay for it
again. That is the result of a contract entered
into by the Oppostion when it was in Govern-
ment.

[ can understand how the Opposition failed
to distinguish between an income-producing
asset returning both capital and interest, giving
a strategic advantage, and a debt which does
not produce any income but puts out money
which we do not need to put Out in any conven-
tional, commercial way. Any Opposition which
could enter into a contract like that would not
be able to understand the business of acquiring
an asset. Any company, no matter how bad its
financial situation, will always acquire Some-
thing, even if it means going into debt, if it can
see the return on that asset.

That is the Position with a company like
CSR selling assets to reduce its debt; selling
them on an income-earning basis in order to
reduce its total debt capitalisation but still ac-
quiring companies and investing capital by ex-
pansion or by acquisition into areas where it
believes there is a return on that capital.

Any company or institution which does not
do that will inevitably go backwards because it
is not making the most of its capital resources.
That is why we increased the debt. Over a
period it will result in a reduction in the SEC

debt. Anyone with an elementary understand-
ing of commerce would understand that.

The final point made by the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition concerned the Cabinet and
the Premier. I do not know what system
operated when the Opposition was in Govern-
ment. I do not know whether, when the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition, as Minister for In-
dustrial Development, wanted to have a talk
with his Premier, some register was kept, or
some guardian was sitting outside the
Premier's office saying, "At 9.56 am. the Min-
ister for Industrial Development popped in for
a quarter of an hour with the Premier." He
might ask, "What do you want to talk to the
Premier about?" Perhaps that is the way it
operated.

Mr MacKinnon: If we wanted approval for a
major decision we would drop a note to the
Premier asking for his approval. After all, he is
the Treasurer.

Mr PARKER: I do not know the relevance of
all this. In our system, if one talks to the
Premier about an issue, there will be occasions
when the Premier will say, "Bring it to Cabi-
net", Or, "Send me a note about it."

The most extraordinary thing the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition said was that this
detracts from our ability to fund capital works.
That is absolute nonsense. The SEC does not
pay for schools or hospitals. The fact that the
SEC has an extra $40 million involved in its
capital works programme has not an iota of
influence on the issue of how much we spend
on schools or hospitals, because that is
ultimately limited by the global allocation. It is
principally related to what we believe we can
justifiably spend, given the economic environ-
ment and our ability to service the debt thereby
created.

Our decisions about schools and hospitals-
which we go through quite exhaustively-and
other work-producing programmes are related
to our ability to fund out of CRE, as we do with
many of the programmes in the area of the
Minister for Employment and Training. In the
case of real capital works, like schools, hospi-
tals, and so on, they are ultimately funded
throught the CRE. Ultimately the debt has to be
paid through the CRF. Our decisions are based
on whether we can afford the repayments and
what that does to our Budget. This will have no
impact whatsoever on the CRF That is why it
did not go to Cabinet.
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All the other areas raised by the Opposition
have an impact on the CRE. The Water Auth-
ority, Westrail, and so on have an impact on
the CRF-anything they do has an impact on
the CRF. But the State Energy Commission
does not. It is totally a non-CR!' agency. Its
borrowings are serviced as a commercial util-
ity. It operates in a commercial environment.
That is the way in which I run the SEC, and it
is the way it was run by the previous Govern-
ment.

Let me say finally that either the Oppositon
has been monumentally incapable of under-
standing the issues at stake, or it has
deliberately set out to mislead the public in
terms of the sorts of things involved. The fact
of the matter is that the Government acquired
a utility for substantially less than it was valued
at by an independent valuer. The Government
acquired a utility which is worth substantially
more than that valuation because of the special
factors related by the Premier. The Govern-
ment and the State of Western Australia will be
beneficiaries of that, not only because we have
a good asset returning a good rate, but also
because we will be able to start making inroads
into the $83 million we are borrowing, which
was saddled on us by the Opposition when it
was in Government. We will be able to sell
more and more North-West Shelf gas, put less
gas into inventory, and reduce other
borrowings as well as the return on the asset of
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd.

The Government opposes the motion and
asks the House to do accordingly.

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [5.18 p.m.]:
There is no doubt that the public are very con-
cerned about the details of the purchase of the
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd by the
Government. It is only right and proper that
the Opposition seeks full details. We would not
be performing our duty if we did not seek to
have full information.

My leader indicated that we were inclined to
go along with the motion for a Select Com-
mittee. However, on further reflection it was
realised that irrespective of whether the
Government supported the motion, it would be
of little benefit because of Standing Order No.
371.

That Standing Order clearly indicates that
the Minister or the Premier have no need to
appear before a Select Committee; they can do

so voluntarily but they cannot be compelled to
appear before a Select Committee. The effec-
tiveness of a Select Committee in those circum-
stances therefore would be virtually nil.

We in the National Party believe more will
be achieved by amending the motion and call-
ing upon the Minister for Minerals and Energy
to detail the answers to those points in the
motion itself.

I am aware that the Premier has given some
answers, but I feel it is still worthwhile proceed-
ing with our amendment on the basis that the
Minister handling the matter would be in a
position to give more detailed information.

Another point to consider is that there is a
story or a rumour about that the SEC has a
contract to supply gas to Fremantle Gas and
Coke Co Ltd after March 1987. In reverse, it
has an option to purchase the Dongara gas after
the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd contract
runs out in March 1987. If this is correct, there
was no need to purchase the company on the
basis the Government indicated, which was to
help cope with the oversupply of gas.

For that reason we believe that, in addition
to the points made in the motion wherein the
Liberal Party is calling for a Select Committee,
we should seek the tabling of documents in
order to clarify the situation. The documents
we would like tabled are, firstly, all those relat-
ing to the sale; secondly, the contracts or ar-
rangements between the SEC and WAPET for
the supply or purchase of Dongara gas after
March 1987; and thirdly, the contracts or ar-
rangements between the SEC and the
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd to supply that
company with gas after March 1987. If we
could peruse all those documents we would be
able to clarify the truth of the story I have
mentioned.

I know I have been very brief but, basically,
most of the points have been made. There is
not much point in seeking a Select Committee
when the principal evidence would have to
come from the Premier and the Minister. We
will clarify the situation better by asking the
Minister to answer all the specific questions
which are already contained in the motion be-
fore the House, with the addition of the re-
quests I have outlined.
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Amendment to Motion

Our amendment will have to be moved in
pants, so for now I move an amendment as
follows-

To delete all words after "HIouse".

I do not think it is necessary for me to read
through all the detail, but basically, with one
small alteration, the questions we are raising in
the paragraphs we would like to substitute are
essentially the same questions as those raised
by the Liberal Party in its motion, together
with a request that certain documents be tabled
10 clarify the situation with respect to the con-
tracts,

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mir Court.

[Questions taken.]

Sitting suspended from 6. 00 to 7.15 p.m.

CEMETERIES BILL

Message: Appropriations

Message from the Governor received and
read recommending appropriations for the pur-
poses of the Bill.

PRISONERS (INTERSTATE TRANSFER)
AMENDMENT BILL

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, on mo-
tion by Mr Pearce (Leader of the House), read a
first time.

MIDLAND ABATTOIR SELECT
COMMITTEE: PROCEEDINGS

Select Committee of Privilege: Motion

MR LEWIS (East Mel ville) [7.21 p.m.): I
seek leave of the House to move the motion
standing in my name on the Notice Paper in an
amended form.

Leave granted.

Mr LEWIS: In moving this motion I would
like to say that although I have been a member
of this Parliament for only a very short time, I
believe that for any evidence confidentially
given in camera to be transmitted from any
member of the committee, or any officer of the
Parliament, and wilfully made public, it consti-
tutes a serious breach of privilege. Indeed, the

credibility of the Parliament and its committee
system is brought into disrepute. 1 move-

That a matter of importance be referred
to the Parliamentary Privileges Select
Committee of this House, and for that
Committee to inquire into-
(1) Allegations of the release from the

Select Committee inquiring into the
scale of the Midland Abattoir of evi-
dence given to that Committee at the
request of its Chairman in camera.

(2) Whether there has been any breach of
Standing Order 375 of this House in
relation to,
(i) the publication of such evidence,

(ii) the disclosure of such evidence,
or of any other Standing Order of this
House.

(3) The use of such evidence and its dis-
closure to the public by,
(i) Mr. Paul Regan, a staff member

of the Minister for Agriculture,
and

(ii) The Minister for Agriculture Hon.
Julian Grill, M.L.A.

(4) The means and method by which such
confidential evidence was released
from the Committee.

(5) Whether any member of the Com-
mittee or any staff person associated
with the Committee was involved or
concerned in the release of the confi-
dential evidence.

(6) That the Parliamentary Privileges
Committee of this House further in-
quire into allegations that Mr. Paul
Regan, the Minister for Agriculture's
personal adviser, has acted with gross
impropriety and has endeavoured to
interfere with the ultimate findings of
the Select Committee by actively pur-
suing and interviewing persons and
witnesses either in person or by tele-
phone to either inquire as to evidence
that would be given or otherwise to
influence such evidence.

In moving that motion in its amended form, I
believe a serious breach has apparently oc-
curred. I would like to reflect on the second
part of my motion, whereby I put forward my
sincere belief that the Minister for Agriculture's
adviser and consultant has spoken to witnesses
called to the Select Committee inquiring into
the sate of the Midland abattoir. In so doing he

3440



[Wednesday, 22 October 1986])44

has interviewed them, inquiring into the evi-
dence given or otherwise, and he has endeav-
oured to influence that evidence. That is a
serious breach of privilege. I do not think it is
proper for a Minister of the Crown, or indeed a
member of his staff, to endeavour to influence
a Select Committee of this Parliament which is
inquiring into the activities of that Minister.

The first part of the motion -relates to the
evidence which has been given in camera. This
evidence was released to the Press on the after-
noon of Wednesday, 8 October, after a Press
conference held by Hon. Neil Oliver, the Chair-
man of the Council Select Committee. In a
series of incorrect, and indeed disparaging,
statements designed to reflect on the character
of Hon. Neil Oliver, a member of the other
place, not only were Mr Regan's allegations
erroneous, but I believe they were also libel-
IOUs.

He disclosed at that time evidence which was
heard in camera; evidence which, after the fact,
has been made public, both by Mr Regan and
by the Minister for Agriculture. Indeed, when
this evidence was made public on a television
news programme, the person who gave the evi-
dence, a Mr Bruce Cullan,, rang IHon. Neil
Oliver and asked what was going on. I believe
he also rang the Chairman of the Select Com-
mittee of this House which is inquiring into the
sale of the abattoir. He said that that evidence
was given in camera and asked why it had been
released.

Mr Grill: Who said it was given in camera?
Mr LEWIS: Mr Cullam, the gentleman who

gave the evidence. The evidence related to the
disclosure that a donation of $500 had been
made by Mr Oliver, in confidence, to the per-
son appointed-

The SPEAKER: Just a moment. Perhaps I
have not been paying as close attention to this
debate as I should have done, but I am begin-
ning to gain the impression that you are now
canvassing matters which are currently being
addressed by the Select Committee of which
you are a part. Am I correct or incorrect?

Mr LEWIS: The matters being investigated
by the Select Committee do not in any way
impinge on my motion as to whether evidence
which was given in confidence to a committee
of this Parliament has been made public.

The SPEAKER: That is not the question I
am asking. I am asking if you are now
canvassing matters relative to the Select Com-
mittee of the Legislative Assembly?

Mr LEWIS: No, I do not believe l am.

The SPEAKER: You are talking about mat-
ters which occurred only in the Legislative
Council Select Committee?

Mr LEWIS: Yes, and subsequently released
publicly by an officer of a Minister of the
Crown.

For the benefit of the Parliament, I have not
in any way reflected on any deliberation or
decision of the Legislative Council. The point I
have made is that the chairman of a Select
Committee of that other place has been
disparaged and denigrated by an officer
employed by the Minister for Agriculture.

Mr Read: With evidence given in camera to
which committee?

Mr LEWIS: To the committee of this House,
evidence which has since become public.

The SPEAKER: Order! That is the point I
was trying to make to you earlier. It is im-
proper for you to address any matter relevant
to a Select Committee of this House until such
time as it has reported to the House. When you
commenced your speech I was not aware that
you intended to touch on any evidence
produced before the Legislative Assembly
Select Committee. It is improper for you to do
so. It is not improper for YOU to discuss here
the proceedings of a Select Committee of the
Legislative Council whose evidence has already
been reported. But it is improper for you to
comment on any matter relevant to our Select
Committee.

Points of Order
Mr MacKINNON: I ask for your advice and

guidance, Mr Speaker. I recall that at the time
the question was raised with the Minister for
Agriculture about this same matter, where the
Minister disclosed information about Hon.
Neil Oliver, a member of the other House, and
his contributions to the Midland and Districts
Chamber of Commerce, and again referred to
subsequently in this House, you ruled that that
was okay and the discussion could proceed. I
am confused as to how that was in order then,
yet the debate proceeding now with the mem-
ber for East Melville referring to the evidence
and the matter that was before the Council's
Select Committee is not allowable, according to
your ruling. I seek your guidance on the appar-
ent conflict between the direction you have
given in each instance.

The SPEAKER: I am sorry, but I was refer-
ring to the Standing Orders to better assist me
in ruling on this matter and I missed the first
part of your comments.
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Mr MacKINNON: My comments related to
a Dorothy Dix question asked of the Minister
for Agriculture about the contribution made by
Hon. Neil Oliver, a member of another House,
to the Midland and Districts Chamber of Com-
merce. If I recall correctly, a point of order was
taken at the time by the Leader of the Oppo-
sition as to whether the question was allowable
and you mled that the question was in order.

The SPEAKER: I see this as being perfectly
clear and in a moment 1 will read to members
the Standing Order on which I based my ruling.
I do not want to stop any debate in this House
on matters of public importance; however, I
am not about to allow those debates to trans-.
gress our Standing Orders. If members of this
House want to debate right now matters relat-
ing to the Select Committee of the Legislative
Council, that is perfectly in order so long as
they do not transgress the Standing Orders rela-
tive to comments made about members of the
other House. However, to assist members I
draw their attention to page 123 of our Stand-
ing Orders, and specifically to Standing Order
No. 37 5, which reads as follows-

Unless the House or the Committee
otherwise orders, no Member of a Select
Committee of the House shall, nor shall
any other person, publish or disclose the
evidence (including documentary evi-
dence) received by such Committee until
such evidence shall have been reported to
the House.

Standing Order No. 376 reads as follows-

It shall be the duty of the Chairman of
every Select Committee to prepare the re-
port.

That is perfectly clear to me and rules out of
order comment by the member for East
Melville on some of the points he is wanting to
raise.

Mr MacKINNON: On the same point of or-
der, if you read the motion moved by the mem-
ber for East Melville, you will see it relates to a
breach of Standing Order No. 375. It is difficult
for me to see how the member for East Melville
can address the motion on that breach of that
Standing Order without his giving some indi-
cation of the nature of the breach. If he is not
allowed to do that he is really prevented in pant
from properly addressing the motion he has
moved, which has been accepted by the House.

The SPEAKER: It is my intention to leave
the Chair to further consider this matter, and
during that time I will have discussions with

the chairman of our Select Committee. I will
leave the Chair until the ringing of the bells.

Sitting suspended from 7.3S to 8.Ol p m.

Speaker's Ruling
The SPEAKER: During that brief adjourn-

ment I took the opportunity to have dis-
cussions with both the Chairman of' the Select
Committee and the member for East Melville.
As a result of those discussions and the infor-
mation disclosed in them, I have decided to
allow the debate to continue but strictly on the
basis only that no in camera evidence to the
Select Committee is referred to.

Debate Resumed
Mr LEWIS: Thank you Mr Speaker. I do

believe that members of the Government will
ask, and properly so, how Hon Neil Oliver
knew that the evidence that has been made
public was taken in camera. The answer is very
simple: The fact is that any public evidence
given to the Select Committee is on the record
and for the benefit of the House. I will refer to
the transcript as follows-

The CHAIRMAN: The primary thing
we want to know is who contributed to the
advertisement, and in what proportions
did they contribute?

Mr CULLAM: The contributions to that
advertisement were collected by telephone
around the business community by me. In
fact, I took the responsibility of collecting
the money for it. Obviously, that was done
on a confidential basis. If I say where that
money came from and namne the
businesses and people involved, the
confidentiality will be lost. Can you
suggest any way in which I can give you
that information so that it remains confi-
dential?

The CHAIRMAN: I should have said to
you that we are able to go in camera at any
time. The evidence given in camera is
given in a confidential way, in the sense
that neither we nor anyone else can publish
what is said in camera.

For the benefit of the H-ouse I will read Stand-
ing Order No. 375 to which you, Mr Speaker,
have referred this evening. It refers to evidence
given in camera and reads as follows-

375. Unless the House or the Com-
mittee otherwise orders, no Member of a
Select Committee of the House shall, nor
shall any other person, publish or disclose
the evidence (including documentary cvi-
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dence) received by such Committee until
such evidence shall have been reported to
the House.8

On the margin next to that Standing Order it
states--

Evidence not to be disclosed unless
ordered.

I suggest that that means by an order of this
Parliament. Any evidence that is given in cam-
era cannot be disclosed unless it is ordered by
this Parliament so to do.

The Chairman of the Select Committee cor-
rectly advised the witness about his ability to
give that evidence, and that any reference to
the list of donors to that particular advertise-
ment could be given in camera.

The transcript states-
Mr CULLAM: One thing which con-

cerns me a little is the intimidation that
has been going on in this inquiry, and that
is why the money was given to us in confi-
dence. All I can ask is for your assurance
that it will be kept in confidence by the
Committee.

The CHAIRMAN: In broad terms I can
give that assurance. In terms of whether
particular industry groups or individuals
contributed, I cannot give that complete
assurance in the sense that it will not ap-
pear in our report. In terms of what I
would regard as normal people at Mid-
land-perhaps even people like yourself
who might just have an interest in protect-
ing Midland's position-I certainly would
not have any interest at all, and I do not
think any member of the Committee
would, in mentioning that in the report. It
would only be mentioned if there were par-
ticular industries or individuals on the list.

I suggest that maybe the chairman's advice to
the witness may have been incorrect because
that could not have been done unless the
Standing Order was enforced. The witness's re-
sponse was as follows-

Mr CULLAM: The people I approached
certainly have the interests of the com-
munity at heart, and they were the people I
would have approached right from the
start. They are the people who will be ap-
proached by the chamber of commerce in
future about things which might happen in
the area. They are very responsible busi-
ness people in the community. If 1, and the
chamber of commerce, lose their confi-
dence because of something like this, it

would set back the business community a
long way. However, I preempted the
reason for which I was called, and I have a
list here. I thought that was what you were
looking for.

That was reflection on the position that this
witness was called before the Select Committee
on two occasions and that this evidence was
given on the second occasion. He was called
specifically to give evidence about the people
who donated funds towards the advertisement.
The chairman said-

Perhaps we should go in camera now.
That manifests completely that the evidence
was given in camera. It was public evidence
until the list of people who donated to that
particular advertising campaign was given in
camera.

As I have already mentioned, the witness
telephoned the Chairman of the Select Com-
mittee and Hon. Neil Oliver and asked ques-
tions about the reason that evidence which was
given in camera was made public. I would like
to ask the question why it was made public!

Mr 0. L. Smith: What evidence have you
that that came from any member of the Select
Committee? What is your source for saying
that the evidence given to the Select Com-
mittee was disclosed by any member of the
committee or the staff?

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr D. L. Smith: I am quite happy to hear

what the evidence is. Is he learning from the
member for Gascoyne?

The SPEAKER: Order! I would like to help
other members of Parliament as well of my
attitude to the interjections which I intend to
allow. My actions tonight will be no different
from those on any other night since I have been
Speaker. However, it is obvious that I need to
apprise members of my attitude to interjec-
tions. I will allow members to interject, even
though it is disorderly, so long as this aids the
debate and the interjections are directed to the
member on his feet.

If members wish to hold conversations, it is
better that they do so in another place rather
than have cross-Chamber conversations.

Mr LEWIS: I have not reflected on any mem-
ber of the committee or, indeed, any officer. I
am asking this Parliament to investigate how
evidence given in camera came to be in the
possession of a paid officer of the Government,
a person employed as an adviser to the Minis-
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ter for Agriculture-the very Minister whose
actions are being inquired into by this Parlia-
ment via a Select Committee.

The question I put to you, Mr Speaker, is the
propriety of an officer of the Crown, employed
by a Minister, flagrantly disclosing to the Press
evidence that has been given in camera. Not
only did he do that, but also he went on with a
diatribe of disparaging and erroneous
statements reflecting on a member in another
place. I ask whether that is proper conduct for
any person, let alone an officer of a Minister of
tbe Crown.

The reason that I have moved this motion is
to have the Privilege Committee of this House
investigate just how this evidence came to be in
the hands of the adviser to the Minister for
Agriculture. I think it is a very important ques-
tion. I am not proffering who did it; I am
asking this House via the Privilege Committee
to inquire into the circumstances.

My information is that only three people
were aware of the names of the donors to that
particular campaign. I know that it has been
suggested that Mr Luke Saraceni, the consult-
ant planner to the company proposing to build
the brickworks, has made a statement to the
effect that it was common knowledge around
Midland Junction. Mr Regan has suggested
that he gained his information from Mr Luke
Saraceni. I would like to read to this Parlia-
ment, and table the document if the Parliament
desires, a statutory declaration signed by Bruce
Reginald Cullam, the person given the re-
sponsibility by the Midland and Districts
Chamber of Commerce for soliciting and gath-
ering the moneys to pay for these advertise-
ments. It states-

1, Bruce Reginald Cullam, of 5 Stafford
Street, Midland, State of Western
Australia, Business Proprietor, being duly
sworn make oath and say as follows:

[ am the Managing Director of Knox Hold-
ing Ply. Ltd. and Chairman of Direc-
tors of Cullam Nominees Pty. Ltd.
Both companies are retail liquor and
grocery outlets. Both businesses trade
in Midland, Western Australia.

I was a Past President of the Midland &
District Chamber of Commerce from
1982 until 1984. Since 1984 was on
the Executive Committee of the Mid-
land & Districts Chamber of Com-
merce.

After the Chamber of Commerce learnt. of
the sale of the Midland Abattoir and
Saleyard complex in May, 1986 it de-
cided at an Executive Committee
meeting at which I was present to
mount an advertising campaign to cre-
ate public awareness of the loss of the
Salcyards to the Sub-Regional Centre
of Midland.

I was selected to organise funds for this
purpose.

I performed this task alone, inclusive of all
paper work, which consisted of a list
of names of persons or organisations
who made donations and the amount
of the donation.

All donations were received and given on
the basis that the giver and the
amount would not be disclosed to any
other person or body.

The only people who were aware of the
donations were 'the then President,
Vince Gareffa, and another Executive
Committee member, Terry Giles.

On the 28th August 1 appeared before the
Legislative Assembly Select Com-
mittee of Inquiry into the Sale of the
Midland Abattoir.

I was asked by the Chairman of the Com-
mittee for details of funding for the
Chamber of Commerce's advertising
campaign referred to above.

This information was supplied in camera.
At all times apart from Vince Gareffla and

Terry Giles and the Select Committee
no person or body was informed by
myself of the donations or who made
them.

To the best of my knowledge and belief the
identify of the persons who made do-
nations and the amount of the do-
nation was not common knowledge in
Midland.

I swear this by virtue of Section 106 of the
Evidence Act believing the same to be true.

Dated the 22nd day of October, t1986
Mr Pearce: If you set up a Select Committee

they could call for that document.
Mr LEWIS: I am happy to provide it.
Mr Pearce: I am not talking about the statu-

tory declaration, but the secret document you
have showing the names of the donors.

Mr LEWIS: I seek leave to table the statutory
declaration I have just read.
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(The paper was tabled for the information of
members.)

Mr LEWIS: I believe I have demonstrated
that there is an allegation of a breach of privi-
lege. If the public, the Press, members of this
House and witnesses are called before Select
Committees of this House and if evidence
given in camera is disclosed, by whatever
means, it is a serious breach.

I believe this House should take cognisance
of the fact that there appears to be a breach. It
is alleged there is a breach, and I believe my
motion is right and proper and that it is proper
for the Parliament to investigate whether there
was a breach and to make determinations on
those matters.

I believe that if this Parliament is not pre-
pared to make investigations it will discredit
the workings of the Parliament, and indeed the
workings of a Select Committee of this Parlia-
ment, because it will be deemed by the public
and by witnesses to Select Committees of this
Parliament that what they say in camera may
be bandied about publicly on television news
bulletins and the like. It is a serious matter that
should be investigated and cleared up if the
integrity of this Parliament is to be maintained
in the public eye.

Opposition members: Hear, hear!
Mr LEWIS: I now direct my attention to part

(6) of my motion, which relates to allegations
of impropriety by the ministerial adviser.

The Minister has advised this House that Mr
Regan is a consultant and adviser on hiis staff.
In other words, Mr Regan is an officer of the
Crown and is paid by the State. Both Mr Regan
and Mr Grill have admitted publicly that Mr
Regan has discussed evidence and proceedings
of the Committee with witnesses called to that
Committee. Further, I shall read the substance
of a statutory declaration which came into my
hands a couple of Thursdays ago, and which
has also been made public, because the com-
mittee wished to pag this evidence-

Withdrawal of Remark

Mr D. L. SMITH: Mr Speaker, the member
for East Melville has just said the committee-
that is a Select Committee of this Parliament-
wished to pag a witness before that Select Com-
mittee. In my view that reflects most adversely
on the Parliament and the individual members
of that committee other than himself, apart
from the fact that it is entirely untmue. I ask that
it be unreservedly withdrawn.

The SPEAKER: Order! Unfortunately my at-
tention was taken away from what the member
for East Melville was saying, but it is my under-
standing that you were saying what the member
for Mitchell implies that you said. If that is so,
I do ask that you withdraw that statement.

Mr LEWIS: I wish in no way to reflect on the
committee, and I withdraw.

Debate Resumed

I have a statutory declaration here that will
validate what I have said; that is, that an ad-
viser to the Minister endeavoured to, and did,
interview possible witnesses before the Select
Committee did so. I will now read that statu-
tory declaration-

1, RAMSAY BOGUNOVICH of 36
Mundaring Weir Road, Kalamunda do sol-
emnly and sincerely declare as follows:-

On about the 20th June, 1986 1
received a phone call from a former
acquaintance known as Paul Regan,
the subject concerned the sale of the
Midland Abattoir.

He asked me if I thought that the
price the Government had sold it for
was in my opinion, a fair price.

When I asked him for what reason,
he answered that he thought that my
opinion would count. It was then that
be mentioned that the main reason he
was phoning was that there was an in-
vestigation going on in Parliament
and that it was very important for him
to prove in Parliament that Len
Brajkovich had been associated with
Ric New, Neil Oliver and George
Cugley.

I then mentioned to Paul that Len
Brajkovich was my cousin. Paul then
finished the conversation and said he
was running late for a meeting but
would ring me back.

I suggest this is also statutory evidence that
does imply that Mr Regan has spoken to
witnesses who were to appear before the Select
Committee; and indeed, has actively
participated in doing just that. I also advise the
Parliament that I was aware of Mr Regan's
actions and I put it to the Clerk attending the
Select Committee whether Mr Regan had been
speaking to him and to witnesses.
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Point of Order
Dr LAWRENCE: On a point of order, Mr

Speaker, discussions with the Clerk are in cam-
era.

Mr Laurance: They are not in camera.
Dr LAWRENCE: Discussions and deliber-

ations of the Committee taking advice from the
Clerk are definitely in camera and should not
be referred to in this debate.

Several members interjected.
Mr Laurance: If it is good enough for you it

is good enough for me. It is a load of rubbish,
and you know it.

The SPEAKER: Order! It is not a load of
rubbish. It is precisely correct, and it should
not be referred to in this debate. The Standing
Orders are very clear and members will know
the difficulty we have in debating this subject
tonight. Surely you can remember that I actu-
ally had to leave the Chair for some 20 minutes
and canvass very closely the Standing Orders
and several members of this House to deter-
mine just how this debate could ensue. When I
came back I said it could ensue but that all
matters in camera in respect of the committee
were not to be addressed. I know that is diffi-
cult and I do not want to stop debate, but if it
continues I may well consider that course of
action. It is a very difficult debate and I know
many members are upset over it, but it is not
my job to stop it. However, I will not allow
matters heard in camera before the Select Com-
mittee to be addressed in this House.

Mr LEWIS: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I would
like to make the explanation that this was well
known by me and indeed, I discussed it with
the Clerk. Because it was discussed also by the
committee, does that impinge on me, notwith-
standing that I knew about it before the com-
mittee discussed it? May I not mention it?

The SPEAKER: I am sorry that I was not
clear. No.

Debate Resumed
Mr LEWIS: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I under-

stand that it is a difficult subject and I will
endleavour to comply with your ruling.

The evidence given in public to the Select
Committee also clearly shows that Mr Regan
admitted that he had discussed the proceedings
of that Select Committee with witnesses who
had been called before the Select Committee,
and I am aware of allegations that even before
witnesses were contacted by the Clerk of the

Select Committee they had been contacted by
MrkRegan.

I think it is grossly improper and indeed an
insult to a Select Committee of this Parliament
that in inquiring into the actions of a Minister,
an officer of that Minister is out interviewing
witnesses, even before they have appeared be-
fore that Select Committee. Mr Regan has
given evidence to the Select Committee in pub-
lic. It was his job to investigate and discuss
with various witnesses what was going on and
to report back to the Minister. It was his job to
interview witnesses so that the Minister could
be briefed on what they would say. Quite
frankly, I think that is also grossly improper. I
think the greatest insult of all was when this
Select Committee of the Parliament requested
funds so it could competently investigate-

Point of Order
Mr D. L. SMITH: The member is clearly

moving into an area of the deliberations and
activities of the committee, which is not a
proper matter to be discussing in this House,
Prior to our report being tabled.

Mr MacKinnon: On what basis?
Mr D. L. SMITH: On the basis of the Stand-

ing Orders, that deliberations are always confi-
dential to the committee.

Mr MacKinnon: Are these deliberations in
camera?

Mr D. L. SMITH: Deliberations, if the Depu-
ty Leader of the Opposition knows his rules,
are always in camera.

The SPEAKER: Before I rule on that I will
need more information as to the point of order.
I will have to ask that members not speak to me
during this debate because every time someone
comes up to speak to me, a point of order is
taken. It is very difficult for me to rule freely on
the points of order if I do not know precisely
what is happening. Would members leave me
alone during this debate so I can listen. I would
ask the member who just took the point of
order to clarify the situation for me.

Mr D. L. SMITH: I refer to Standing Order
No. 373 which says-

373. When a Committee is examining
witnesses, strangers may be admitted, but
shall be excluded at the request of any
Member, or at the discretion of the Chair-
man of the Committee, and shall always be
excluded when the Committee is
deliberating.
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The practice of the House and Select Com-
mittees is that all deliberations of committees
are matters that are confidential to the com-
mittee and no member of the committee is
entitled to disclose the content of those deliber-
ations outside the committee. The member has
started to talk about matters the committee
may or may not have requested from the
Premier and started to complain about the re-
sponses to those approaches. They are matters
to which no other member on this side can
respond because of the practice and it is im-proper for the member to be raising them in
this House at all.

The SPEAKER: I am not convinced of the
correctness of that point of order. It is very
difficult. The member well knows that we
should not be canvassing this matter at all until
the Select Committee's report comes down. If
the member strongly feels that it is an integral
pant of his argument, he can continue for a
period, at which time I will make a further
ruling. If it is not an integral part of his speech,
I would ask him to get on with the next part of
his debate.

Debase Resumed
Mr LEWIS: The committee sought funds so

it could competently examine all factors-

Points of Order
Mr D. L. SMITH: It is a longstanding prac-

tice of this Parliament that the method of con-
duct and the deliberations of a committee are
matters which no member of the committee
can disclose. It is improper of this member to
be discussing matters which we, on this side,
feel constrained about answering, In any event,
it seems quite irrelevant to the motion before
the House.

Mr PEARCE: Standing Order No. 374
states--

374. Members of the House may be
present when a Committee is examining
witnesses; but withdraw by courtesy when
the Committee is deliberating.

The reason that there is no discussion until the
committee reports is that the committee com-
prises people who report on their own deliber-
ations. The chairman of the committee
presents a report on the deliberations of the
committee. To allow a member of the Select
Committee, who may not be a majority mem-
ber on that committee, and who may well bring
a dissenting report to the House, to give his
version of the deliberations of that committee

during the course of this debate, in advance of
the chairman's report, is to subvert that Stand-
ing Order and lead to a nonsense situation
where any member of a Select Committee who
feels that he or she is in the minority can rush
to the House, move a motion and seek to
present his or her assessment of what is going
on in advance of the committee reporting. That
is precisely what the Standing Orders are
designed to prevent.

Mr MacKISNON: You, Sir, have rightly
said a couple of times this evening with respect
to points of order, that this is a difficult debate,
particularly when you and most other members
of the House, including myself, have not been
present at the committee proceedings, and only
a few members have. I think you have made
some sensible rulings this evening, the last of
which I thought was sensible on the basis that I
am not up with what happened on the com-
mittee. You indicated to the member that he
should proceed for a short time and if you felt
his remarks to be inappropriate you would then
draw his attention to that matter. I hardly think
that the one sentence which the member has
been able to get out gives you or me the ability
to make such a judgment. I am sure the mem-
ber for East Melville is doing his best to abide
by your ruling. I find it hard to see how such a
short contribution following your previous nil-
ing-which I believe to be correct-could al-
low any of us to make a proper judgment.

The SPEAKER: In respect of the points of
order raised, I do find from the short passage
given to the House by the member for East
Melville that I can make a ruling. From my
understanding of Select Committees, deliber-
ations of the committees are held in camera- I
draw his attention to the fact that the Press
would not have been present during those de-
liberations nor in any of the other deliberations
made by the committee. What I want the mem-
ber for East Melville to do is canvass those
points the Press were able to be present at;
those matters which were addressed in private
by the committee cannot be addressed during
this debate.

Debate Resumed
Mr LEWIS: It has also been revealed in evi-

dence that the Minister, through his adviser,
Mr Paul Regan, commissioned a professional
architect and quantity surveyor to travel to the
Eastern States and investigate the comparative
price of bricks within all the Eastern States of
Australia. His fees, airfares, and accommo-
dation were all paid, I presume from the
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Budget vote to the Department of Agriculture,
or through the resources of the Minister for
Agriculture.

I am suggesting to the House that the Select
Committee was competent to make such inves-
tigations, and for reasons I have not been able
to give, I was not in a position to make those
particular investigations. It seems to me to be
improper, and I find it difficult to understand,
that a Select Committee which is investigating
the actions of a Minister does not have the
resources to make proper investigations, while
the Minister who is being inquired into has the
resources and funds to gather evidence and
submit it to the Select Committee. That evi-
dence should properly have been gathered by
the Select Committee.

The Minister and his adviser have been out
there actively operating and endeavouring to
hose down the situation to ensure that evidence
which suits the purpose of the Minister's action
is presented to the Select Committee. I believe
that is the committee's function, and that it
should pursue that function. It is improper that
the Minister has ventured down these paths
and expended money while the Select Com-
mittee was not in a position to do so. It seems
to me grossly improper that Mr Regan should
engage in dialogue with witnesses before the
committee. I suggest that he knew of all the
witnesses and went to them before the Select
Committee had called them. flat is what
should be investigated. These are legitimate al-
legations, and they properly should be
investigated by a Privilege Committee of the
House.

Mr Read: Did you meet or speak with any
witnesses before they appeared? Let us hear
your answer.

Mr MacKinnon: Let us hear your speech.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LEWIS: On the basis of what I have said

this evening to the Parliament, and on the basis
of the allegations that have been proffered and
the disrepute that this House could be brought
into by the allegations about what is said to be
going on, I believe this matter should be con-
sidered by the Privilege Committee. I com-
mend my motion to the House.

MR NALDER (Narrogin) [8.43 p.m.]: I wish
to second the motion before the Chair, and to
point out briefly to the House that 1, too, am a
member of the Select Committee inquiring into
the sale of the Midland abattoir. I have been
made very conscious in my time on the com-
mittee of the importance of what is contained

in the Standing Orders of this House, and of
the credibility, integrity, and respect which I
believe both Houses should enjoy in the public
eye.

When one hears the statements made in this
House and to the media, and to the public by
the media, about information which is sup-
posed to be confidential and which was given
as evidence in camera, it is a natural human
reaction to be very concerned. One's mind
tends to think of the very few people who have
been privy to that sort of information. If there
is anybody, whether staff or members of this
House, who does not have the ability to honour
and maintain the necessary confidentiality, he
or she should be exposed, if for no other reason
than to remove the suspicion on other mem-
bers of the staff or the committee.

It disturbs me also that one of the ministerial
advisers to this Government should be
involved in contacting witnesses to the Select
Committee and discussing in any way matters
relevant to the committee. I think that is highly
improper. I am convinced that the whole mat-
ter must be fully investigated by a Privilege
Committee of this House.

MR LAURANCE (Gascoyne) [8.46 p.m.]: It
is quite obvious that from the very moment
this whole matter began it was going to be a
litany of impropriety. If ever we needed any
evidence of gross impropriety, not only in re-
lation to the Select Committee but also to the
whole chain of events surrounding the matter,
it has been provided tonight. I commend the
member for East Melville on the very thorough
and detailed way he placed the matter before
the Parliament. He backed up what he had to
say with statutory declarations from two people
who were involved. He did not need to do that;
he had enough evidence of his own. If there was
any doubt it was put to rest by the statutory
declarations which have been incorporated in
Mansard tonight. No-one could refute the
statements of those people. It is quite evident
that they point out that a member of the Minis-
ter's staff has acted in the way the member for
East Melville described.

It is unthinkable that a person employed by
this Government should go to witnesses who
are subsequently called before the committee
and try to intimidate them. That is what
happened. An attempt was made to intimidate,
to silence, or in some way prevent their giving
evidence that would be damaging to the Minis-
ter. This man has gone out and intimidated
witnesses--people who did not know they were
going to be witnesses-and one must ask how
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he knew who was going to be called to give
evidence.

Mr Bryce: You are unbalanced.
Mr LAURANCE: I hope that interjection

gets on the record because I was going to point
out in a moment how sick the Deputy Premier
is.

Let us look at the circumstances. A parlia-
mentary Privilege Committee should be set up.
The Government is keen to do that; it has done
it once already this year. It set up a committee
to examine some allegations 1 made in this
House. How much more serious is this matter?
Of course the Government has no option but to
set up a parliamentary Privilege Committee be-
cause of what it has done. It knows if there is
any vestige of decency and honesty left in this
Government it must be consistent. I ask the
Government to be consistent and to set up a
Privilege Committee on this subject. There is
only one reason the Government will not do so;
it knows that before this action has finished
this Minister will be out of his seat. He will not
be a Minister, and he will not be a member of
Parliament.

The Government knows what the end result
of this matter will be. The Government needs
to set up a Select Committee of Privilege be-
cause that will at least tell us whether a member
of the Minister's staff should be impugned with
him, because the evidence will indicate that he
should be.

Mr Bryce: Did you talk to any of the
witnesses before they appeared?

Mr LAURANCE: No. Does the Deputy
Premier agree that Mr Regan should have ap-
proached all those people?

There are more interesting and sinister facts
that I want to bring out, and I do not want to
waste time answering interiections from the
Government benches. However, I want to
make the point that the reason the Government
will not agree to a parliamentary Privilege
Committee is that it is desirous of preventing
happening to this Minister what the Govern-
ment knows will happen, whether there is a
Privilege Committee or not. It will happen to
him because the Opposition intends to pursue
him until the logical conclusion of this matter.

Let us have a look at some of the things
which have happened. Some strange things in-
deed have happened. As Mrs Malaprop would
say, "A remarkable co-in-cidence", to say the
least. Let us return to some of the improprieties
in the first place. It surprised many people that
the very person who was handling the sale on

behalf of the Western Australian Development
Corporation resigned the very week the sale
was done. Mr Beech resignied the very week
that the matter was done. Why? No-one has
ever satisfactorily explained that.

Point of Order
Mr D. L. SMITH: On a question of rel-

evance: The matters before the House are mat-
ters contained in a motion moved by the mem-
ber for East Melville. The matters presently
being raised are the object of the terms of refer-
ence of the Select Committee appointed by this
House, and are not proper matters to be raised
in this debate.

Mr Blaikie: How do you know?
Mr Read: Because he is brighter than you.
The SPEAKER: I think the member is

tending a trifle to stray, but I am quite sure that
he did not intend to go very far that way and is
about to come back to the point.

Debate Resumed
Mr LAURANCE: The point is gross impro-

priety. That is what this whole question is
about. Members should recall that there has
only to be a doubt of gross impropriety to wa r-
rant setting up this Privilege Committee. That
is the point which has been well made by the
member for East Melville.

There is certainly more than a doubt. The
member for East Melville has brought forward
here more than a doubt but, as I have said, if
one goes back over this matter one will find
some strange coincidences. The Opposition
knows that witnesses have been rung in the
middle of the night; we on this side know that
Mr Regan has rung many witnesses-some of
whom knew they were going to be witnesses
and some of whom did not-while another per-
son, who was going to be a witness before the
committee, was rung at 4.00 a.m.

Point of Order
Mr D. L. SMITH: I can inform the House, in

the same way the member for East Melville
did, that the matter currently being mentioned
by the member for Gascoyne is a matter taken
in camera by the committee, which has been
fully investigated and on which the committee
will report.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr D. L. SMITH: It is a matter which will

form pant of the substance of the report, and I
do not th ink that any member of the committee
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would agree at this stage that there is any
substance to the allegation at all because of the
in camera evidence taken. This will be the mat-
ter of a report when the final report of the
committee is presented to this House.

Mr PEARCE: Further to the same point of
Order, I invite you, Mr Speaker, to consider
again your attitude to the whole motion.
Although [ think the ruling that you gave in the
first instance was one which was designed to be
very fair to the House-that is to say, you con-
ceded that the motion should not be dealt with
at all until after the Select Committee had
reported-it was not your desire to seek to in-
hibit the discussion before the House, and
neither is it the Government's. The Govern-
ment could have taken a point of order
substantively on the whole issue of the mo-
tion's relevance and its ability to be debated at
this time.

However, it is becoming Clear to me that a
range of Opposition members, but particularly
the member for Gascoyne, is seeking, by a per-
sistent flouting of your ruling, to bring
successively into the public domain matters
which were dealt with in camera. Each time
you ruled him out, Mr Speaker, he has come
back and tried to deal with another one. The
member for Mitchell, and other members of
the committee on this side of the House, feel
constrained from dealing with those things be-
cause they were dealt with by the committee in
session-

It seems to me, Mr Speaker, that you have
been abundantly fair to the Opposition in
allowing debate on this motion, but I really do
ask you to reconsider your attitude to the rel-
evance and the propriety of dealing with the
motion at this time, given the attitude of the
Opposition in that it has flouted your rulings
that it cannot deal with matters dealt with by
the committee in camera.

To summarise, I seek your ruling, Mr
Speaker, on whether this motion is in order at
all on the basis that it is impossible to debate
this motion without referring to matters which
are not yet properly before the House. I seek
your ruling on whether this matter should not
now be defered until after the Select Com-
mittee has reported.

The SPEAKER: I thank the members for
their assistance with that point of order.

Firstly, before ruling, I ask the member for
Gascoyne whether he was aware that the infor-
mation he is now revealing to the House was in

fact information which was taken in camera by
the Select Committee?

Mr LAURANCE: No, I was not.

Mr Pearce: How did you find out then?

Speaker's Ruling

The SPEAKER: I am most reluctant to take
the steps which have been suggested by the
Leader of the House. However I am very con-
cerned that the rights and privileges of this
House be maintained. I am having great diffi-
culty in ensuring that that happens by allowing
this debate to continue and have people refer,
during their contributions, to matters which
were taken in camera.

I have come to the conclusion that I will
allow the debate to continue, but that if
another person strays from that evidence which
is already public, I will have the matter ad-
journed immediately, and place it at the foot of
the Notice Paper until such time as the Select
Committee reports.

I caution that I will not consider the matter
again if a single person when debating this issue
raises a matter again contrary to that ruling. I
will instead immediately rise and have the mat-
ter adjourned.

Point of Order

Mr MacKINNON: I want to be quite clear
on your ruling, Mr Speaker, in this instance. I
think it is very important that it may well be
that a member of this House in this debate
raises a matter that has been canvassed in cam-
era in the Select Committee. That member in
raising it would have no knowledge of its
having been raised in camera.

M rTaylor: Oh, rubbish!

Mr MacKINNON: The Minister can say,
"Oh,' rubbish" if he likes, preferably from his
own seat.

Mr Speaker, it would seem to me that if that
were the case the member concerned should
have some ability to explain his position to the
Parliament. I understand your difficulty, Mr
Speaker, in ruling in this debate, but I also
appreciate an understanding by the Parliament
and also by yourself as to the difficulties that
may well face a member of this Parliament in
raising a matter that has been canvassed in the
committee in camera without his knowledge.
Clearly it would be without his knowledge if it
was in camera.
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Mr GRILL: On the same point of order, I
think in all due fairness I ought to agree with
the point put forward by the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition.

There may well be the situation where the
matter has been canvassed in camera-as I
think this particular matter has, but I cannot be
sure-but without the knowledge of members
of this House. That might well be the situation
that the member for Gascoyne is in at the
present time. I do not think that should really
debar the House from hearing his contribution
to this debate, notwithstanding your previous
ruling, Mr Speaker, as I think that situation
could arise.

The SPEAKER: Order! It was never my in-
tention in ruling that way to stop a debate
which may canvass peripherally something
which had been discussed in camera by the
committee. I am in an invidious position, as
are other members of this House who were not
present at the committee. We have to rely on
those members of the House who were at the
Select Committee meetings for our points of
order if a member, during his speech as did the
member for Gascoyne, refers to something
which was said in the Select Committee. If that
evidence is canvassed unknowingly, I will not
adjourn the debate but, if members deliberately
flout my original ruling, I will take that action.

Debate Resumed
Mr LAURANCE: I thank you, Mr Speaker,

for giving that subsequent ruling, because I am
suffering from the same difficulty as you in that
we have to rely on the people who were there.
My information comes from what is public. I
have purposely not read the transcript, and I do
not know what was said in public or in private
at that committee, nor am I interested. I am
interested in the matters raised in the public
interest.

I will go back to a couple of points that 1
raised previously. I do not want to transgress
your ruling, Mr Speaker, and I hope that, if I
do, you will bring me back to the subject. One
matter raised in debate tonight dealt with the
person on the Minister's staff. That staff mem-
ber rang Mr Bogunovich, who has signed a
statutory declaration to that effect. As soon as
it was found that he would not be in a position
to comply with what the ministerial adviser
requested of him, he terminated the conver-
sation. That is damning in itself. We also know
that the same Mr Regan contacted members of
the Press and tried to influence them in
determining the outcome of the inquiry-I

think the term used by the member for East
Melville was "hose down". He also tried to
protect his Minister and, even worse, he
attempted to slander another member of Par-
liament. Press conferences were held by the
Minister and telephone calls were made by his
adviser trying to give away information to slan-
der a member of the other place. If that is not
impropriety, what is?

Where has the Government got itself on this
matter? Where is it going? If ever a Govern-
ment has lost its way, it is this Government. It
hias got the staggers. Members are taking points
of order and trying to gag the debate. It has
absolutely got the staggers. Members opposite
know that if there is any shred of decency left
in any of them they will agree to the setting up
of the inquiry by the Select Committee of
Privilege. The Government is making a naked
grab for power in trying to protect its Minister.
It does not know when to let go. Members op-
posite know he is in trouble and know that they
will try anything at all to prop him up. It will
not work.

Let us consider this motion. The Minister
interfered with the evidence of the Select Com-
mittee and his adviser tried to manipulate the
Press and witnesses before the committee. Let
me now go on to another amazing circum-
stance which proves just how callous the
Government is.

I am astonished by the enormous pressures
placed on witnesses before the committee by a
member of the Minister's staff. Two witnesses
and various members of the Press were
pressured. The police have now become
involved. This Government has shown no sym-
pathy or concern for the member for East
Mvelville. We heard an astonishing remark the
other day by the Deputy Premier who said that
a member whose life had been put in danger
had probably done it himself. He said that he
had probably undone the bolts on the assembly
of his own car. What a despicable thing to say.
Does the Government want that member's car
blown up before it is prepared to show any
decency?

There was a case of almost exactly the same
thing occurring in the car park of the British
Parliament when a Minister of the British
Government was assassinated by someone
putting a bomb in his car. Does the Govern-
ment want this to happen here? Does it want a
bomb put under a car instead of someone only
tampering with it?
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The SPEAKER: Order! I cannot condone
that. That is disgraceful. Get onto the subject.

.Mr LAURANCE: These matters need to be
investigated.

Mr Burkett: What about the bolts. The
company said only that it could have happened
that way. You need a special key to undo those
bolts.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LAURANCE: We are talking about gross

impropriety right here in Western Australia.
There has been an amazing set of circum-
stances. One would think the Government
would show some compassion. Two members
of this Parliament, one from this House and
one from the upper House, were having their
houses kept under surveillance by the police
last week because of events surrounding this
Select Committee. Is that what the Govern-
ment wants? Is there not a shred of human
decency in members opposite? The Deputy
Premier said the member for East Melville
probably did it himself.

The very same week that it came out that
members of this Parliament had their lives
threatened, the Government's Federal ool-
leagues had taken steps to protect themselves
with bullet-proof cars.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LAURANCE: Last Sunday's Sunday

Times included an article headed "Keating
limo 'now bullet-proof". Both actions occurred
on the same day. Federal Ministers are now
protecting their cars.

The SPEAKER: Order! In the first place,
when I rise to my feet and call for order and
when debates are as volatile as this, I expect
that it might take a little time before members
come to order and for the person on his fret to
stop speaking. I do not expect, however-I
have said this before-for the person on his
feet to deliberately continue his train of
thought until the end. That is not an acceptable
practice in this House. Furthermore, the matter
that the member is now canvassing has nothing
to do with what he should be discussing.

Mr LAURANCE: I apologise for not stop-
ping earlier, Mr Speaker, but I could not hear
your call above the interjections fmom Govern-
ment members.

We are dealing with a motion about the gross
impropriety of matters before a Select Com-
mittee. How much more evidence do we need
before we all know that a gross impropriety has
occurred? It is fantastic! This cannot go on. We

cannot have members of this Parliament killed
before the Government is brought to its senses.
A Government has a responsibility to govern,
and it has a responsibility to look after the
safety of members of this Parliament. Has the
Premier contacted the police in an attempt to
find another reason for what happened? The
police cannot find a single shred of evidence
other than that the car was tampered with. The
next thing we know is that two members of this
Parliament have had their houses placed under
surveillance.

All Government members can do is to come
into this place and say, "You did it yourself."

Point of Order
Mr WILSON: The member for Gascoyne is

deliberately flouting the instructions you, Mr
Speaker, gave him only a few minutes ago to
direct his remarks to the motion. I put it to you
that the member should now be brought to task
and be asked to direct his remarks to the mo-
tion before the Chair.

The SPEAKER: In respect of the point of
order, it is true that I asked the member for
Gascoyne not to canvass those issues. It is true
that he is canvassing them and I ask him once
more to please move on to the matter before
the Chair-that is, the motion before the
House-and not to canvass those matters
again.

Debate Resumed
Mr LAURANCE: All right, Mr Speaker.

The motion before the House refers to the
fact that persons have acted with gross impro-
priety in this whole matter. I have been
endeavouring to point out that I support the
member for East Melville, who adequately
indicated to this House that there has been
gross impropriety. I have shown that there has
been gross impropriety, but it has been more
than that: It is a matter of great seriousness.

The Government cannot fob this off by a
simple vote according to the numbers. It has a
responsibility to do more than that, and the
least it can do is to set up a Privilege Com-
mittee. The matter will not finish there. Obvi-
ously, these are matters of serious concern and
the police will have to be more involved than
they have been to date.

Let us look at who has been guilty of gross
impropriety in this case: The telephoning of
people in the middle of the night; the forcing of
witnesses; the manipulation of the Press-
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these are very serious matters and they are
covered by this motion.

I have endeavoured to speak exclusively to
the motion. It is obvious that the Government
does not want to hear about it. How callous can
it be? We have seen Government Ministers
take that action in the last few days-absol-
utely heartless.

I wonder how far witnesses who are called to
give evidence at a Select Committee will be
pushed before the Government takes some ac-
lion and does the right thing. All members in
this House took an oath of office and said that
they would do right by all manner of people.
That is the oath that members of the Govern-
ment took. They did not say that they would
allow gross impropriety; they said they would
do right by all manner of people. Witnesses are
all manner of people. Witnesses who are home
in bed at night are all manner of people and
when Government members took their oath of
office they said they would look after them.

What are members of the Parliament-
whether on the Government's side or on the
Opposition's side-going to do if a life is
threatened?

Point of Order

Mr WILSON: Mr Speaker, the memnber for
Gascoyne is again flouting your direction and
is introducing matters that are not directly be-
fore the House in this motion. It is the third
occasion within a few minutes that he has done
that and I think that he should be brought to
task for deliberately flouting you and doing
what you have asked him not to do.

The SPEAKER: I am not strictly sure about
those matters which the member was
canvassing and about which the Minister for
Housing takes offence. There was one matter
which I was going to address; that is, the mat-
ter of ringing witnesses in the middle of the
night. It was indicated earlier tonight that that
was a matter addressed in camera. I can only
presume that was the matter to which the Min-
ister referred when he claimed the member for
Gascoyne was flouting my direction; but even
if it was not, I ask the member for Gascoyne to
cease.

Debate Resumed

Mr LAURANCE: Yes, Mr Speaker, it was an
inadvertent slip of the tongue, and I do recall
your ruling.

Many things have been demonstrated
tonight: One is that *there has been a gross im-
propriety, Another, which has been
demonstrated by the Government's response, is
that Government members do not like it and
they know they are squirming on the hook. If
they do the right thing-they have a lot of
ground to make up-they will give approval to
the setting uip of a Privilege Committee.

A Privilege Committee was set up earlier this
year on far flimsier grounds. It was rushed in to
bring a member of this Parliament before a
Privilege Committee. We now have a far more
serious matter before the House. Not only the
Minister should appear before a Privilege Com-
mittee; a member of his staff also should ap-
pear.

It has been proved here tonight-it is obvi-
ous from the way in which the Government is
trying to gag the debate, with one point of order
after another-that the Government is fright-'
ened to hear the issues being brought forward.
Government members carry on like a bunch of
hyenas. I suggest that they go home tonight and
think about what they should do regarding this
matter. They are absolutely callous and heart-
less.

Government members should vote for the
motion tonight and if they do not, I hope that
nothing serious will happen before they are
brought to their senses.

I strongly support the motion.
MR WATT (Albany) [9.17 p.m.]: Mr

Speaker-
Mr Laurance: What about Keating bullet-

proofing his car'? You tell us a member of our
party tampered with his own car!

Mr Bryce: Get him a spanner.
The SPEAKER: Order! All members will

come to order and listen attentively to the
member for Albany.

Mr WATT: I take exception to the fact that
when I exercised my right to take part in this
debate a member opposite said, "Not another
one." I am entitled to represent the view of the
people who elected me and I intend to do just
that.

Initially, [ will refer to the motion before the
House. Members need to remember just what
the motion is asking this Parliament to do. It is
asking the Parliament to refer certain matters
to a Privilege Committee to establish whether
certain allegations which have been made can
be substantiated and, if they can, to sheet home
to those who might have been responsible for
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that the fact that it can be dealt with in the
appropriate manner.

It is, indeed, a most serious matter when a
parliamentary Select Committee of this House
is seen by the public to have been less than
pure. Whether we like it or not, that is how the
public is seeing it at this moment.

The motion is in several pants and if mem-
bers read it carefully they will see that it does
not attack anybody; it does not accuse any-
body; it does not try to point the finger at any-
body.

Mr Read: That is because there is no evi-
dence.

Mr WATT: That is the point I am making.
The allegations are of a most serious nature. If
members have nothing to hide they should
agree with the motion in order to clear their
names, the names of their staff, and the names
of any people who are seen to be affected by
this motion.

Several members interjected.
Mr WATT: I am tired of little Sir Echo. He

has been making speeches from his seat all
night. If he feels Strongly enough about the
issue let him get up in this place and make a
speech and give me the courtesy of being al-
lowed to make mine.

It would seem a prima facie case has been
made that improprieties have been committed
in respect of activities of this Select Committee
and that is a matter of great concern to me.

As one who is and has spent several years in
the position of Deputy Chairman of Com-
mittees in this place, I have an interest in the
Standing Orders of this House. It is something
about which I have had a continuing interest
and still have as a member of the Standing
Orders Committee.

We have been told of evidence given in cam-
era that has been made public. I do not know
whether that is true. If it is true, I do not know
who released that information. I have not read
the evidence of the Select Committee and I
have not spoken about the activities of the
Select Committee to any of its members. I be-
lieve I can stand in this place as an indepen-
dent person and make observations about the
relevance of the Standing Orders to chat com-
mittee rather than refer to the discussions or
activities of the Select Committee itself.

One of the claims that has been made relates
to the donation of funds for some advertise-
ments with respect to the sale of the Midland
abattoir. The fact that a member of another

place is involved is purely coincidental. The
principle remains. One can only suspect that
the fact that it was that member from another
place has inflamed the situation and that the
knowledge has been used for political purposes.
The Government agreed to this motion to es-
tablish a Select Committee in the first place
after amending it for purely party political
reasons. Why else would the Government agree
to the formation of a Select Committee to in-
quire into one of its own transactions?

The original motion moved by the Leader of
the Opposition for the establishment of the
Select Committee was in six pants. The Minis-
ter for Agriculture subsequently moved a sev-
enib term of reference to appoint a Select Com-
mittee to inquire into-

Whether further competition withbin the
WA Clay Brick industry and the decision
to allow the establishment of a high tech-
nology brickworks on the Midland abattoir
site was in the best interests of the State.

It was subsequently amended again by the
member for Moore to add another part relating
to the viability of the present saleyards. I refer
to that part which was amended by the Govern-
ment. I ask again why the Government would
want to inquire into one of its own transactions
unless it was for same political reason. It is
clear that the aim of the Government was to try
to embarrass Mr Ric New, the proprietor of the
Midland Brick Co. Pty Ltd, who is a known
supporter of the Liberal Party.

Mr Pearce: Some would say only supporter.

Mr WATT: I do not care particularly what
some would say. Even the Minister for Edu-
cation knows that that is not true.

It has now become apparent that infor-
mation was given to that Select Committee in
camera. It has been alleged that that confiden-
tial information has been released to the public
and to the Press and I do not know to whom
else as a result of that Select Committee.

Mr D. L. Smith: If there were any evidence
to support the allegation I would probably sup-
port the motion, but there is no evidence.

Mr WATT: I guess that is the fundamental
difference between the member for Mitchell
and me. I believe that sufficient evidence has
been given to substantiate the allegations. I am
careful to use the word "allegations", because
that is all they are.
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The motion is in a number of pants. The first
part wants a Parliamentary Privilege Select
Committee to inquire into-

Allegations of the release from the Select
Committee inquiring into the sale of the
Midland Abattoir of evidence given to that
Committee at the request of its Chairman
in camera.

Mr D.L. Smith: Even that is wrong.

Mr WATT: That is what the motion says and
that is what 1 am talkng about. Mare import-
antly, the motion asks the Select Committee to
inquire into whether there has been any breach
of Standing Order No. 37 5. That is the nub of
this debate. That is the matter about which we
ought to be most concerned. That is what con-
cerns the propriety and integrity of all of us as
members of this House and the House itself.
Standing Order No. 375 reads-

Unless the House or the Committee
otherwise orders, no Member of a Select
Committee of the 1-ouse shall, nor shall
any other person, publish or disclose the
evidence (including documentary evi-
dence) received by such Committee until
such evidence shall have been reported to
the House.

Mr D. L. Smith: That rule, with respect, does
not deal with in camera evidence.

Mr WATT?: That simply makes the argument
in this motion even more compelling.

Mr D. L. Smith: If there were some evidence,
some suggestion, that a member of the com-
mittee, or a member of the committee staff or
the Hansard staff had actually revealed the in-
formation, I could understand it.

Mr WATT: That is precisely the point. The
allegations have been made. We do not know
whether they are right. All the conjecture in
this place and the media is doing nothing to
resolve the issue. All it does is bring into ques-
tion the propriety of this House. The motion is
a wise move in that it tries to bring to a proper
conclusion the allegations that have been made
so that the matter can be resolved once and for
all.

The third pant of the motion suggests that the
Select Committee of Privilege should inquire
into the use of such evidence and its disclosure
to the public by a Mr Paul Regan, whom I do
not know and whom I have never met. The
motion points out that he is a staff member of
the Minister for Agriculture. The motion also
suggests that the committee inquire into the

disclosure of the evidence by the Minister for
Agriculture.

In seconding the motion, the member for
Narrogin rightly raised the question of possible
guilt by other staff members or committee
members. In the absence of this matter being
investigated and properly resolved, all persons
can be seen as being guilty. Everybody is sus-
pect. Unless the matter can be properly
researched and inquired into and the person
who may have released that information ident-
ified, all are guilty by association.

Mr Pearce: You mob are throwing mud, and
now you are suggesting we build a laundry.

Mr WATT: I am not throwing mud at any-
body. The Leader of the House is pretty good at
smart alec interjections. I am trying to protect
people who are innocent by establishing guilt if
guilt exists. Unless guilt is established, there
can only remain suspicion. I thought everybody
would have been anxious to have this matter
resolved. I do not know whether Mr Regan was
given information by the Minister for
Agriculture, and I suspect that most of us in
this House do not. .1 do not know whether
somebody, whether a member of the Select
Committee or a member of the staff, gave the
Minister for Agriculture confidential infor-
mation. I do not know whether Mr Regan used
the information, as is suggested by this motion.
If he did use the information, I do not know
whether he used it knowing that it came from
the Select Committee. I do not know whether
Mr Regan, if he used the information knowing
it came from the Select Committee, used it
knowing what the Standing Orders of the Legis-
lative Assembly are as they relate to the con-
duct of a Select Committee.

Many questions ought to be asked and ought
to be answered. If Mr Regan did use the infor-
mation under those circumstances, the ques-
tion as to why he used it must be asked. The
fundamental question is why he was given the
information, if he was given it. Many questions
should be answered in order to preserve the
integrity of this Parliament and the Standing
Orders system. They ought to be answered in
order to preserve the integrity of the Standing
Orders of the Legislative Assembly in the
future.

Not the least of those to be protected are the
individual members of the Select Committee,
the individual members of the Parliament, and
the staff who have to work with the Select
Committee. I refer to the secretary, the
Mansard staff, and I do not know how many

3455



3456 [ASSEMBLY)

research officers. They all become suspect.
Ministers are not permitted to get involved in
the conduct of inquiries by means of Select
Committees. They must keep remote from such
inquiries.

Mr D. L. Smith: You are saying that the
Department of Agriculture should not make a
submission on matters relevant to it?

Mr WATT: No. The point that I was trying
to make should have been fairly obvious to the
member. Ministers do not get involved in the
operation of Select Committees by trying to
guide them or influence them.

If they have a contribution to make. I think
the Standing Orders state that they cannot be
called before a Select Committee to give evi-
dence.

Mr Pearce: Yes, they can.

Mr WATT: They certainly can give evidence
if they wish to.

Mr Pearce: A Select Committee can recall
any member of this House.

Mr WATT: Certainly officers from Govern-
ment departments can be called to give evi-
dence. We view the questions with the utmost
seriousness and the appropriate action is to re-
fer the matter to a Privilege Committee of this
House where it can be property investigated.
That is the pmoposal in this motion, which I
support.

MR GRILL (Esperance-Dundas-Minister
for Agriculture) [9.31 pi.m.]: Members on this
side of the House do not condone the leaking of
information from a Select Committee where
that information comes from evidence given in
camera. Each of us would abhor any deliberate
leaking of information which may take place, if
it happened. If any evidence had been
presented here tonight or at any other time that
there had been a deliberate leak of information,
we would be sympathetic to this motion.

Mr Stephens: If there was any evidence there
would be no need for the inquiry.

Mr GRILL: That is right.

Mr Stephens: That is what the inquiry would
be about.

Mr GRILL: The member for Stirling has hit
the nail on the head. The simple-facts are that
there is absolutely no evidence that infor-
mation from evidence given in camera was
leaked from that committee.

Mr MacKinnon: How did that information
become public?

Mr GRILL: That is not the question.
Mr MacKinnon: That is the essential ques-

tion.
Mr GRILL: Nothing we have heard could

directly lead to the conclusion that any one of
the members of that committee had leaked any
of that information or that any one of the
officers involved in that inquiry had leaked in-
formation. There is not one thread or scintilla
of evidence in that respect.

Some of the Opposition members talk quite
Piously about affidavits but none of the affi-
davit evidence tonight reflects or bears upon
the very subject at issue: Is there any evidence
that in camera information was leaked in any
way? There is no such evidence.

A lot of things have been said tonight about
an officer who works for me, Mr Paul Regan,
and one of the affidavits has reflected on Mr
Regan and mentioned his name. However,
none of those affidavits and none of that infor-
mation have in any way connected Mr Regan
with leaked information from the committee of
inquiry. None of that information contained in
the affidavits has indicated that Mr Regan has
intimidated any witness before that inquiry. In
fact, in my view the affidavit evidence
presented indicates that the only contact and
the only conversation Mr Regan has had with a
witness was: Firstly, made quite a considerable
time ago; secondly, occured before it was not
known that that person would be a witness;
and, thirdly, occurred well and truly before he
was a witness.

Mr Rushton: That makes it even more
intriguing.

Mr GRILL: Come on, his whole conver-
sation to me would indicate that he was com-
pletely innocent of any intimidation.

Mr MacKinnon: Why was Regan talking to
those people?

Mr GRILL: So that I can answer fairly
quickly-

Mr MacKinnon: Why did he ring people in
the middle of the night?

Mr GRILL Who said he did?
Mr MacKinnon: The statutory declaration

said that he did.
Mr GRILL: Are you saying that he rang

Bogunovich in the middle of the night? That is
certainly news to me. It is untrue. It is simply
not correct and if the member for Murdoch will
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keep quiet for a minute and get his interjec-
tions right, I will tell him how Mr Regan came
by the knowledge that he gave to some mem-
bers of the Press shortly before Mr Oliver re-
leased his report on the committee of inquiry.

The situation is that Mr Regan was informed
by one, Luke Saraceni, that Mr Oliver had in
fact been a donor to the advertising campaign
against the sale of the saleyard.

Mr MacKinnon: Are you prepared to say that
outside this house?

Mr GRILL: Of course I am. Saraceni will say
in any forum that the information he gave to
Mr Regan was common knowledge.

Mr Rushton: How do you know that?
Mr GRILL: He is going to say it, you donkey.
Luke Saraceni is the godfather of Mr

Garreffa's son. On the evidence presented in
the affidavit tonight, Mr Garreffa was named
as one of the people who had direct knowledge
of who was on that list of donors to the cam-
paign. Mr Saraceni is prepared to back up Mr
Regan in any forum, In fact, it was common
knowledge in Midland that Mr Oliver had
made these donations. That is the beginning
and the end of the story.

What fascinates me over this whole issue is
that the Opposition is not concerned about the
truth of these matters; it is not at all concerned
about the propriety of Mr Oliver, who set him-
self up as an independent person, heading an
upper House Select Committee; it is not con-
cerned about Mr Oliver's non-disclosure of
these facts; and it is not concerned about the
truth, about the fact that he made this donation
or that he was indebted to Midland Brick for a
considerable number of years until recently. It
is still a mystery as to how that particular debt
was discharged. Those matters do not seem to
be of concern to the Opposition. It is concerned
only about some witch-hunt as to how those
truths fell into the hands of the media.

I have given an explanation tonight. Mr
Saraceni is prepared to back it up and I believe
that if any further investigation is necessary, it
should be an investigation into whether Mr
Saraceni is prepared to back it up. If he is, that
should be the end al it.

If we are going to have witch-hunts into how
people gain certain knowledge, it is interesting
to reflect on the situation in which Mr Oliver,
when delivering the Select Committee report
and when faced with the questions of certain
journalists relating to his donations to the cam-
paign and his indebtedness to the Midland
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Brick Co Pty Ltd, immediately explained, "But
that evidence was given in camera. t"

The question which needs to be asked is, how
did Mr Oliver know that that evidence had
been given in camera?

Mr Lewis: You did not listen to the first part
of the debate.

Mr GRILL: I did hear the member endeav-
our to ex pla in t hat poi nt.

Mr Cash: Everyone else was convinced.
Mr GRILL: I must admit it was very hard to

follow, and I do not think the explanation was
particularly convincing. The question needs to
be asked, how did Mr Oliver know that the
evidence' was given in camera? I do not think
the explanation given by the member for East
Melville was either coherent or believable.

If I were a lawyer in a court-I was a lawyer
and I still am but I amt not in court-and I bad
heard the evidence given here tonight in an
endeavour to link a possible leaking of evi-
dence from the Assembly Select Committee to
Mr Regan, I would have to submit to the judge
and jury that there was no case to answer. Anid
there was not a case to answer. There is no
evidence.

Mr Rushton: You are defending yourself.
Mr Read: Watch him; he is too sharp.
Mr GRILL: He gets me worried. He gets the

Premier worried too.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr GRILL: The evidence presented tonight

was simply not there. One could not say it was
leaked because it was simply not there at all.
There was no case to answer. All the hyperbole
and all the rhetoric put forward by the member
for Gascoyne-his references to intimi-
dation-were simply rubbish. They could not
be verified in the normal fashion. Not a scin-
tilla of evidence was put forward to support his
claim of intimidation.

Only a few weeks ago the Press summed up
the member for Gascoyne fairly aptly as being
long on rhetoric and short on evidence; a man
of little credibility. He threatened to take my
seat away from me. That is his normal fashion.

Mr MacKinnon: That is no threat; it is a
promise.

Mr GRILL: If members will refer back to the
evidence presented tonight, we have an affi-
davit by Mr Cu 11am which did not bear on the
matter at issue at all. Later an affidavit by Mr
Bogunovich was read, which in more respects
than one cleared Mr Regan of any impropriety.
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I had never heard of Mr Bogunovich until his
name appeared in the paper a week or so ago. I
was not aware that Mr Regan had contacted
him. I was not aware that he and Mr Regan had
had some relationship in the past.

Mr MacKinnon: Were you aware Mr Regan
was contacting a whole group of people?

Mr GRILL: There is no evidence of that.

Mr Cash: But were you aware?
Mr GRILL: I doubt it. But there has not

been-

Mr Maciannon: "Yes" or "No". Were you
aware that he was contacting a whole group of
people?

Mr GRILL:. I am not aware of whom Mr
Regan did or did not contact.

Mr MacKinnon: I am not asking you that. I
am asking if you were aware that he was
contacting a whole group of people.

Mr GRILL: There is no evidence in any fornm
or fashion that he contacted anyone other than
Mr Bogunovich, or any evidence that he
attempted even to intimidate Mr Bogunovich.

The member for Gascoyne talks of tremen-
dous pressure being placed on witnesses. Once
again, he is long on rhetoric and short on facts.
He talks about slander of Mr Oliver by Mr
Regan. I remind members that there is a de-
fence to slander. In fact there are several de-
fences, but the major defence is that of truth.
Everything Mr Regan had to say about Mr
Oliver was in fact true. I have already
explained how he came by that information.

Mr MacKinnon: Is everything that you have
said about him true?

Mr GRILL: As Car as I know, yes. But I do
not believe that the motion before us has done
the Opposition a lot of credit. As the Speaker
suspected, I believe it was really an opportunity
taken by the member for East Melville to usurp
the committee's position and endeavour to give
his minority report, which no doubt he will
bring down, prior to the report of the chairman
and the bulk of the committee.

It reflects very badly on the member that he
has brought this motion forward. He has not
been able to back it up with evidence. He has
been able to make no disclosures. His whole
approach has been one of piousness, but at the
same time an inability to produce a shred or
scintilla of evidence. If there were any evidence
of the alleged improprieties, there would be a
lot more sympathy on this side of the House for

the motion. There is no evidence. We believe it
is a cheap political stunt.

MR B. L. SMITH (Mitchell) t9.47 p.m.):
Before I commence to deal with the substance
of the motion I want to say that 1, as much as or
more than any other member of this House,
very much respect the Standing Orders of the
House. I believe those Standing Orders and
practices are there for a very good purpose. If,
in the context of the Standing Orders of the
House, there were any real evidence of a breach
of those Standing Orders or the practice of the
Parliament in a way which was adverse to the
interests of the House, I would be supporting
the motion wholeheartedly.

Having said that, I want to turn to some
misunderstandings which arise in relation to
these matters. Firstly, the oft-quoted rule in
relation to con fidentiality-Standing Order
No. 375-is one which, on the face of it, relates
both to evidence given in open session and
evidence given in camera. It is there not for
reasons of the witnesses, not for reasons which
have been put forward in relation to the general
principles; it is there for no other reason than
that made clear in May's Parliamentary Prac-
tice. A Select Committee is a Select Committee
of the House. It is only a matter of courtesy and
propriety that before the committee or any
member of the committee reports to the House,
it should not disclose its findings or the evi-
dence before i t to an y membe r of the publ ic.

That is not to be confused with the use of in
camera evidence. The practice in regard to in
camera evidence is that regardless of whether
there has been a report to the House, the con-
tents of evidence in camera are not to be
disclosed by any member before or after the
delivery of the committee's report, except in
the context of the report itself or in minority
report which may be attached to it.

The reason that a committee goes in cam-
era on those occasions is not as a matter of
courtesy to the House, but as a matter of pro-
tect ion for witnesses, protection for the public
interest, and protection for people who may be
named in evidence when they have no oppor-
tunity to defend themselves. If evidence gets
into the public Press, it seems to be accepted by
the public as fact, when all it is is a mere alle-
gation by someone giving evidence.

As I have said, one reason we take in camera
evidence is in the interests of witnesses. Some
witnesses do not want to disclose who they are,
some do not want the fact that they gave infor-
mation to a Select Committee to be a matter of
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public information. It may be for reasons of
their own personal safety, for reasons of busi-
ness interests, Or for reasons of their Own repu-
tat ion in matters of confidentiality-it may be
for a whole host of reasons. But the practice of
the Parliament is that it accepts that evidence
in camera on the basis that it is one means of
getting evidence which may not available to the
committee if it were not taken in camera.

In relation to the capacity of members of the
House, including the Minister, to know what is
being said in public session or in camera, OUr
Standing Order No. 374 provides-

Members of the House may be present
when a Committee is examining witnesses;
but withdraw by courtesy when the Com-
mittee is deliberating.

It should be noted that that Standing Order
does not exclude an attendance for the giving
of in camera evidence. So if the Minister for
Agriculture, for instance, wanted to know what
was being said in camera he, like any other
member of the House, could attend and hear
the in camera evidence. He does not have to
rely on any other extraneous means of
obtaining that information.

Nonetheless, if a member of the House who
attends the hearing of evidence, but who is not
a member of the committee, or any member of
the committee, discloses that information
outside, he ought to be condemned for no other
reason than that it is starting to subvert the
operation of the Parliament in terms of the
availability of evidence to it that witnesses may
want to give in camera, or in terms of the re-
spect for committee work by the public. We
must make sure that mere allegations are not
being made and published with the intention of
hurting people and without any substantiation.
It gives the committee an opportunity to delib-
erate on the evidence and to make some con-
clusions before it comes to public attention.

Every lawyer can tell the House that if any
person is charged with a serious offence, before
that matter can proceed to trial there is a need
to make out a prima facie case that the person
or persons charged may be guilty of the offence.
That evidence must go to personal guilt and
not to a mere possibility that there has been an
offence committed by somebody.

In relation to the matters currently before the
House, there are two ways in which a prima
facie case could be made out in order to
substantiate the need to appoint a Select Com-
mittee of Privilege. One is that the committee
of inquiry itself-the Select Committee-has

the power to examine witnesses in relation to
that very matter, and to report to the House on
its own opinion as to whether or not there has
been a breach of that privilege. Certainly I have
always regarded it as one of my primary duties,
as the Chairman of this Select Committee and
one other-and, I believe, of any other com-
mittee of which I might have been a member-
that if there is any allegation of impropriety
about that committee or the approaches to
witnesses before that committee, the com-
mittee itself should investigate those matters
and report to the House.

I was first aware of the allegation of impro-
priety in this matter when Mr Cullam rang me
and said what he is reported as saying on page
7 of the Daily News of 9 October. The article
read in part-

He said he had spoken to the committee
Chairman, Labor's David Smith, and
expressed his "dismay".

That he did. The article continues-
Mr Cullam said Mr Smith had told him

he would be following up the complaint
when the committee resumes hearings on
Friday.

In fact, I assured him that the matter would be
investigated by the committee. I also assured
the member for East Melville that the matter
would be investigated by the committee, but
the member was not willing to take that assur-
ance. He was not willing to allow the com-
mittee itself to investigate the allegation. He
chose-on advice from whom, I do not
know-to bring the matter before the House by
way of a motion; and I might say without refer-
ence to me, without any prior notice to me, or
any formal notice to the committee.

Mr Lewis: That is not true.
Mr D. L. SMITH: That is a gross discourtesy

on his part and in my view indicates that he did
not want the matter investigated by the com-
mittee at all. In fact, once the matter was the
subject of a motion before the House the com-
mittee itself was constrained in terms of what it
could investigate because it could not predeter-
mine what the House itself might decide in
relation to this motion. Nonetheless, the mem-
ber for East Melville is a member of the com-
mittee and so am 1, and as I have said, there are
.means of addressing oneself to the question at
issue without being discourteous to the House
or disclosing the in camera evidence itself.

In open session earlier this week, when Mr
Lewis was present and able to ask questions, I
put a question to Mr Regan. I said, "The third

3459



3460 ASSEMBLY]

matter raised was the question of the $500 do-
nation." Mr Regan responded, "That is the
interesting one." I said to him, "What was the
source for you of that information?" Mr Regan
said-

The source of that information for me
was really quite some time ago. It came
from Mr Luke Saraceni who is known to
you as a former Shire of Swan planner. It
has been common knowledge who the con-
tributors were to the campaigns in the
Midland area. The organisation has not
only split once-that is, the Midland and
Districts Chamber of Commerce-it split
into a breakaway group under a printer
whose name was Link, to form the Swan
Independent Chamber of Commerce
which has yet split again on the basis that
it was not getting enough support from the
Western Australia Chamber of Commerce
in the fight against the establishment of
another brickworks in the area from the
sale of the complex.

I repeated later, "1 did not want to go on to that
question. I asked the source of your infor-
mation."

His answer was "Mr Luke Saraceni."
The member for East Melville was present

and had the opportunity to cross-examine and
to examine in relation to that statement, and
largely chose not to do so.

Mr Lewis: That is not correct.
Mir Rushton: Are you disclosing information

from the inquiry now?
Mr D. L. SMITH: I am disclosing infor-

mation from the inquiry given in public session
at which the Press was present and the member
for East Melville was present and had the op-
portunity to ask questions.

Mr Pearce: The Press probably understood it
better than the member for East Melville.

Mr Cash: No-one has got any confidence in
the member for Mitchell.

Mr D. L. SMITH: That brings me, with re-
spect to the member for Mt Lawley, to what I
believe is the real objective of this motion. It is
not the substantial motion before the House at
all; it is a deliberate attempt by the Opposition
and the member for East Melville to bring the
committee into disrepute. That really is
evidenced by the way in which this information
has been given to the public. It appears from all
the Press reports that it was Mr Oliver who
disclosed the fact that the information had
been given to the committee. As has been said,

what the source of his information was I do not
know, but if one looks at the substance of the
motion and the Press report in The West
Australian of 10 October, one finds that there is
an attempt to imply that-

The information was given to the chair-
man of the Lower House committee, Mr
David Smith, "in camera" by the past
president of the Midland district chamber
of commerce, Mr Bruce Cullam.

That is how it appears in the Press and in the
motion, but everybody, including the member
for East Melville, knows that the information
was given to the whole committee in camera
and that the motion to go in camera was not of
my volition, but at the request of the member
for Victoria Park, who is also a member of the
committee.

The reason for going into camera was one of
propriety in the sense that it explained in the
open session evidence beforehand; namely,
that we were not interested if members of the
public in Midland were contributing. We were
interested only if, in fact, there was an industry
group or particular individual contributing.

One might wonder why, if it was not public
knowledge, the committee should be calling Mr
Cullamn before it, to ask him about that particu-
lar aspect. Was it just a fishing expedition or
did some members of the Select Committee,
before Mr Cullam's evidence was given, know
what his answers to those questions would be?
As to the question of whether it was common
knowledge, one has only to look to a statement
by Mr Oliver made to Mr Sattler in a radio
interview, where he said, "The launch of this
media campaign on the day on which the re-
port is tabled is almost unprecedented". Mr
Sattici asked him if he knew who was respon-
sible for it and Mr Oliver said, "Yes". Mr
Sattler asked him whether it was a member of
Mr Grill's office. Mr Oliver said it had been
going on for nearly 10 weeks. The 10-week
period is the time he gives as to how long the
allegation had been made in the Midland area
prior to the publication by Mr Regan to the
members of the Press.

If members look at the Press they will see it
came out on about 9 or 10 October; 10 weeks
prior to that is well before 20 August, when Mr
Cullam gave his evidence before the Select
Committee. Mr Oliver well knew it was a mat-
ter of common knowledge in the Midland area
before it was given by Mr Cullam in evidence.
It is a pity that the member for East Melville or

3460



[Wednesday, 22 October 1986] 36

the member for Narrogin were not present for
the evidence of Mr Garreffa yesterday.

Mr Lewis: We did not know.
Mr D. L. SMITH: The member had better

take that up with the Clerk because it was dis-
cussed at our previous meeting. I invite them
to have a look at the evidence of Mr Garreffa to
see what he says in relation to who knew about
the matters before us, I do not want to go into
it because it is in camera. Mr Oliver says that
was common knowledge 10 weeks before.

Mr Lewis: What are you talking about?
Mr D. L. SMITH: The matters which were

being used to smear him.
Mr Lewis: What are they?
Mr D. L. SMITH: The fact that he was sitting

on a Select Committee when he had a pecuniary
interest in the matters before it and had a
predetermined position on it in terms of the
advertisement published in the paper. Mr
Oliver knew who made the donation. One pre-
sumes that he is a proper member of his party
and would have reported the fact that he was
involved in that way to his party. So, there are
other persons who would have known. He
would have made the payment to someone.

Mr MacKinnon: In what way was he
involved?

Mr D_ L. SMITH: That person, to whom the
money was paid, would have known that Mr
Oliver contributed to the money raised for the
advertisement. The chamber of commerce
committee would have known Mr Cullam's
evidence in his statutory declaration. Mr
Garretfa knew, as did one other person whose
name I cannot recall. In terms of people other
than those on the Select Committee we know
that Mr Oliver knew, Mr Garraffa knew, Mr
Cullam knew and one other person knew.
There are ive potential sources for the infor-
mation to be made public in the Midland area.

The Minister for Agriculture has raised the
question of why members opposite are not
interested in the allegations that a member of
the House sat on a Select Committee as chair-
man after having had some relationship with
one of the major partics and also having made
a donation to a campaign in relation to this
matter. They may accept the anwers given by
Mr Oliver in that interview on the radio. The
explanations given in the transcript were-

Mr Sattler: We have of course, we
should tell people we've got two inquiries
going. Yours is just concluded and the re-
port has been actually released as we know

but there is another one going on and
that's a Lower House, is that right?

Mr Oliver: But that one is entirely into a
brickworks where we were examining a
saleyard and also this inquiry in the Legis-
lative Council was frustrated for some
seven weeks until a committee could be set
up in the Lower House.

Do members opposite accept Mr Oliver's
statement on the radio that our inquiry was
solely into the brickworks? Does dhe member
for East Melville accept that the Legislative
Council was frustrated for some seven weeks
until the committee could be set up in the
Lower House when he knows that the motions
for the setting up these two committees were
moved on I I June in the Legislative Council
and on I I June in the Legislative Assembly?
This House passed its motion on 2 July and the
motion in the Council was passed on 15 July.
Do members accept Mr Oliver's explanation or
is it just untrue?

Another matter which was raised in that
same interview states, as follows-

Mr Satler: There's been suggestions that
Mr Oliver was not an impartial chairman
and had contributed $500 to the Midland
District Chamber of Commerce to an ad-
vertisement. By the way is that right Mr
Oliver?

Mr Oliver: Nothing to do with the sale of
the abattoir and the salcyards, it was some
six months ago when the Shire of Swan
was undertaking an examination of the
proposal and the Midland Chamber of
Commerce agreed in principle to whatever
the Council would do and asked could it
have three or four days to consult with the
Council. That's what the advertisement
was about before any select committee was
ever considered.

That is a good answer except that when one
checks the date of the advertisement in The
West Australian it was 13 June, two days after
Mr Oliver moved, in the Upper House, for the
appointment of a Select Committee. So much
for his credibility!

Mr Oliver said also it had nothing to do with
the sale. I am not at liberty to disclose the date
of the donation, but it will be a matter for the
final report of the committee to this House and
members can be informed at that time. He said
also it had nothing to do with the sale of the
abattoir and saleyards. I seek leave of the
House to tender the advertisement. It says in
the middle in bold capitals, 'Saleyard sold".
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Mr Oliver, in his explanation to the Press said
it had nothing to do with the sale of the
saleyards.

Members opposite may accept what he says
because they do not seem to see anything im-
proper in a member of a Select Committee
having the sort of interest he had. What they
are interested in is trying to discredit the com-
mittee in the Assembly on the same Matter.
More importantly, they think their own politi-
cal ends are more important than the repu-
tation of ibis House and the reputation of the
staff that serve in this House.

Several members interjected.

Mr D. L. SMITH: Members apposite do not
seem to realise the impropriety of what has
been done. The appropriate time for these mat-ters to be raised was after the committee
reported and after it had investigated the mat-
ter. The member for East Melville, for his own
political motives, on the advice of his party,
brings on this matter on this basis, when there
is no evidence whatsoever that any member of
the committee disclosed anything to any mem-
ber of the public. What is said is that there was
information given to the committee and that
information was the same as the information
given by a person, not a member of the com-
mittee, to the Press.

If the member for East Melville had come
along here and said that no-one knew of that
fact, apart from the committee members there
would be some reason for bringing the credi-
bility of this House and that of its staff into
question. But he does not even come here and
say that. He does not say we were the only ones
who knew. We know that Mr Oliver, Mr
Garreifa, and Mr Cullam knew as did the other
person in Mr Cullam's declaration. We can pre-
sume lots of other people knew as well because
on Mr Oliver's own statement, it was common
knowledge in the Midland area, prior to the
evidence being given to the Select Committee.

The question of the practices, procedures,
standards, and standing of this Parliament is
critical. If this were a genuine motion based on
a prima fadie case I would be supporting it, but
it is a motion brought for a shallow political
purpose. It has done great harm to the Parlia-
ment and to members of the Select Committee,
and me in particular, and great harm to the
members of the staff. Not only has Mr Lewis
stood back and let the motion stand by itself,
but also he has raised the question of
approaches being made to the Clerk of the

committee, thereby pointing the finger directly
at the Clerk.

I want to place on record that I have no
suspicion at all, nor should any other member
of the committee, the public, or this House,
that any member of the staff, in particular the
Clerk of the Select Committee, has done other
than his duty and conformed to the standards,
practices, and traditions of this Parliament. It
is an absolute disgrace and a travesty of the
practice and procedure of this Parliament for
the member for East Melville to have brought
the matter here without any evidence to sup-
port it.

As to the member for East Melville, I want to
relate the sort of things that have been going on
in the committee which are matters of public
record. Those matters which have been going
on and which are not on public record will be
the subject of a separate report to be made to
the House. I pointed out to the House the
reasons committees go into camera-to protect
the reputation of individuals and help the com-
mittee to make determinations before reporting
to the House and so the Press is not full of
allegations made by witnesses who come before
the committee. Members need to remember
something about the way our committees
operate. We do not allow representation of par-
ties by counsel; we do not allow them to ques-
lion witnesses; we do not allow them to call
witnesses; yet we allow people to go before the
committee and make allegations about them,
and if they are made in camera we cannot even
tell the person about whom the allegation was
made what the allegation is without coming
back to the House to get approval to do so.

Those dangers of the Select Committee being
used as a forum to attack people unfairly mean
we should act in a proper way and respect the
right of every member or the chairman to move
into camera when he wants to, or when a wit-
ness wants to. What has the member for East
Melville done? In relation to the evidence of
Mr New and a letter from a solicitor tendered
in relation to the past record of Mr Ellett, the
member for East Melville knew what was in the
letter before Mr New tendered it. He
threatened that if we went into camera to con-
sider it he would leave the committee and say it
in public anyway. As a result the committee
was forced to take that evidence in public
session and to consider it in the way we did.
That is how he considers the interest of persons
who are mentioned by witnesses who appear
before the committee.
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On the last and most recent occasion, when a
statement by Mr Bogunovich was put in by Mr
Brajkovich, the member for East Melville knew
what was in the declaration before it was
tendered. When we went into camera to receive
it the member for East Melville went outside
immediately to disclose it to the public even
though he knew as a member of the committee
that the evidence was being given in camera at
the time. He knows, and so does every member
of the House, that when we report to the House
the majority can report and disclose those mat-
ters, and if he wants to write a minority report
he can do so. It will become public at the
proper time so why has he been choosing to do
so while the committee is still sitting? It is be-
cause he wants to use the committee for the
shallow political purposes of members opposite
and in a way which is a disgrace to this Parlia-
ment.

The last matter I want to deal with is the
question of whether Mr Lewis genuinely be-
lieves Mr Regan has made any improper
approaches to witnesses. If one reads the public
examination of Mr Regan one sees that I asked
the member for East Melville on a couple of
occasions to state any evidence of improper
approaches, if he had it. I want to refer to what
he said. If my time expires, I would ask mem-
bers of the House and the Press to read it. He
said he did not make any allegation of harass-
ment or suggestions to witnesses, or things of
that kind. Hie simply felt it was improper for a
person employed by the Government to be go-
ing around seeking information on behalf of
himself or the Minister in relation to matters
before the committee. He made it clear that he
was not alleging anything improper in terms of
a threat or harassment or inducement.

If one looks at the motion before us one finds
it deals specifically with that kind of allegation.
He is prepared to tell Mr Regan to his face in
the committee that he does not make any such
allegation, but two days later he comes back
into this House and makes the allegation here
for his own political purposes, no doubt at the
suggestion of the member for Gascoyne who, I
understand, was the first member he ap-
proached after the problem he had with his car.

I regard the matter of the member's car most
seriously, but the way in which members op-
posite have tried to relate it to the activities of
our committee is something for which there is
not a Shred of supporting evidence, and is an
absolute scandal. That that implication should
have been made prior to any finding by the
police and prior to any investigation-

Withdrawal of Remark

Mr LEWIS: The- member for Mitchell is
suggesting that 1 implied at some time that the
circumstances relating to my motor vehicle
were in any way connected with this inquiry. I
believe he is implying that I suggested that,
which is untrue, and I request that he withdraw
those remarks.

Mr D. L. SMITH: I withdraw any suggestion
that the member for East Melville made that
connection, but I will not withdraw it in re-
lalion to the Opposition generally, and the
Leader of the Opposition.

The SPEAKER: Order! The point that
should be considered is that I have ruled
already in this debate that that is a matter not
properly before us, and we should move on
directly now to the next matter.

Debate Resumed

Mr D. L. SMITH: The truth of that matter is
contained within the statement by Mr Lewis to
Mr Regan and the committee, and if one reads
the report carefully when we present it to the
House, it will be seen that matters such as those
raised by the member for Gascoyne about calls
during the nigh't have been investigated by the
committee, and we will be reporting on them,
and members opposite may find then there is
some discomfort to them.

Question put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Cash
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Grayden
Mr House
Mr Laurance
Mr Lewis
Mr Ligbtfoot

Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
-Mr Bryce
Mr Terry Burke
Mr Burkett
Dr Gallop
Mr Gril
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Hodge
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marlborough

Ayes 19
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nalder
Mr Rushton
Mr Schell
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Wat
Mr Williams

Noes 24
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr P. J. Smiih
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
Mr Tonkin
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan

(Teller

Celler)
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Pains
Ayes Noes

Mr Clarko Mns BeggMr Crane Mr Peter owding
Mr Trenorden M r Troy
Mr Hassell Mr Carr
Mr Thompson Mr Brian Burke
Mr Spriggs M rTom Jones

Question thus negatived.

TAXES AND CHARGES: WINE TAX

Delegation: Motion

Debate resumed from 8 October.
MR MacKINNON (Murdoch-Deputy

Leader of the Opposition) [10.22 p.m.]: When
last we were addressing this motion, I was part
of the way through my contribution in support
of it.

The motion, as I remind members of the
Parliament, relates to the wine tax imposed by
the Federal Government in the recent Budget.
In fact the Federal Government doubled the
wine tax in that budget from 10 per cent to 20
per cent. The motion called for a bipartisan
approach to be made to the Federal Govern-
ment to explain to it the dangers that such
attacks would have for the Western Australian
wine industry.

I indicated at the time that the industry in
Western Australia is primarily based on the
production of premium wines, not upon the
bulk wine produced in most other wine
producing States. I pointed out that the West-
ern Australian industry is a small business in-
dustry which is currently making a significant
contribution to the tourist industry. I also
indicated thai the sales tax added significantly
to problems already faced by premium wine
producers here.

Mr Speaker, you would be well aware of the
impact that imported wines are making on the
industry. This is quite significant and serious.
In fact in 1985 there was an increase of 26.5
per cent on the previous year in the amount of
premium wines being imported into Western
Australia. In 1986 that increase was 15 per
cent, and now imported wines have 16 per cent
of the premium wine market. As members can
see this is a growth percentage, so it will total
around 20 per cent in a year or two, if that
growth is retained in the premium wine market
of Australia. This has come at a time when the
Australian dollar has devalued, making
Australian wines more competitive, not less
competitive. That would have been the case, of
course, had the sales tax not been doubled.

That is a matter about which the Opposition
has expressed grave concern, and it is a matter
on which we would like to see a bipartisan
approach taken by this Parliament so that we
can voice to the Federal Government, in the
strongest possible manner, our opposition to
the imposition of this tax.

Mr Hodge: Do you attribute that growth in
consumption of overseas wines merely to price
and not to public taste?

Mr MacKINNON: I think it is partly both.
Obviously, the higher the price, the lower the
consumption. In fact, that was proved by the
statistics that I gave the last time I addressed
the House on this matter.

I remind members that since the impact of
the 10 per cent sales tax, there has been a nega-
live growth in the total premium wine sales.
That includes imported wines as well as local
wines, whereas prior to that, over a five-year
period, there had been significant growth in the
sales of premium wines every year. The only
time there was a decline was straight after the
imposition of the l0 per cent wine tax.

Obviously the growing sophistication of the
Australian wine drinker will mean that there
will be a growth in the consumption of
imported wines, but probably not to the extent
we have seen in recent times.

There is no understanding, it would seem to
me, at the Commonwealth level, of the unique
problems that the wine industry is facing, and
certainly no understanding of what is required
in the making of a premium wine in itself. If
one is to produce for the upper end of the
market, it would be about four or five years
before one could actually get the product onto
the market. This tax punishes the hardest those
people-the premium wine makers-because
of that.

It also seems strange to me, as my colleague
the member for South Perth has a habit of
saying, "in the extreme", that we are taxing the
industry on one hand, and trying to subsidise
to an extent the pulling out of vines by the
other growers on the other hand. It just does
not seem to make any sense to me. The
Government and the Parliament have a unique
opportunity to take a bipartisan approach on
this issue, which is affecting Western Australia,
as I said during my previous contribution to
the debate, to a far greater extent than any
other State, bearing in mind the impact of the
tax affects hardest the premium wine market.
One hundred per cent of Western Australian
wine producers produce premium wine.
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It is also important that the Government
does not delay in addressing this motion. The
protest must be directed, in my view, to the
Federal Government as quickly as possible in
the hope, be it ever so vain, that the Federal
Government will see the error of its ways and
abolish the tax. The danger, as I said before, is
severe. It has already impacted on the premium
wine sales; and if that increase in the tax is now
introduced, the impact will be even greater.

I urge members of this Parliament to adopt
and support the motion and get about, for
once, in a bipartisan manner, and show the

Federal Government that we will have no pant
of this tax imposition which shows no regard
for what is, and should be, a vibrant,
expanding, and healthy industry-an industry
now likely to be directly the opposite solely
because of the Federal Government's inter-
vention in this area.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr
Stephens.

House adjourned at 10.27 p.m.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

HEALTH: HOSPITAL
Armadale-Kelmscoit District Memorial:

Permanent Care Wing
1244. Mr RUSH-TON, to the Minister for

Health:
When will the elderly persons' perma-
nent care wing be ready to receive
patients at the Armadale-Kelmscott
District Memorial Hospital?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
Planning is proceeding on this project,
Construction has not yet commenced,
and therefore no completion date can
be given.

POLICE
Drug Squad: Ma n ning Le vels

1318. Mr CASK, to the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services:
(1) What is the current manpower of the

drug squad?
(2) Is the current manning level of the

drug squad considered adequate to
cope with the increasing incidence of
drugs in Western Australia?

(3) If "No" to (2), what action does he
propose to take to improve the
manning level of the drug squad?

Mr GORDON KILL replied:
(1) This information is not normally

made public, and I have this day writ-
ten to the member providing him with
the requested information on a confi-
dential basis.

(2) There is a need to increase the size of
the Police Force generally, including
in particular the size of the drug
squad. However, that squad is not
solely responsible for dealing with
drug abuse as recognised by training
programmes initiated by the Com-
missioner of Police with a view
towards broadening the offensive
against this type of crime.
The member should by now be aware
that it is the responsibility of the
Government to place resources in the
hands of the Commissioner of Police
to be deployed in the fight against
crime in the manner determined by
the commissioner and his senior
officers to be most appropriate.

(3) The Government, upon assuming
office in February 1983, found police
resources to have been seriously de-
pleted and gave an undertaking to in-
crease the authorised strength of the
Police Force by 300 in the Govern-
ment's term of office.
That undertaking was honoured and
was repeated in respect of the second
term of office of the Burke Govern-
ment to provide the most substantial
boost to police numbers in the history
of policing in this State.

PRISON: CANNING VALE
Maximum Security: Over-concentration

1334. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Prisons:
(I)- Will the Minister please table the re-

port which supports the Government's
claims that Canning Vale prison
complex would have an over-concen-
tration of prisoners if the maximum
security prison was built there?

(2) If they have done so, what are the
reasons for the professional officers
recommending to the previous
Government the siting of the maxi-
mum security prison at Canning Vale
and now recommending to this
Government the Kwinana site?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) No. The report is in the nature ofT ad-
vice to the Government, and in the
normal course of events is confidential
to Ministers.

(2) Earlier recommendations have been
overtaken by a number of factors, in-
cluding the unanticipated expansion
of the two existing prisons at the Can-
ning Vale site.

PRISON
Casuarina: Relocation

1343. Mr CASH, to the Minister representing
the Minister for Prisons:
(1) Has the location of the proposed

maximum security prison in Orton
Road. Casuarina been discussed with
officials of the Prison Officers Union?

(2) Does the union support the location of
the new prison on Reserve No.
C31874?
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(3) Did the union have the opportunity of
considering and offering comment on
alternative sites other than Reserve
No. C31874?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) No. The Prison Officers Union has,

however, been kept informed of the
Government's decision in this matter.

(2) I am not aware that the union has
expressed a position on the subject.

(3) No.

PRISON
Casuarina: Plan

1344. Mr CASH, to the Minister representing
the Minister for Prisons:
(1) Have the concept plans and/or work-

ing drawings been completed for the
proposed maximum security prison at
Casuarina?

(2) If "Yes", will the Minister allow me to
inspect the plans?

(3) If "No" to (1), when does the Minister
anticipate the plans will be
completed?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) In the first half of 1987.

PRISONERS
Leave ofAbsence.- Parliamentary Notice

1345. Mr CASH, to the Minister representing
the Minister for Prisons:
(1) Will the Minister advise the number

of occasions that advice of grant of
leave of absence to a prisoner for
special purposes, circumstances, or
periods, have been tabled in Parlia-
ment in accordance with section 87 (5)
of the Prisons Act?

(2) Kave the provisions of section 87 (5)
inhibited the grant of leave of absence
to any prisoner?

(3) If "Yes" to (2), will he provide details?
(4) Has the Minister received requests for

the rant of leave of absence under
Section 87 (5) of the Prisons Act or
some other section of the Prisons Act,
and refused to give his consent or ap-
proval to such leave of absence?

(5) If "Yes" to (4), will he outline the
reasons for his refusal to give consent
to or approve such requests?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) Two.
(2) No, but it is considered an unnecess-

ary administrative procedure which
does not serve any practical purpose.

(3) Not applicable.
(4) Yes.
(5) There have been various occasions

when requests for leave of absence
have been denied. Each case is treated
on its own merits and, consistent with
the accepted practice in such matters,
I do not propose to comment in detail
on individual prisoners.

PRISON
Casuarina: Fencing

1346. Mr CASH, to the Minister representing
the Minister for Prisons:
(1) How much of the proposed site for the

maximum security prison, which is
currently proposed to be constructed
in Orton Road, Casuarina, will be
required to be fenced?

(2) Is a plan indicating the approximate
position of the proposed buildings and
fences available for inspection by me?

(3) If "No" to (2), will he give the
reasons?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) Not yet determined.
(2) No.
(3) The site plan has not been finalised.

PRISON
Casuarina: Construction Cost

1348. Mr CASH, to the Minister representing
the Minister for Prisons:
(1) Have quantity surveyors established

the estimated cost of the construction
and fitting out of the proposed maxi-
mum security prison at Casuarina?

(2) If "Yes", what is the current estimated
completion cost?

(3) If "No", will he provide the reasons?
(4) Will he provide a time schedule of the

proposed construction phases and the
staging of the building of the proposed
maximum security prison?
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Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) Preliminary costing has been carried
out.

(2) $52.2 million.

(3) Not applicable.

(4) This has not yet been determined.

PRISON: CASUARINA

Alternative Site

1349. Mr CASH, to the Minister representing
the Minister for Prisons:

(1) Of the various alternative sites which
Were investigated for the proposed
new maximum security prison, was
the Cabinet-endorsed Orton Road,
Casuarina site the preferred site and
the first recommended site by his de-
partment?

(2) If "No", will he provide details of the
reasons why his department was not
prepared to recommend the Orton
Road site as its first priority?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) and (2) The advice on which the
Government's decision in this matter
was based was advice to the Govern-
ment, and in the normal course of
events is confidential to Ministers.

PRISON: CASUARINA

Site:- Public Access

1350. Mr CASH, to the Minister representing
the Minister for Prisons:

Will he provide a plan clearly
indicating the areas of Reserve
C3 1874 which will be accessible with-
out restriction to the public-

(a) during construction of the prison;

(b) on completion of the various
stages of the prison when it be-
comes an operational facility?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

The member is referred to the answer
to question on notice 1346.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT VALUATIONS
Costs: Report

1365. Mr SCHELL, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Budget
Management:

Would the Minister be prepared to
make available to me a copy of the
report on cast of valuations in country
shires?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

No. The report is in the nature of ad-
vice to the Government, and is ac-
cordingly conftidential to Ministers.

ENERGY: GAS
Pipeline:- Bennett Brook

1367. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs:

Has he or his department or any other
Government department paid or
helped pay legal expenses for the Ab-
original group who opposed the
placing of the State Energy Com-
mission gas pipeline under Bennett
Brook

Mr BRIDGE replied:

No.

HEALTH

Central Drug Unit
1368. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for

Health:
(1) Is it the intention of the Alcohol and

Drug Authority to build A central drug
unit?

(2) If "Yes", what is the estimated cost of
building?

(3) How much will the central drug unit
cost-estimated-to run in 1986-87?

(4) What research has been conducted by
the Australian drug authority or any-
body else to substantiate the need to
build such a unit?

(5) What percentage of persons admitted
to this detoxification unit can be
expected to be recruited into ongoing
treatment?

(6) Has the Australian drug authority
already employed some 20 staff for
this unit?
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(7) How many patients has the interim
unit at Aston Hospital admitted
and-

(a) what was their average stay;

(b) how many were recruited into
ongoing treatment?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) to (3) This matter is under consider-
ation.

(4) 1 am not aware of any body known as
the Australian drug authority. The
need has been established by the
known demands on the authority's
services; the reported demands on the
services of the non-Government sec-
tor; and the anticipated requirements
of the court diversion programme.

(5) Not possible to reliably estimate at
this time.

(6) See answer to part (4).

(7) Sixty-six;

(a) 10.4 days;

(b) 25.

HEALTH

Alcohol and Drug Information Service

1369. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Health:

(1) Has the Alcohol and Drug Authority
set up an alcohol and drug infor-
mation service?

(2) If so, when?

(3) What is the cost per year to run the
information service?

(4) How many on avenage contact the in-
formation service per day?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) Yet.

(2) 7 April 1986.

(3) The alcohol and drug information ser-
vice is an integral part of the central
drug unit. Consequently, all costs can-
not be readily indentified. the esti-
mate of costs for 1986-87 is $35 000.

(4) Current contacts are averaging at 23
per day.

HEALTH: ALCOHOL
Rehiabilit ation: Non-Government

1370. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) How much money was allocated to the

non-Government sector for alcohol
and drug treatment and rehabilitation
in 1985-86?

(2) How many new clients did the non-
Government sector serve in 1985-86?

(3) Is there any formula employed in re-
lation to the type of service and num-
her of clients serviced, in deciding on
the allocation of funds in the non-
Government sector?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) $1 214000.
(2) Detailed information on the activities

of the non-Government sector is not
available to the Alcohol and Drug
Authority.

(3) There is no formula. The authority is
advised by a panel, on which the non-
Government sector is represented, as
to the appropriate allocation of funds.

HEALTH: ALCOHOL
Select Cornmintee Report: Recommendations

1372. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) With regard to the Select Committee

report on alcohol and other drugs in
Western Australia, has the
recommendation "that Australian
drug authority retain only limited in-
volvement in the treatment area" been
carried out?

(2) What was the staff level of the
Australian drug authority in 1094-85
and 1985-86?

(3) Did a member of the Australian drug
authority assist the Select Committee
in writing the report?

(4) What was the total Australian drug
authority expenditure on its services
in 1985-86 for-
(a) recurrent funds;,
(1b) capital (including renovations)?

(5) How many new client-patients did the
Australian drug authority receive in
1985-86?

(6) What was the average number of con-
tacts per outpatient client?
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Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) to (6) 1 am not aware of or responsible

for any body known as the Australian
drug authority.

WATER AUTHORITY
Former Employee: Mr Eric Peterson

1373. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Water Resources:
(1) Is he aware of the circumstances of a

former employee of the Water Auth-
ority, Mr Eric Peterson?

(2) Is he aware that this person was affec-
ted by solvent used in his trade when
he was employed as an electrician?

(3) Is he aware that Mr Peterson can only
work in a chemical and smoke-free en-
vironmen t?

(4) Is the Water Authority prepared to
employ Mr Peterson in a chemical and
smoke-free environment?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(I) Yes.
(2) to (4) 1 am aware that a claim to this

effect has been received and that a
writ of summons claiming negligence
has been issued against the Minister
for Water Resources.
In light of the litigation, it would be
inappropriate for me to comment on
the particulars of the claim.

WATER AUTHORITY
Electrical Section: Work Orders

1374. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Water Resources:
(1) In the last 12 months, has the Office

of Industrial Relations issued work
orders on the ' Water Authority,
Lemnos Street, Shenton Park, electri-
cat section?

(2) If so, what were the work orders?
Mr BRIDGE replied:
(I) Yet.
(2) (a) "That a container of S6 poison be

removed from site immedi-
ately"-in fact S6 poison was not
being stored at this site;

(b) "Solvent cleaning agents to be
used in well ventilated areas and
adequate protective clothing and

breathing apparatus to be
provided and worn".

WATER AUTHORITY

Poisons Licence

1375. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Water Resources:
(1) Does the Water Authority require a

poisons licence to purchase the
chlorine and other chemicals the
Water Authority purchases?

(2) If "Yes", does the Water Authority
have the relevant poison licences?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1) No.

(2) Not applicable.

MR PAUL REGAN

Alleged Fraud: Complaint
1376. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Police

and Emergency Services:

(1) Has Mr J1. K. Cooper of Bassendean
lodged a complaint with the Police
Department in respect to allegations
of possible fraudulent action by Mr
Paul J7. Regan, an adviser to the Minis-
ter for Agriculture?

(2) Is the fraud squad investigating this
matter?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:

(1) No.

(2) N o.

EDUCATION: PRIMARY SCHOOL

Mt La wley: Toilet Upgrading

1377. Mr CASH, to the Minister for
Education:

Will he provide details of the proposal
to upgrade toilets at the Mt Lawley
school as set out in the Estimates of
Expenditure tabled in the House on 16
October 1986?

Mr PEARCE replied:

The project comprises the provision of
toilets within the existing building and
the upgrading of the administration
and storage facilities.
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STATE FINANCE: GENERAL LOAN AND
CAPITAL WORKS FUND

Allocation: MI La wley Centre
1378. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Health:

Will he provide details of the item
listed as Mt Lawley Centre-Reno-
vations for which an amount of
$117 000 has been set aside in the
General Loan and Capital Works
Fund tabled in the House on 16
October 1986?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
These funds have been allocated to
finalise carry-over work and contract
payments for the major renovation
project, commenced in 1984-85.

STATE FINANCE: GENERAL LOAN AND
CAPITAL WORKS FUND

Allocation: MI Lawley Redevelopment
1379. Mr CASH, to the Minister for

Education:
Will he provide details of the item
listed as Mt Lawley-Redevelopment-
Planning for which an amount of
$269 000 has been set aside in the
General Loan and Capital Works
Fund tabled in the House on 16
October 1986?

Mr PEARCE replied:
$269 000 has been made available
through the 1985 States Grants
(Tertiary Education Assistance) Act to
enable planning to be undertaken for
the ultimate provision of a building
complex to provide essential TAFE
educational facilities which include
electrical-electronic laboratories,
photographic studies, and a new
library.

WATER RESOURCES
Treatment Plant: Binningup

1382. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Water Resources:
(1) Has the water treatment plant at

Binningup been commissioned?
(2) If so, when?
(3) If not, when will the treatment plant

be built?
Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) No.

(2) Not applicable.
(3) Site work is to commence next month,

and commissioning is scheduled for
April 1987.

STATE FINANCE: BUDGET
Allocation: International Year of Peace

1383. Mr MacKINNON, to the Treasurer:
To whom and for what was $20 000
paid in 1985-86 and $50000
estimated to be paid in 1986-87 under
item 32, International Year of Peace,
on page 71 of the Consolidated Rev-
enue Fund estimates?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
Payments in 1985-86 were made to
the International Year of Peace WA
Committee for the following proj-
ecs-

IYP opening week
Peace-making project
Peace groves project
Rural seminar pro-

gramme

3436.71
5 000.00
2000.00

9 563.29

20000.00

Final funding approval for I1986-87
projects has not yet been determined.

STATE FINANCE: BUDGET
Allocation: Contract Printing

1384. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Works and
Services:

Why is there no allocation in 1986-87
to Contract Printing under Division
22 of the 1 986-8 7 Consolidated Rev-
enue Fund Estimates, whereas in
1985-86 the expenditure under this
item was $5 986 322?

Mr PEARCE replied:
No allocation was made in 1986-87
for Contract Printing under Division
22 because it is now funded through
the Treasurer's advance account. The
previous appropriation method was
not considered flexible enough to cope
with service-orientated activities
where client requirements determine
the demand for service. The new ar-
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rangement should reduce accounting
costs by avoiding double counting and
introducing more efficient and effec-
tive procedures.

DEPARTMENTOF THlE PREMIER AND
CABINET

Income: Increase
1386. Mr MacKINNON, to the Treasurer:

Why has the income listed under the
heading, Premier and Cabinet-
Other, on page I8 of the 1986-87
Consolidated Revenue Fund Esti-
mates, gone from an amount of
$206 092 in 1985-86 to an estimated
$570 000 in 1986-87?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
The estimated income for the depart-ment has shown an increase over last
financial year's collections as a result
of different accounting treatment of
several items, including the proceeds
from the sale of motor vehicles being
transferred from the Treasury Esti-
mates and the introduction of the
Women's Information and Referral
Exchange into the department's esti-
mates.

STATE FINANCE: BUDGET
Marine and H-arbours Department: Income

1387. Mr MacICINNON, to the Premier:
What income wilt be received by the
Department of Marine and H-arbours
which will make up the St1620 000
listed under Marine and Harbours-
Other, on page 17 of the 1986-87
Consolidated Revenue Fund Esti-
mates?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
This question has been incorrectly
addressed to the Premier. It has been
referred to the Minister for Transport
and he will answer the question in
writing.

STATE FINANCE: BUDGET
Allocation: Crown Law Legal Services

1 388- Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:
Why have Crown Law legal services
listed on page 16 of the 1986-87
Consolidated Revenue Fund
Estimates increased to an estimated

income of $2 160 000 in 1986-87 from
the $ 193 900 received in 1984-85?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
This question has been incorrectly
addressed to the Premier. It has been
referred to the Attorney General and
he will answer the question in writing.

STATE FINANCE: BUDGET
Conservation and Land Management

Department: Sale ofAssets
1389. Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:

What assets will be sold in 1986-87 to
achieve the $1 500 000 revenue esti-
mate listed under Conservation and
Land Management sale of assets in the
Consolidated Revenue Fund Esti-
mates?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
This question has been incorrectly
addressed to the Premier. It has been
referred to the Minister for Conser-
vation and Land Management and he
will answer the question in writing.

STATE FINANCE: BUDGET
Crown Grants: Income

1 390. Mr MacKINNON, to the Treasurer:
(1) Will he detail the income items that

made up the $44 560 699 listed under
Crown Grants for 1985-86 on page 14
of the Consolidated Revenue Fund Es-
timates?

(2) H-ow is the $8 650 000 estimate in
1986-87 listed under this heading
comprised?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
Item Details

(1) Burswood Island casino
Padbury exchange-land
Treasurer's advance-

Wickhamn and Kcarratha
Bicton Quarantine Station
John XXIII College
Perth Technical College site
R&1 Bank
Land Bank of WA
Melville City Council
Other

1985-86
Actuals

9380450
1 727 934

3 431 295
300000

1 100000
20500000
3 000 000
2500000

300000
232] 020

44 560 699
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(2) R&I Bank
Land Sank of WA
Freehold and special leases
Denmark
Other

500000
5650000
I 000 000

500000
I1000 000

8 650 000

MOTOR VEHICLES
Government Garage

1391. Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:
(1) How many motor vehicles were at-

tached to the Government Garage as
at I February 1983?

(2) How many motor vehicles are cur-
rently attached to the Government
Garage?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
The member is referred to the answer
provided to question No. 853 of 16
July 1986 and my letter of 26 August
1986.

STATE FINANCE: BUDGET
Mines Department: Staffing Costs

1393. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) Will he list the other staffing costs

which total $1405 016 for 1985-86
under Item 2 in Division 52 of the
Consolidated Revenue Fund?

(2) Will he list the estimated 1986-87
Other Staffing costs which total
$530 000 under Item 2 in Division 52
of the Consolidated Revenue Fund?

Mr PARKER replied:

Travelling
Conferences
training
Insurance
Worker's corn-
pensalion
Advertising
Ministerial ex-
penses
Payroll tax

(1)
198 5-86

(2)
1986-87

187 593 145000

7808 10000
11799 10000

234000 291000
4146 6 000

72501 68000
887 169 -

$1 405016 $530000

STATE FINANCE: BUDGET
Mines Department: Registration of Titles

0394. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:

Why has the expenditure under Item
I I in Division 52 increased from a
1985-86 expenditure ofC$2 772 189 to
a 1986-87 expenditure of $6 896 000?

Mr PARKER replied:

A provision of $5 1 74 000 has been
included to meet the State's share of
Wapet's royalty overpayment under
the petroleum resource rent royalty ar-
rangements.

STATE FINANCE: BUDGET
Allocation: Argyle Social Impact Study Group

1395. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:

Will he list the expenditure detail of
the $1 129 634 made under Item 19,
Division 62 for 1985-86?

Mr PARKER replied:

1985 grant
1986 grant
Administrative expenses

509071
552 154
68409

$1 129634

MINERALS: STATE BATTERIES

Transfer: WA Mint

1396. Mr MacKJNNON, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) When will the State Batteries be

transferred to the Western Australian
Mint?

(2) By how much will treatment charges
increase following the transfer?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) It was originally planned that State
Batteries would be transferred to the
Mint on I November 1986. However,
this has been deferred until the end of
the year.

(2) No decisions have been made to in-
crease treatment charges.
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STATE ENERGY COMMISSION

Renewable Energy Division

1397. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:

(1) When did the State Energy Com-
mission establish the renewable
energy division?

(2) How many people are currently
employed within the division?

(3) Is the division now to be abolished?

(4) If so, why?

(5) What will happen with the present
employees?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) The energy research branch of the
State Energy Commission of Western
Australia was initiated in 1976.

(2) 5 permanent, 2 temporary.
(3) to (5) No decision has been made on

this matter.

ENERGY

Solar Energy Research Institute: Relocation
1398. Mr MacKJNNON, to the Minister for

Minerals and Energy:

(1) Will the Solar Energy Research Insti-
tute be relocated from its present lo-
cation near the Western Australian
Institute of Technology?

(2) What will the Government be doing
with the land presently occupied by
Solar Energy Research Institute of
Western Australia?

(3) What will happen with full-time and
part-time staff at the institute?

Mr PARKER replied:*

(1) Yes.

(2) No decision has yet been made.

(3) Full-time staff are State Energy Com-
mission staff on secondment, and will
return to suitable positions in the
SEC. Arrangements may be made for
professional and technical people to
take up tertiary positions if applicable.

Temporary staff are engaged only for
the time required by the institute.
These positions would cease with the
closure of the institute.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS
Work Practices: Mini-summit

1399. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Industrial Relations:
(1) When will the mini-summit on work

practices announced by him be held?
(2) Who has been invited to attend the

summit?
(3) When were those invitations

forwarded to the various organisations
involved in the summit?

(4) Where will the summit be held?
(5) What is it hoped will be the outcome

of the summit?
Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) to (4) Details concerning the State

conference on management and Work
practices are still being finalised.

(5) That a commitment will be made on
behalf of workers and employers to
examine and possibly remove restnic-
tive practices in order to improve the
productivity and competitiveness of
Western Australian industry.

GOVERNMENT BUILDINGS: AUSTMARC
BUILDING

Bunbury- Expenditure
1401. Mr MacKH4NON, to the Premier:

(1) How much has been spent to date by
the Government on fitting out of
Austmark building in Bunbury?

(2) How much more will be spent to com-
plete this work?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) $266 000.
(2) Estirnate-$2.8 million for the whole

of the building.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Wiluna Shire Council: Budget Difficulties

1402. Mr CLARKO, to the Minister for Local
Government:

In the light of certain difficulties being
experienced by the Shire of Wiluna at
the present moment, especially con-
cerning its failure to adopt its budget
for 1986-87, what action, if any, is he
proposing to take to resolve these
problems?
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Mr CARR replied:

The chief inspector of municipalities,
Mr Murrie Anstey, and a senior in-
spector, Mr Neil Woods, arrived in
Wiluna on Monday and are working
on the books of account, It is antici-
pated that the shire's budget will be
ready for adoption by the end of the
week.

The resignation of four councillors
reduced those in office to three. This
number is less than a quorum and the
requirements of section 31 of the Lo-
cal Government Act result in all
offices becoming vacant and permit
the Governor to appoint a com-
missioner. I do not have the power to
approve the operation of a council
with a reduced quorum under these
circumstances. Executive Council has
approved the appointment of Mr
Anstey as commissioner.

It is my wish that an elected council
administer the shire from next May,
and I hope to be able to make a formal
announcement about that in the next
few weeks. There are also staffing
problems at Wiluna, and these are be-
ing considered.

HOUSING

Mortgage Assistance and Relief Committee:
Assistance Provided

1403. Mr CASH, to the Premier:

(1) How many borrowers on a monthly
basis since July 1985 have needed to
seek assistance from the Mortgage and
Relief Committee?

(2) Will he provide details of those who,
on a monthly basis, have been success-
fuli in receiving assistance?

(3) What has been the cost to the Govern-
ment?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

This question has been incorrectly
addressed to the Premier. It has been
referred to the Minister for Housing,
and he will answer the question in
writing.

GOVERNMENT CHEMICAL
LABORATORIES

Future: Initiatives

1405. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Minerals
and Energy:

Will he identify the initiatives referred
to in his answer to question 1254 of
1986 concerning the future of the
Government Chemical Laboratories?

Mr PARKER replied:

It would be premature to reveal these
initiatives since they involve dis-
cussions with departments other than
my own, and other outside
authorities.

ENERGY

Solar Hot Water Systems:- Sacrificial Anodes

1407. M r CA SH, to t he M i nister for Housi ng:

What progress has been made on the
survey referred to in his answer to
question 509 of 1986, concerning sac-
rificial anodes in solar hot water
systems?

Mr WILSON replied:

The survey established the location of
all hot water storage units affected by
the problem. A programme replacing
existing sacrificial anodes with the
aluminum-type as recommended by
the Western Australian Water Auth-
ority is currently in progress and is
expected to be completed by
December 1986.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES

Temporary:- Termination of Service

1408. M r CAS H, to the Premrnier:

When may I expect to be provided
with the information he promised in
his answer to question 942 of 1986
concerning temporary employees' ser-
vi ce term inat ion?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

The member was forwarded a reply
today.
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AUTHORITY

Genetically Engineered Organisms
1409. Mr CASH, to the Minister for

Environment:
(1) Will the Environmental Protection

Authority have any control over the
use of genetically-engineered organ-
isms which are intended for deliberate
release into the environment?

(2) If "Yes", will he provide details?
(3) If "No", why?
Mr HODGE replied:
(1) The Environmental Protection Auth-

ority will have the power to investi-
gate and report on any potential im-
pact on the environment.

(2) Any proposal which might give rise to
concern as to the possible cause of pol-
lution, or which may have a detrimen-
tal effect on the environment, must be
referred to the Environmental Protec-
tion Authority for consideration and
advice.
In addition, the answer to question
1252 of 14 October 1986 applies.

(3) Not applicable.

PLANNING
Tearoomns: Mosman Park

1412. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for
Planning:
(1) Has approval been given by the State

Planning Commission for the current
proposed development at the old
Smith's boatshed site at Mosman
Park?

(2) What modifications were made to the
plan as approved in March this year?

(3) Did such modifications result in the
area of the project set aside for the
kiosk, tearooms, and kitchen facilities
being enlarged, and if so, what was the
increase in area of such facilities?

(4) If "Yes" to (3), was this one of the
modifications required by the State
Planning Commission when it gave
approval in March 1986?

(5) If'"No", why has State Planning Com-
mission approval not been sought for
the current plans?

(6) Will he table in the House-
(a) plans as approved in March; and

(b) currently approved plans?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) Yes. On 21 March 1986, subject to the

following condit ions-
1. 1 The elevation of the
proposed development being ap-
propriately modified so that it
does not exceed that of the former
tearooms, such modifications be-
ing to the satisfaction of the com-
mission;
1.2 the development being
constructed in building materials
that are in keeping with the
character of the former tearooms
and amenity of the locality;
1.3 the removal of all broken
piles and jetties from the site,
leaving the site clean and free of
any destruction.

(2) In order to comply with the conditions
of approval, the location layout of the
development was modified in terms of
scale, elevation and building bulk.

(3) Yes. The modifications reduced the
size of the boatshed-workshop
component and increased the floor
area set aside for the kiosk from
10 sq mn to 40 sq m, the tearooms from
21 sq mn to 92 sq m, and the kitchen
facilities from 10 sq mn to 70 sq m.

(4) No.
(5) The commission has accepted the

modified plans as satisfying the con-
ditions of its March approval.

(6) Yes.
(See paper No. 4S0.)

PLANNING
Tearooms: Mosman Park

141t3. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for
Conservation and Land Management:
(1) Has the Swan River Management

Authority approved of the current de-
velopment planned at the old Smith's
Boatshed site at Mosman Bay?

(2) If not, why has work commenced on
the site?

(3) Is an environmental assessment study
required prior to the Department of
Marine and Harbours approving such
development?
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Mr HODGE replied:

(1) No.

(2) Current work only relates to structures
approved under the Jetties Act.

(3) No.

PLANNING
Tearooms:- Mosman Park

1414. Mir HASSELL, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Has permission been given for the
driving of piles at the old Smith's
Boatshed site at Mosrnan Bay?

(2) If "Yes", on what date was the licence
issued by the Department of Marine
and Harbours?

(3) If "No", why are a number of piles
already erected in the water?

(4) Has any action been taken to stop the
work and if so, what?

(5) Will he promise to confer with the
Mosman Park Town Council before a
licence is issued by the Department of
Marine and Harbours for the develop-
ment at Mosman Bay?

Mr TROY replied:

(1) Yes.
(2) On 5 September 1986 approval was

ranted to drive the jetty piles. The
formal licence has nor yet been issued.

(3) Not applicable.

(4) Work was ordered to stop on Friday,
17 October, to allow the Government
time to assure itself that approval con-
ditions were being met.

(5) Council has been consulted through-
out the consideration of the proposal.

TECHNICAL AND FURTHER
EDUCATION

Forresifield Centre: Changes

1415. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Education:

(1) What changes are to be implemented
in the near future at the Forrestfield
technical centre?

(2) Why are these changes being made?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) No decision has been taken to im-
plement a change to the course pro-
gramnme at Forrestfield

(2) In the context of expenditure
priorities, consideration is being given
at officer level to the large number of
people taking a formal diploma pro-
gramme in art studies, which does not
involve the payment of fees, at this
and other pan-time centres, while
their needs are not dissimilar to those
of people taking fee-paying adult edu-
cation.

PRISON

Mulri-functionat: Location

1416. Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:

(1) Where is the multi-functional prison,
as listed on page 20 of the Capital
Works Budget papers, to be located?

(2) What is meant by a multi-functional
prison?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) Orton Road,Casuarina.

(2) in respect of the Casuarina Prison,
this refers to a capacity within the
prison to provide different levels of
maximum security as well as other fa-
cilities including, in particular, prison
hospital services.

TRANSPORT

Buses:- Bibra Lake-South Lakes
1417. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for

Transport:

(1) What bus services currently service
the Bibra Lakes and South Lakes area?

(2) When is it proposed that services will
be improved?

Mr TROY replied:

(1) and (2) The Bibra Lake area is
serviced by moute 109. South Lakes is
served by routes 140 and 224 which
operate along Forrest Road. Currently
a number of increased service options
are being considered within the
present budget constraints. I am hope-
ful of making a definitive statement
very soon.
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TRANSPORT: RAILWAYS
Rolling Stock- Shacckl eton

1419. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Approximately how many railway car-

riages are parked on the line between
Shackleton and west of Kwolyin?

(2) How much longer will they remain
there?

(3) What does Westrail intend to do with
them?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) Approximately 1 570 wagons.
(2) and (3) The wagons are progressively

being disposed of through Westrail's
salvage yard at Midland, and this
could take up to two years.

WATER AUTHORITY
Regional Organ isation

1420. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Water
Resources:
(1) With reference to the proposed re-

gional re-organisation of the Water
Authority, what are the present levels
of salaried staff and waged staff in
non-metropolitan regional offices?

(2) What will be the levels of salaried staff
and waged staff in non-metropolitan
regional offices under the re-organis-
ation proposal?

(3) Where, specifically, will staff vari-
ations occur and by how much?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) Regional offices were established at

Bunbury and Karratha on I July 1986,
and they are now staffed as follows-

Bunbury-
Salary staff 30
Wages staff 9

Karratha-
Salary staff 3

Three of the Karratha and two of the
Bunbury officers are acting in
positions until permanent appoint-
ments are finalised, and two of the
Karratha officers are only present in
the region on a pan-time basis.

(2) and (3) The further regionalisation of
the Water Authority is under con-
sideration, but staffing levels have not
yet been resolved.

EDUCATION
Regional Offices: Staffing

142!1. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for
Education:

What is the current level of staffing at
regional education offices in-
(a) Bunbury;
(b) Albany;
(c) Narrogin;
(d) Northam;
(e) Merredin;
(f) Geraldton;
(g) Kalgoorlie;
(h) Karratha?

Mr PEARCE replied:
Directo Sups

(a)
(b)
(0)
(di)

(0
(g)
(h)

8wabuu
Mbanty
Narrogin
Northam
Merrdin
G,.n dton
Kalgoorlic
V..rtha

I 4

Edu. Clerical Total
calion
staff
12.0 11.7 28.7
3.0 8.0 12.0
4.0 8.9 13.9
3.0 6.8 10.8
4.8 4.9 Ia?7
8.6 7.8 17.4

14.0 10.3 25.3
4.0 6.2 11.2

EDUCATION DEPARTMENT
Overhaul: Regional Education Offices

1422. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) With reference to the proposed over-

haul of education administration,
what is the proposed role of regional
education offices?

(2) What, if any, staff changes will occur
at regional education offices?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) and (2) This matter was not discussed

in the first report of the Functional
Review Committee. It is thought that
it will be a pant of the second report,
which is expected within the next few
weeks.

EDUCATION: HOSTELS
Fringe Benefits Tax: Cost

1424. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) What is the total cost to the various

country high school hostels of fringe
benefits tax?

(2) Will this cost be passed on in whole or
in part to parents of hostel children?
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(3) If "Yes", what is the anticipated in-
crease in hostel fees that will be the
result of the fringe benefits tax?

(4) Is there provision for exemption from
this increase to low income earners?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) The total cost would be approximately
$49 500 per annum subject to taxation
approval of an isolation exemption al-
lowance of 40 per cent for all hostels
except Albany and Geraldton.

(2) No. The average increase on fees has
been calculated to be approximately 2
per cent. As the average turnover for
hostels is in the region of $400 000 per
annum, it is felt that the costs of fringe
benefits tax may be absorbed within
budgets.

(3) The costs of fringe benefits tax will
not be passed on to parents at this
stage, and it is anticipated fee in-
creases will be indexed to the Con-
sumer Price Index.

(4) No.

EMPLOYMENT AND
TRAINING: JOB-LINK
Funding: Accountability

1425. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for
Employment and Train ing:
(1) With reference to the Job-link funding

of employment projects by the Trades
and Labor Council employment
centre and also by the Confederation
of Western Australian Industr, what
provision has been made for account-
ability of the funds provided?

(2) What criteria are to be used in
assessing the success or failure of the
two projects?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) Both projects are required, through a
signed sponsor undertaking, to pro-
vide financial reports to the Depart-
ment of Employment and Training
each quarter, reflecting expenditure of
Job-link grant funds in accordance
with their approved budgets. Expendi-
ture is monitored by departmental
Officers.

(2) The two projects will be assessed on
criteria established for the evaluation
of all Job-link projects, namely-

(i) Was the project servicing a target
group-geographical area with high
priority in terms of assistance re-
garding unemployment;

(ii) did the actual/proposed manage-
ment committee promise to pro-
vide effective, competent, and
stable management of the project;

(iii) was the project well supported
within its own environment;

(iv) the project did not duplicate ser-
vices currently in operation;

(v) had the project been effective as a
Job-link project during the pre-
vious funding period-i.e., been
effective in counselling and
employing its target group; or
achieved objectives in employ-
ment development;

(vi) did the project provide linkage to
existing employment, education,
and training programmes?

SPORT AND RECREATION: COUNTRY
WEEK COMPETITION

Accommodation Problems: America's Cup
1426. Mr HOUSE, to the Minister

representing the Minister with special
responsibility for the America's Cup:

When will he respond to my letters of
9 May and 29 August relating to the
likely accommodation problems
facing participants in the Country
Week sports competition which is to
be held during the America's Cup
period?

Mr PEARCE replied:
A response will be forwarded this
week.

HOUSING
Self-sustaining: Noalimba Site

1427. Mr HOUSE, to the Minister for
Housing:
(1) Following the decision announced in

the Budget that Noalimba is to close,
when will the feasibility study on self-
sustaining residential accommodation
at the property take place?

(2) Is it proposed that the property shall
be used primarily by persons visiting
the metropolitan area for sporting
events and training?
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(3) Will he give serious consideration to
the accommodation needs of country
people attending Country Week sport-
ing competitions, when deliberating
on the future use of Noalimba?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) It is estimated that the study will be

completed in April 1981.
(2) and (3) The feasibility study will in-

vestigate a wide range of sports-re-
lated usage, including the various re-
quirements of country sportspersons.

ENERGY
Solar Energy Research Institute: Merger

1428. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) With respect to the proposed merger

of the Solar Energy Research Institute
of Western Australia and the Western
Australian Mining and Petroleum Re-
search Institute, will the State Energy
Commission continue to fund solar re-
search through the new amalgamated
body?

(2) If "Yes", at what level of funding?
(3) Has he gained an assurance from the

Commonwealth that all Common-
wealth funds that were originally
destined for the Solar Energy Re-
search Institute of Western Australia
will now go to Western Australian
Mining and Petroleum Research Insti-
tute?

(4) When does he expect a decision to be
made about the future of the Solar En-
ergy Research Institute of Western
Australia facilities at Bentley?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) The funding obtained from the Com-

monwealth Government is for specific
internal research by SERIWA staff,
and therefore cannot be reallocated
under the external research grant
scheme.
Consideration is being given to suit-
able approaches whereby these Com-
monwealth-funded projects can be
completed effectively.

(4) This matter is currently under con-
sideration.

PLANNING: TEAROOMS
Adosman Park: Approval

1430. Mr RUSHTON, to the Premier:
Has he or the Government indicated
verbally or in writing to the owners or
persons acting for the owners of the
Mosman Park marine complex, ap-
proval of the project?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
Yes, I issued a Press statement
confirming that approval of the proj-
ect had been granted.

PLANNING: TEAROOMS
Mosman Park. Jetly Licence

1431. Mr RUSH-TON, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Has he delegated his powers under the

Jetties Act to Mr John Jenkin, General
Manager of the Marine and Harbours
Department, to grant a jetty licence
for the development of the Mosman
Park marina?

(2) If "Yes", has the general manager
granted and approved the licence?

(3) If "No" to (1), has he, the Minister,
granted or approved the licence?

(4) What is the present position concern-
ing the acceptance or rejection of the
Mosman Park marina complex, and
on what date was each approval or
rejection given; that is has the-
(a) Government approved, verbally

or in writing, the project;
(b) Minister for Transport approved

the licence;
(c) General Manager of the Marine

and Harbours Department ap-
proved the licence;

(d) Mosman Park Town Council ap-
proved the project;

(e) Swan River Management Auth-
ority approved the project;

(f) State Planning Commission ap-
proved the project;

(g) Environmental Protection Auth-
ority approved the project?

(5) If any of these above-mentioned
authorities have approved develop-
ment of the complex, what conditions
has each authority recommended?
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(6) If the licence has not already been ap-
proved or rejected, when does he ex-
pect to make the decision?

Mr TROY replied:

(1) A general delegation has been given
pursuant to section 7(2) of the Jetties
Act for the purpose of dealing with the
large numbers of applications for jetty
licences for small jetties. I have, how-
ever, instructed the general manager
that large-scale or commercial devel-
opments are to be referred to me for
final approval.

(2) No, the project received ministerial
approval and on that authority the
general manager has approved the
driving of the jetty piles only.

(3) Not applicable.

(4) The Mosman Park tearoomn-kiosk and
jetty development was accepted in
March 1986 subject to modification to
comply with three conditions. Those
conditions have been met.

(a) Yes;

(b) yes;

(e) yes, with respect to the jetty struc-
ture only;

(d) council has been consulted and
agreed to the concept of a tea-
room-kiosk development in
March 1986;

(e) the Swan River Management
Authority also approved of the
same concept in March 1986;

()yes;
(g) no.

(5) The Department of Marine and Har-
bours, Swan River Management Auth-
ority, Mosman Park Town Council,
and the State Planning Authority
agreed to approval of the development
in March 1986 subject to-

(i) The elevation of the proposed de-
velopment being appropriately
modified so that it does not ex-
ceed that of the former tearooms,
such modifications being to the
satisfaction of the commission;

(ii) the development being con-
structed in building materials that
are in keeping with the character

of the former tearooms and amen-
i ty of the l ocalIity;

(iii) the removal of all broken piles
and jetties from the site leaving
the site clean and free of any de-
struction.

Subsequent to these conditions being
met, the Swan River Management
Authority and the council have
recommended the imposition of a
limit on the number of persons who
may be accommodated by the tea-
rooms.

(6) A licence will be issued shortly.

WORKS: BUILDING MANAGEMENT
AUTHORITY

Private Sector Accounts: Payment

1433. Mr COURT, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Works and
Services:

Is the Building Management Auth-
ority paying its accounts to the private
sector within 30 days, as promised by
the Government?

Mr PEARCE replied:

It is the policy of the Building Man-
agement Authority to arrange pay-
ment to creditors within 30 days of
receipt of the account. Should the
member be aware of any specific cases
where this commitment has not been
honoured the Minister for Works and
Services, upon receipt of the appropri-
ate details, would be pleased to take
the matter up with the authority's
executive director.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

Building Societies Registrar Appointment

1435. Mr COURT, to the Premier

(1) Has the Government appointed a new
Registrar of Building Societies?

(2) If "Yes", when was this appointment
made?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) No.

(2) Not applicable.
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PORTS AND HARBOURS: KWINANA

Employees: Redeployment

1436. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Is wharf labour brought from Bunbury
to Kwinana when there is a shortage at
Kwinana?

(2) If "Yes", is this practice common?

Mr TROY replied:

(1) Waterside labour has been transferred
from Bunbury to work for Port
Warawah Stevedoring Co. at Kwinana.

(2) It is common practice to supplement
the Fremantle work force during
periods of labour shortages with avail-
able labour from the regional ports of
Geraldton, Bunbury, Albany, and
Esperance. The transfer arrangements
are organised for Fremantle employers
through the Association of Employers
of Waterside Labour.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Bicycle Hire.- Licences

1437. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Local
Government:

(1) Do local authorities licence bike-hire
operators in their area?

(2) Are they allowed to establish a fran-
chise charge which is based on the
hourly rate of hire by the operator?

Mr CARR replied:.

(1) Yes. City of Perth, City of Fremantle,
and City of Stirling license bike-hire
operators. They are subject to special
licence agreements which cover where
they operate, when they operate, and
any special conditions which are ap-
plicable.

(2) Yes. Councils usually call for tenders.
There are two types of rental contracts
operating. One is based on a flat rate
return to council, such as the bike-hire
at Perry Lakes. The other is negotiated
on a return per hour basis-based on
the hourly charge-such as the Cause-
way bike-hire.

FREMANTLE GAS AND COKE CO LTD
Valuation: Australian Bank

1438. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) Did the State Energy Commission

have the Australian Bank carry out an
evaluation of the Fremantle Gas and
Coke Co. Ltd. during the past two
years?

(2) If "Yes", what was the valuation they
placed on the company?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.

FREMANTLE GAS AND COKE CO LTD
Valuations; Examination

1439. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) Did he or his officers examine in de-

tail the two valuations of the
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co. Ltd. pre-
pared by Price Waterhouse and the
merchant bank Rothwells?

(2) If "Yes", did the Price Waterhouse
valuation refer to any previous valu-
ations of this company that it had car-
ried out in recent years?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) Yes, and rejected them.
(2) Not relevant.

GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS: STATE
TENDER BOARD

South Africa: Tenders
1440. Mr COURT, to the Minister

representing the Minister for Works and
Services:

Will the State Tender Board of West-
ern Australia purchase goods and ser-
vices and enter into contractual re-
lationships with parties in which
either individual or corporate South
African persons have, in aggregate, a
majority interest when the South
Africans concerned are black
Africans?

Mr PEARCE replied:
In accordance with Federal and State
Government policies, the State Ten-
der Board of Western Australia seeks
to restrict all dealings with South
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Africa for the Purchase of goods and
services originating in that country
andWar with corporations which have a
majority ownership or controlling
interest in South Afica.
The policy applies to all citizens and
residents of the Republic of South
Africa.

EDUCATION: STUDENTS
Kimberley: Camps

1441. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) Does the Education Department ar-

range for children at Kununurra to at-
tend camps in other pants of the
Kimberley as a pant of their curricula?

(2) If "Yes", what are the different forms
of transport used for the children.

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) Neither head office nor the Kimberley

regional education office arrange
camps for Kununurra. children. How-
ever, a school itself can arrange a
camp and receive regional approval
for that camp to occur. This applies to
any school in any pant of the State.

(2) Depending upon the location of the
camp, children may travel by air, bus,
private vehicle, and occasionally, for
some remote areas, by boat.

PASTORAL LEASE
Ord River Station: Clearance

1442. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs:
(1) Has the section of the Ord River

Station in the Bungle Bungle region
been cleared of cattle?

(2) What proposals does the Government
have for this area?

(3) Has the Government given approval
for bores to be drilled in this area?

(4) If "Yes", for what purpose are these
bores being drilled?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
The above questions have been
incorrectly addressed to the Minister
for Aboriginal Affairs.
Pants (1) and (2) have been referred to
the Minister for Agriculture for his di-
rect written response. in addition,
parts 3 and 4 have been referred to the

Minister for Conservation and Land
Management for his direct written re-
sponse.

PASTORAL LEASES
Aboriginal Conference

1443. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs:
(1) Is he aware that a large contingent of

Aborigines from the Kimberley has re-
cently met at Alice Springs to discuss
the ownership of the Turner River
Station, Ord River Station, Ivanhoe,
Bungle Bungle region, and Lake
Argyle?

(2) If "Yes"-
(a) has the Government assisted in

the funding of this meeting;
(b) is the Government currently

working on proposals to hand
over these areas to the Aboriginal
people?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(I) No.
(2) Not applicable.

WORKS: BUILDING MANAGEMENT
AUTHORITY

Employees: Kununurra
1445. Mr COURT, to the Minister

representing the Minister for Works and
Services:
(1) IHow many people employed by the

Public Works Department are based
at Kununurra?

(2) Is the Government considering reduc-
ing this work force during the coming
year?

(3) If "Yes", to what extent will this re-
duction take place?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) The Minister for Works and Services

has assumed that the member is refer-
ring to the Building Management
Authority, as the Public Works De-
partment no longer exists in Western
Australia.
On this assumption, the member is
advised that there is a total of seven
authority staff stationed in
Kununurra-two salaried and five
wages staff.
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(2) and (3) No. However, the Building
Management Authority, as part of its
normal management policy, is con-
stantly reviewing its country and city
operations, and Kununurra will be
reviewed with all other establishments
during 1986-87.

WA EXIM CORPORATION
Merger Overseas Projects Authority

1447. Mr COURT, to the Premier:
(1) Is the Government still proposing to

merge Exim Corporation and Western
Australian Overseas Projects Auth-
ority to form a new statutory auth-
ority?

(2) If "Yes", when will this occur?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Legislation is being prepared.

PORTS AND HARBOURS: BOAT
HARBOUR

Geographe Bay. Sites
1449. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for

Environment:
(1) How many sites have been evaluated

for boat harbour development in
Geographe Bay?

(2) When does he expect the reports will
be concluded?

Mr HODGE replied:
This question has been incorrectly
addressed to the Minister for Environ-
ment. It has been referred to the Min-
ister for Transport, and he will answer
the question in writing.

EDUCATION
Integrated Participation: introduction

1451. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) Why is the Education Department

bringing in integrated participation as
its long-term aim?

(2) What length of time does the depart-
ment envisage 'long-term" to mean?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) The Equal Opportunity Act, section

I8, makes it unlawful to deny any
student access or limit access to any
benefit provided by an educational

authority. Section 35 relates to sport
and provides an exemption -in any
competitive sporting activity in which
the strength, stamina or physique of
competitors is relevant". This exemp-
tion does not apply to "sporting ac-
tivities by children who have not
attained the age of 12 years". Every
child under the age of 12 years has the
right to the same access to facilities,
equipment, coaching, and to the same
range of sports.
The intention of Ihe Act is to increase
choices and participation in sports
and physical education programmes,
and provide children with the options
needed to make sound decisions about
future physical activities.

Girls and boys, given the same
chances to develop their physical
potential, should maintain similar
interest in physical activities.
Presently there are measurable differ-
ences in both, with girls on average
dropping out of physical activities in
greater numbers than boys during ado-
lescence.

(2) A length of time will not be imposed
in any doctrinaire way but will be left
to the discretion and professional
judgment of principals and teachers to
ensure that the primary children are
psychologically ready and have the
necessary psychomnotor skills to ensure
disadvantage does not occur. Any
changes are to be introduced carefully
and sensitively, and with consultation
with the school community.
Careful monitoring, reviewing, and
adjusting of programmes should occur
to ensure progress towards the goal of
equality in sport for all primary school
students. "Long-term" cannot be
given a strict definition. Each school
and its community will have to assess
its own particular needs, and the time
will depend on that context.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOL
Busselgon: Works Programme

1452. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for
Education:

(1) What is the extent of the recently
announced works programme for the
Busselton High School?
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(2) What works will be achieved with the
$100 000 allocated in this yea?'s
Budget?

(3) When will works-
(a) commence;
(b) be completed?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) The proposed works include replace-

ment home economics, manual arts,
and an-craft facilities, and conversion
of existing facilities to classrooms and
staff facilities.

(2) The total allocation is $1 million, with
$100000 expenditure this financial
year.

(3) (a) Documentation has already
commenced;

(b) construction is expected to be
completed for occupation by the
commencement of the 1988
school year.

STATE FINANCE: GENERAL LOAN AND
CAPITAL WORKS FUND

Allocation: Transpenkh
1455. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for

Transport:
(1) Referring to the Capital Works Pro-

gramme for the Metropolitan (Perth)
Passenger Transport Trust, will he
provide further details of the
borrowings of $16 090 000 and
internal funds and balances of
$7 552 000?

(2) Will any of these funds be provided
from the transport trust fund?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) (a) Western Australian Treasury Cor-

poration $16 090 000;
(b)

Balance 117185
Depreciation
Provisions
Sale or Assets
Funds received (matured
investments)
Discount on loans
Loan funds unused pre-
vious year
Less
Re-investment of matured
sinking funds
Additional investment-
sinking funds

0866-87

$

3428000
900 000
200000

s
(1 599872)

59000
67 000

6122000 10776000

59000

26000

Sinking fund liability to
Treasury
Loan repayments
(principal)
Increases on other assets
(stores)
General Loan Fund repay-
ments

Internal funds generated
during the year

48000

848 000

600 000

43 000 (1 624 000)

7552 128

(2) No.

STATE FINANCE: GENERAL LOAN AND
CAPITAL WORKS FUND

Allocation: Westrail
1456. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for

Transport:
(1) Referring to the Capital Works pro-

gramme for the Western Australian
Government Railways Commission,
will he provide further details of the
borrowings of $7 745 000 and internal
funds and balances of $24 480 000?

(2) Will any ofibhese funds be provided
from the transport trust fund?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) "Borrowings" of $7 745 000 represent

Westrail's new borrowing require-
ments from the Central Borrowing
Authority in 1986-87.
The "internal funds and balances"
amount of $24 480000 is made up
o f-

Commission loans account bal-
ance $11 573000
Railway asset purchase fund bal-
ance $12907000

The balance in the commission loans
account represents allocations
borrowed in previous years from the
Central Borrowing Authority and not
used, plus interest earned and credited
on those balances. The railway assets
purchase fund is credited annually
with a drawing from Consolidated
Revenue of an amount equal to the
annual depreciation of Westrai assets
less an amount equal to 4.5 per cent of
Westrail's Genera! Loan Fund bal-
ances, which is allocated to the repay-
ment of the General Loan Fund bal-
ances.

(2) No.
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TRANSPERTH
Deficit

1457. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) What was the total deficit in running

Transperth last financial year?
(2) What was the amount and source of

all subsidies which have been given to
Transperth last financial year?

(3) What is the estimated total deficit of
running Transperth this financial
year?

(4) What is the source of all subsidies to
be granted to Transpenth this financial
year?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) to (4) 1985-86 1986-87

Contribution
Subsidies

Pare concessions
Bus and ferries
Rail

Social welfare pay-
ments

Bus
Rail

Transport trust fund

Total contribution
from State funds

Subsidies from America's
Cup Federal funds

Actual
$

38593050

Estimated

514000

6616000 6881 000
937 000 1 065 000

19787000
10411 000

21 792000
11840000
44500000

76 344 050 86 592 000

193000

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

MR PETER ELLETT
Financial Backers

291. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

As both the Minister and the Premier
have acknowledged that the Midland
abattoir site was sold for less than its
full value because of the promise by
Mr Peter Ellett to construct a $30
million brickworks on the site, wilt the
Minister advise the House-
(1) How did he satisfy himself that

Mr Ellett had the financial ca-
pacity to construct the $30
million brickworks?

(2) If, as the Minister said yesterday,
he does not know the financiers of
Mr Ellett, on what basis could he
have been satisfied other than his

trust in Mr Ellett's word of his
capacity to construct the brick-
works?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.

MIDLAND ABATTOIR SALE
Cabinet Involvement

292. Mr MacKJNNON, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

(1) Did Cabinet approve of the sale of the
Midland abattoir site?

(2) If so, what advice did Cabinet receive
as to the value of the property sold?

(3) Did Cabinet approve the sale on the
basis of the understanding that Mr
Elicit would construct a $30 million
brickworks?

(4) If so, why was there not included in
the contract of sale any contractual
obligations for the construction of the
brickworks?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) Cabinet certainly did approve the sale
of the site.

(2) to (4) Cabinet discussions are confi-
dential.

TRANSPORT

Taxi Fares: Increase

293. Mr TROY (Minister for Transport):
My an swer to q uestion 1186 asked by
the member for Gascoyne on
Wednesday, I5 October, as reported
on page 3123 of Hansard, contains a
typographical error.
The flagfall under tariff 1 should have
read $1.20 existing and $1.50
proposed, instead of $1.50 existing
and $ 1.80 proposed.

B RICK WORKS
Prestige Bricks: Plans

294. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

Has the Minister inquired or been ad-
vised in relation to the Midland abat-
toir site as to-
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(a) the progress of architectural and
engineering plans for the develop-
ment of Mr Ellett's brickworks;

(b) when work is to commence and
when it is to be completed;

(c) whether any machinery has been
ordered from overseas or in
Australia; and

(d) when the machinery will be
delivered?

Mr Bryce: Why don't you ask him for a
copy of his business plans so you can
give them to Ric New?

Mr GRILL replied:

In reality the interjection by the Depu-
ty Premier is correct. These are the
sorts of questions members opposite
should be putting to the private indi-
vidual and the private company pro-
ceeding with this development. It
seems to me that the Opposition is set
on completely alienating the business
community in this State. Members op-
posite have conducted attacks against
people who have lawfully been going
about their business. Members op-
posite have made innuendos and
snide attacks against a whole range of
people who should not have been at-
tacked and do not deserve to be at-
tacked.

Last week, before I pulled them up
short by exposing their little ploy, they
were conducting a concerted cam-
paign against one of the officers of my
staff. They have completely alienated
that person, who was brought up on
Liberal Party philosophy, a person
whose father for decades served the
Liberal Party, whose father was a paid
organiser of the Liberal Party for years
and years and who died believing in
the Liberal Party philosophy. Memn-
bers. opposite have completely lost
that man on my staff and his family.

These questions are properly ad-
dressed to Mr Ellett, and I suggest
members opposite make the necessary
arrangements to put them to him.

MIDLAND ABATTOIR SALE
Valuation

295. Dr WATSON, to the Minister for
Agniculture:
(1) Is he aware that the Leader of the Op-

position has repeatedly referred to a-
valuation of the Midland abattoir site
that says the site is worth $3 million?

(2) If so, how does that valuation com-
pare with the $450 000 for which the
Government sold it?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) Yes, the Leader of the Opposition and

the Chairman of the Legislative Coun-
cil Select Committee inquiry into this
matter have both referred extensively
to a valuation purported to be $3
million for the abattoir and salcyards
site. The valuation is a complete farce,
and the Leader of the Opposition and
the Legislative Council Select Com-
mittee have attempted to mislead the
public into believing that the valu-
ation is a credible figure.
The facts are that the whole exercise
surrounding this valuation has been
revealed in public hearings before
both Select Committees. The person
who did the valuation, Mr
Christopher Whiteman, admitted to
both hearings that in his initial evi-
dence his figure of $3 million was not
a valuation, but an opinion. What is
more, he admitted he had relied upon
second-hand information from an
undisclosed third party for the basis of
his opinion. The Legislative Assembly
committee asked Mr Whiteman to re-
veal this third party, but Mr
Whiteman was unable to do so. I as-
sure the member that the Government
has no intention of asking Mr
Whiteman to appear before the Bar of
the Assembly, as Mr Oliver did in
another place in respect of Mr Ellett.
To give the House some evidence of
the sheer incompetence that sur-
rounds this valuation, Mr Whiteman
admitted in open hearings of the
Select Committees that, firstly, he had
valued the wrong land. Secondly, he
did not even know the area or dimen-
sions of the land he was meant to be
valuing. Thirdly, he did not even
make an independent investigation of
the land which actually was being
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sold, In fact, he also told the Assembly
Select Committee hearing that he
thought the site he was meant to be
valuing Comprised only the abattoirs.
When asked to conclude how he
arrived at the figure of 29 hectares as
the area of the site, which is not even
the area of the land being sold, all he
could come up with was that he
thought that was the area on the basis
that he had been told it was 29 hec-
tares by a third party. How can any
credence be given to the valuation of a
person who does not have a clue about
what he is valuing?

(2) This valuation does not relate to the
Government's assessment of
$450 000. The Government com-
missioned the GI-D-Dwyer report,
and as pant of that, Baillieu Justin
Seward did eight valuations. Baillieu
Justin Seward had been retained by
the previous Government-the Lib-
eral Government-to act as valuers
and real estate agents for the site and
adjoining land. The present Govern-
ment continued Baillieu Justin
Seward's services because of its long
experience and knowledge of the land
and associated problems.

Here we have a case where a highly
respected company with many years
experience, which was appointed in
the first place by the Liberal Govern-
ment, is being ignored by the Leader
of the Opposition. Baillieu Justin
Seward's valuation was arrived at
after hundreds of man-hours of ex-
perience with this land.

if the Government really wanted to
give the land away, as the Leader of
the Opposition claims, it could have
embarked on an ambitious develop-
ment programme and lost 1910 000
according to the valuation made by
Baillieu Justin Seward. The valuation
also shows that the best way to get rid
of the land was to sell the abattoir site,
the saleyards, and the effluent ponds,
lock stock and barrel. That would
have realised around $915 000, with
no saleyards left for producers.

But because we have access, and as-
sured access at that, to the saleyards
for at least six years, and it will end up
being more than 10 years and

probably indefinitely, and we have
excised river frontage for the people of
the Midland region, and a further hec-
tare for Westrail, the $450 000 was
and is considered to be realistic. At
least our valuers knew the site and
paid more attention to it than one 40-
minute visit, on 27 August by Mr
Whiteman.

TECHNICAL AND FURTHER
EDUCATION

Lecturers; Hours

296. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for
Education:

(I) Can he advise what are the required
teaching and duty hours of various
grades of TAFE lecturers?

(2) How do these compare with other
educational institutions?

(3) Is the Government following the
recommendations of the Dormer re-
port either in part or in whole, and if
so, how closely?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) to (3) The Government is not follow-
ing the Dormer report in its approach
to working conditions in TAFE,
although we are addressing some of
the same issues as did the Dormer re-
port. Under the proposed arrange-
ment for TAFE staff, they will be
asked to work a greater number of
contact hours than was previously the
case. In round figures, for a base-grade
lecturer-lecturer C-we shall be
asking them to work an average of 22
contact hours per week compared with
an average of around 18 hours under
the existing conditions.

Those conditions were the subject of
recommendations by the Dormer re-
port, but I am not aware of precisely
what the recommendations were. The
approach the Government took on
this occasion was to quantify what we
believed from a succession of reports
was the amount that could be saved in
TAFE by a reorganisation of work
practices, to adjust those practices to
achieve that level of saving, and then
to look at what we were proposing to
see that it was fair and reasonable. It is
not the case that we have pulled out
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the Dormer report again to arrive at
the proposed new conditions.
When the Government gave a com-
mitment not to implement the Dor-
mer report in 1983 on the basis that
the previous Government had entered
into that exercise without consulting
the union or involving it in the dis-
cussions, we decided to do so because
we felt it was the wrong way to go
about it. However, at the time that I
gave the union a commitment that we
would not implement the report I also
opened up the question of work prac-
tices and management practices in
TAFE which needed to be investi-
gated. I established a separate com-
mittee, which was not as open as the
Dormer committee, but with heavy
union representation on it, to look at
some of those issues and the cost
savings that might be made.
The union expressed a willingness at
the time to assist in the process and to
identify cost savings, but after six or
nine months the committee reported
it could not recommend any cost
savings at all-that is, on each of the
issues it addressed, the union rep-
resentatives effectively blocked any
constructive move except for the pro-
posal to have a single grade of lecturer,
which was a specific Dormer
recommendation. That was proposed
to save something of the order of $3
million or $4 million, if gone about
properly.
The union agreed to a discussion to
implement the single grade of lecturer.
That went on for something over a
year. It got to the stage where about
three months ago departmental rep-
resentatives on that working party
came to me and said, "We have
finalised the agreement about the
single grade of lecturer; it is going to
cost $300 000 more. Do you think the
Government will agree?" I said, "Of
course the Government is not going to
agree to that. The proposition was that
it would cost $3 million less." I had
instructed the department to ensure
that the new arrangement at least
came out even in terms of cost and not
as an additional cost to the Govern-
ment in what started out as a cost-
saving exercise.

In the light of that three years of ex-
perience, this time around we decided
what the new conditions should be,
and I called the union delegates in and
told them our proposal, and sought
negotiations on the matter.
It is history that the union would not
negotiate and has taken strike action
instead. I have sent the union letters
every day asking it to return to the
negotiating table to see if the matter
can be settled. The union keeps send-
ing me letters saying it will not discuss
the matter until the package is with-
drawn or I give a guarantee that I will
not implement anything in 1987. So it
is not a completely happy position,
but I guess we will resolve it soon.
As far as the working conditions are
concerned, they are substantially bet-
ter than anyone else in education ex-
cept for the tertiary sector. They
would not compare with those of uni-
versity lecturers for the most part, but
at that level there is a requirement to
spend a tremendous amount of time
on original research, and that does not
apply anywhere else in education. In
round terms, TAFE lecturers have a
contact time which averages about 18
hours across the board at the moment.
For a secondary teacher it would be in
the order of 23 or 24 hours, and for a
primary teacher it would be 27 or 28
hours. They have also been getting
credits of time-and-a-half for the
classes they take after 5.30 p.m.
TAFE lecturers have had those con-
ditions for a long time and are not
happy about having them wound
back. However, in a time of strin-
gency, it is necessary to look at savings
other than cutting back class sizes. It is
not something we are doing with a
great deal of joy, but, given the cir-
cumstances, it is our belief that this is
fairer than some of the alternatives.

MR CHRISTOPHER WHITEMAN
Involvernent: Midland Brick Co Pty Lid

297. Mr THOMAS, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) Was the Midland Brick company

involved with Mr Christopher
Whiteman, who supplied the Legislat-
ive Council Select Committee inquir-
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ing into the disposal of the Midland
abattoir site with a valuation of the
site?

(2) If so, on what basis was the valuation
made?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) and (2) Yes, the Midland Brick

company certainly was involved with
Mr Whiteman. In fact, Mr George
Cugley, the General Manager of the
Midland Brick Co, in evidence to an
open hearing of the Legislative As-
sembly Select Committee inquiry,
acknowledged that his company paid
the firm of solicitors, Stephen Jaques
Stone James, $1 500 for Mr
Whiteman's assessment.
On 20 August, Mr Whiteman told the
Legislative Council committee that his
valuation which, incidentally, was that
the site was worth $3 million, was in
fact not a true valuation at all but was
an opinion.
On 27 August, Mr Whiteman, having
been given a letter of authority from
Mr Oliver's committee, visited the
Midland abattoir site at 10120 ai.
and left at I I a.m. In other words, the
visit took a total of 40 minutes. With
Mr Whiteman were two people who
are employees of the Midland Brick
Co.
In answer to the member's question,
Midland Brick has been extremely
closely involved in not only other as-
pects of the inquiry, but particularly
with Mr Christopher Whiteman.

BRICKWORKS
Prestige Bricks: Gas Requirements

298. Mr WILLIAMS, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) What will be the annual gas require-

ments of the brickworks to be estab-
lished by Mr Peter Ellett on the Mid-
land abattoir site?

(2) Have any negotiations been entered
into for the provision of that gas?

(3) When will the gas be required?
Mr GRILL replied:

Opposition members are absolutely
pitiful in the way they ask questions.
No reasonable response can be given
to those questions. Last night we

heard a whole range of pitiful ques-
tions from the Opposition.
The question has been wrongly
directed to me. If the member wants
his questions answered, he should di-
rect them to the right Minister.

ROTTNEST ISLAND
Boat Moorings: Additional

299. Mrs BUCHANAN, to the Premier:
What decision, if any, has the Govern-
ment reached in regard to the pro-
vision of new boat moorings at
Rottuiest Island?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
The Government is very conscious of
the need to improve the public's ac-
cess to safe permanent moorings at
Rottnest, particularly for day visitors
in the long term, and in the immediate
future for those visiting the island dur-
ing the America's Cup.
It had been suggested that 40 new
moorings be provided in Thomson
Bay. However, the Environmental
Protection Authority has advised that
those moorings could threaten import-
ant seagrass areas, and we have ac-
cordingly decided not to go on with
that proposal at this time.
However, we are still endeavouring to
find ways of allowing the public better
use of existing moorings and are
seeking further advice from the
Rottnest Island Board.

MR PETER ELLETT
Financial Backers

300. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

Does the Minister recall the first ques-
tion I put to him tonight relating to his
saying that Mr Ellett bad the financial
capacity to construct the $30 million
brickworks at the Midland abattoir
site? The answer was "No". I assume
he did not understand the question.
The second part of the question was-

If he did not know Mr Ellett's
financiers, on what basis could he
be satisfied that Mr Ellett had the
capacity to actually construct the
brickworkcs?
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The SPEAKER: Order! I do not want to
stop members asking questions, but it
is inappropriate for the same question
to be asked just because a member is
dissatisfied with the answer. Having
said that, I can understand how the
member is dissatisfied with the answer
and I do not want to stop him putting
his question. However, he will have to
frame it in a slightly different way.

Point of Order

Mr MacKINNON: I believe I put the ques-
tion in a different way. I indicated
that I believed the Minister misunder-
stood the question because he said
that the answer to the first pant of the
question was "No", and that does not
make sense.

The SPEAKER: A lot of answers do not
make sense.

Mr Brian Burke: Neither do a lot of ques-
tions.

Mr MacKINNON: How could the Minis-
ter answer "No" to the question I put
to him and "Not applicable" to the
second part when those answers
clearly make no sense?

The SPEAKER: Order! I think that both
sides were correct. A lot of answers
have not made sense lately, and I
think the Premier was right in saying
that not many questions make sense.
However, the question will have to be
framed in a different way.

Questions without Notice Resumed

Mr MacKINNON: I therefore ask-
Is the Minister satisfied that Mr Ellett
has the financial capacity to construct
the $30 million brickworks?

Mr GRILL replied:
I believe that Mr Elicit's ability to
construct the brickworks will be
proved by his performance. The proof
of the pudding is in the eating; and as
far as I am aware, and from all indi-
cations that I have received, Mr Ellett
and his company have the ability to be
able to fulfil the contract in purchas-
ing the land.
I have been informed by reliable third
panies that Mr Ellett's finances to
build the brickworks are in place.
However, the question that the mem-

ber really wants answered is whether I
will tell him who Mr Ellett's financiers
are. I will not tell him because I do not
know; and if I did know I still would
not tell him.

TECHNICAL AND FURTHER
EDUCATION

Tuition: Final Examinations

301. Mr STEPHENS, to the Minister for
Education:

(1) Is the Minister aware that, because of
the industrial action by TAFE
lecturers, some final-year students will
not receive their tuition in preparation
for their final exams?

(2) Is the Minister prepared to try to over-
come the problem?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) and (2) 1 am aware that action taken
by some TAFE lecturers is disrupting
the education, not just of their
students, but also of other students,
because I have received reports that
some colleges were picketed by
lecturers and that lecturers turning up
for Work were prevented from
entering classrooms, and therefore
students' classes were disrupted.

Mr Blaikie: How many turned up?

Mr PEARCE: I do not have an institution-
by-institution report of how many
turned up. I expect to receive that in
the morning. It is difficult for the
Government to take direct action
today to obtain information on who
turned up and who did not turn up
because that would also inflame the
sitution. The lecturers are striking
today and tomorrow.

I will obtain a report from the depart-
ment of what happened in those two
days and will take action to ensure the
students are not disadvantaged with
regard to their examinations and the
results of those examinations.

To some extent there is an equival-
ence around it because the strike ac-
tion affects all technical colleges and
all technical students.

Mr Stephens: It has a greater impact on
final-year students.
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Mr PEARCE: Of Course it has. Effectively
all of them will get two days less teach-
ing, but since it affects them all
equally it ought not impact on their
results.

MIDLAND ABATTIOIR SALE
Settlement

302. Mr CASH, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

In relation to the sale of the Midland
abattoir site to Mr Peter Ellett, I ask-
(1) What is the reason for the delay in

the completion of the settlement?
(2) If, as the Minister said yesterday,

Mr Ellett has been given pos-
session of the property to the ex-
tent that he has access to it to
make certain Preparations, what
guarantee does the State have that
these preparations will be undone
if the sale is not completed?

(3) Under what arrangement or writ-
ten agreement has Mr Ellett been
given partial possession of the
Midland abattoir site?

(4) Is he permitted to pull dawn,
alter, or remove any of the build-
ings, machinery, or other assets
on the site of the Midland abat-
toir?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) to (4) As I explained yesterday, a range

of technicalities have to be taken care
of before settlement of this property
can take place. Firstly, the property
has to be transferred into the name of
the Meat Commission. That is now
being done and the Governor will give
his assent to that transfer either this
week or next week. I indicated that
yesterday. There are other formalities
that have to take place relating to the
subdivision of the property.

Mr Rushton: What if the subdivision is not
approved?

Mr GRILL: Then the settlement would not
take place. But I am being asked why
settlement is being delayed. Settle-
ment is being delayed while the
formalities are completed. Once those
formalities are completed, settlement
will take place and the property will be
transferred. In the meantime, the

property is being transferred into the
name of the Meat Commission.
It is quite true that Mr Ellett has gone
onto the property to undertake some
preparatory work. I am not certain of
the nature of that preparatory work,
but I do not believe that it is anything
of a permanent nature. I do not think
that anything that he has done there
will be of a nature that cannot be un-
done in the unlikely event that the sale
does not go ahead.

Mr Cash: Has the Government been in-
demnified against that if the sale does
not go ahead?

Mr GRILL: We are getting into the realms
of the airy-fairy here. The member for
Mt Lawley has no evidence for those
kinds of assertions. Yesterday the
member asked a question about a per-
son on my staff creating a lot of smoke
on the assumption that if people see
smoke they will expect there to be
some fire. The question the member
asked about that particular officer has
been answered in the negative on both
occasions.
The member made a completely fal-
lacious accusation by implication and
that is what he is doing now with Mr
Ellett. By implication he is trying to
impugn his ability to proceed with a
very valuable addition to the industry
of this State. He is trying to impugn
his financial ability to proceed.

Mr Cash: Is the State protected?
Mr GRILL: This Government will not al-

low those sorts of cowardly attacks to
take place or to continue.

QUESTION WITHOUT NOTICE
A nswer: Broadcast

303. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

Was it with the Minister's knowledge
and consent that the Australian
Broadcasting Corporation had the
substance of his reply to the Dorothy
Dix question by the member for Can-
ning relating to the Midland abattoir
land valuation prior to his answering
the question in Parliament, and made
it public on the 5. 10 p.m. State news?

Mr Brian Burke: There was a Press confer-
ence at 3 o'clock.
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Mr GRILL replied:
That was most certainly the case. I
gave a Press conference at 3.30 p.m. If
the member for Floreat is so keen, he
is welcome to come along to my Press
conferences. I will invite him next
time.

PORTS AND HARBOURS: JET7IES
Berthing Fees

304. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Has the Minister now apprised him-

self of his Government's intentions in
respect of the imposition of berthing
fees for Perth's public jetties to the
point where he can now tell the House
which boats will be liable to pay the
new fees?

(2) As a result of the considerable con-
fusion over this issue, the intended
commencement date of these fees has
been put back twice already on I
October and 5 October. When is it
intended that the new fees will corn-
mence?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) and (2) 1 have no knowledge of the

latter allegation. I know of only one
deferment, and it was related to a legal
interpretation in terms of addressing
the question of commercial boat
owners and private boat owners. The
matter was referred to the Crown Law
Department. Crown Law has
responded and the matter is currently
back in my office for consideration. in
due course, the appropriate announce-
ment will be made.

EDUCATION: TEACHERS
Port Hedland: Transfers

305. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) Has the Education Department

received a large number of appli-
cations for transfers from Port
Hedland this year?

(2) If "Yes", how many teachers have ap-
plied for transfer and what percentage
of the Port Hedland teaching work
force does this represent?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(t) and (2) I thank the member for some

notice of that question.
There has been a very slight rise in
transfer applications from Port Hed -
land. In the primary section, 22 trans-
fer applications were granted last year.
This year, 29 teachers have applied
for transfer. Last year 1 5 secondary
teachers were granted transfers, and
19 have made application for this
year.
The making of an application does not
necessarily mean that the transfer will
be granted. That is a slight, but not
remarkably significant increase. The
figures given do not include pro-
motional positions, the transfer ar-
rangemients for which are different be-
cause they are contingent upon
promotional circumstances. In total,
that represents between 25 and 30 per
cent of teachers in Port Hedland,
which is around the average turnover
from that area.

DR DARRYL HULL
Settlement: A mount

306. Mr MacKjINNON, to the Minister for
Industry and Technology:
(1) On what basis was the out of court

settlement made to the former WA
Technology Directorate head, Dr
Darryl Hull?

(2) What was the amount of the out of
court settlement with Dr Hull?

(3) Bearing in mind the settlement is
made from public funds, if the Minis-
ter is not prepared to indicate the
amount, why is he not so prepared?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) to (3) 1 accepted the advice of the

Crown Law Department and settle-
ment was reached on that basis.

Mr MacKinnon: On what basis? For
wrongful dismissal or what?

Mr BRYCE: I am perfectly happy for Dr
Hull to release the details of the fig-
ures involved if he wishes to do so.

Mr MacKinnon: Why won't you? It's pub-
lic money.

Mr BRYCE: I anticipated that it would
titillate the imagination of people like
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.
I wondered whether it would be the
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member for NedLands or him who
would demonstrate that they were be-
ing titillated in this way. I knew per-
fectly well when I agreed with what is
a very normal request for those sorts
of details to remain confidential to the
person involved that this would be the
reaction from some members op-
posite.

I suggest that the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition accept my word for it
that the sum involved was a modest
sum of money and did not run into
the many thousands of dollars that he
sought to excite the public mind about
with his reference yesterday.
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